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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 is 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 material. 

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 Welihausen, 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 
is 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 
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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 is 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). 
5 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 is 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. 6 

All in all, however, there remains one major bulwark for the Documentary 

Hypothesis. This is 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. 8 For de Wette, the reason why one 

cannot date Deuteronomy earlier is that the ancient practice of the 

Hebrews was to sacrifice in multiple places, as the altar law of Ex 20: 21ff. 

and the practice of Samuel, Saul, David and Solomon attest. 9 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. 10 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 is 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. 164n5. 

3 



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. 12 

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. 13 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. 14 Thus, a new 

period in the history of worship starts from the building of the temple of 
Solomon. Is 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. 16 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 and as having nothing to do with politics is 

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. 18 Especially, Elijah 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. 
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built an altar to Yahweh at Carmel (1 Ki 18: 30-32) and complained that the 

Israelites 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 is 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 

Israel's history, where sacrifice in multiple places is not regarded merely as 

permissible, but as a matter of course, 21 and thus J and E are to be dated 

as the earliest sources of the Pentateuch. In this respect, according to 

Wellhausen, it is 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 is 

Deuteronomy. 23 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 Welihausen 1905/1878, p. 22. 
21 Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 29. 
22 Wellhausen l905/1878, p. 29. 
23 Wellhausen 1905/1878, pp. 32-34. 
24 "Die jehovistische Bundesbuch liegt zwar dem Deuteronomium zu grunde"; Wellhausen 
1905/1878, p. 32. 
25 "Das Gesetz wird nicht müde, die Forderung der lokalen Einheit des Gottesdienstes immer 
und immer zu wiederholen. Es tritt damit dem, 'was wir gegenwärtig zu tun gewohnt sind', 
bewußt entgegen und bekämpft 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. 27 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 is 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 idea that 

the Priestly Code is indifferent to the question of one sanctuary. 30 However, 

Wellhausen argues that the assumption that worship is restricted to one 

single centre runs through the entire Priestly Document. 31 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 is 

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. 
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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. 39 However, P 

incorporated H into itself, and in that process made a final redaction of H. 4° 

According to Wellhausen, whereas P assumes centralization, H still speaks 
for it, as a number of passages, including Lev 17 attest. 41 

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, daß die Stiftshütte des 
Priesterkodex ihrer Bedeutung nach nicht ein einfaches provisorisches Obdach der Lade auf 
dem Marsche ist, sondern das einzige legitime Heiligtum der Gemeinde der zwölf Stämme vor 
Salomo und darum also eine Projektion des späteren Tempels". 
39 Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 378, "Jehovist Deuteronomium Ezechiel sind eine historische 
Reihenfolge; Ezechiel Heiligkeitsgesetz Priesterkodex müssen gleichfalls als historische 
Stufen begriffen werden". 
40 Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 378. 
41, Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 376, "Auf die örtliche 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. 
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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 Elijah, 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 in 

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 
yet 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 for 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 in 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, 46 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". 47 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. 49 The 

clearest indication of a non-Jerusalemite application comes from Jer 7: 12, 

which explicitly applies the place to Shiloh. 50 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 1oW which is used in Dt 12: 5 is 

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. 
5° 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 is scanty. 53 

Scholars have also questioned whether Deuteronomy's centralization 

requirement is 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: 5,54 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 is 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 is 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. 56 

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 is 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 is 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 McConville, 

"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. "59 To 

solve the problem of incompatibility, as with Dt 16: 21, Dt 27: 5-7 has been 

argued to be earlier material than Deuteronomy. 60 However, as McConville 

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

research concerning Shiloh, see Schley 1989. 
53 See Wenham 1971 a, 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 111.3 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. 
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included in the final form of the book. 61 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 other 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, 65 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, 66 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 is 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 (ibid. ) 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. 68 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 Elijah 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. 70 

I have chosen a certain number of methodological presuppositions for the 

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

Deuteronomy. 7' Also, I will not assume Pentateuchal source division. 72 

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 Peritateuch 
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 dating is 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. 73 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 is only a sample of all physical material, objects and 
installations which existed in the past, and is 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. 75 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 if 

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 Ahlström 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. 76 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. 77 

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'. 78 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. 79 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 Ahlström 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 Ahlström 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 is a collection of ancient Near 

Eastern documents. 81 In this respect, as it is well known that narrative and 

theology are generally inseparable in ancient Near Eastern historiography, 82 

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. 84 

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

not necessarily mean that the testimony actually was nonfactual( 
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, I 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 issue 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, 87 

centralization of other Israelite institutions such as the Passover, 88 and 
divine presence in Deuteronomy. 89 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. 
99-123. 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 

19 



Building of Solomon's Temple in a topical rather than chronological order, as 

this is more helpful for the development of the argument. 

issues involved with divine presence in Deuteronomy. 

20 



PART I 

DIVINE PRESENCE AND CENTRALIZATION 
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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 III. 

In the ancient Near East, gods were thought to be present both in heaven2 

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 k6nnte. "6 Also, the use of the word bitilim for 

a temple in Akkadian7, pr in Egyptian, 8 E. DINGIR in Hittite9, and byt/ bt in 

1 Cf. also above, Introduction, p. 14. 
2I 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. Dailey 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'° reflects this fact. " 

The presence of a god in a temple occurred through a cult object, which 

could either be an anthropomorphic12 or a theriomorphic13 statue 

representing the god, a divine symbo114 or a cult stela. 15 The cult object was 

made and dedicated to provide a locus for the god's presence. 16 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, 18 whereas in Egypt gods and 
images were rather seen as separate. 19 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. 21 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. 
is 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. 

23 



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 it. 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, 24 and such ceremonial names of temples 

as E. TEMEN. AN. KI25 (House, a Foundation of Heaven and Earth), 
E. DUR. AN. KI26 (House, a bond of Heaven and Earth) and their variations27 

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 terubat 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 is 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' (garu) 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 invited 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. 29 

Hurowitz sums up, 
The difference in 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. 31 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 wild 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, 0 maid, to thy house! 
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 

queenship! 38 

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. 535-539. 
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. 455). 
36 Kramer 1940, pp. 16-17; ANET (translated by Kramer), p. 455; followed 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. 

26 



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. 4° 

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 Ekur41 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 83-85, 

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 dür-ra-ni ba-ra-gub 
ki-sikil auras-na iub-bu-gim 
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That the kingdom of Agade would no longer occupy a good, lasting 
residence, 

That its future was altogether unfavorable, 
That its temples would be shaken and their stores scattered. 43 

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 is 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 is 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-tiq ma-mi-ti), Kashtiliash, the 

gods of heaven and netherworld [ J. 
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 w[ith Der 
Annunnitu would not approach Agade [ ], 
The lady of Uruk cast [off her ]: 
(All) the gods were enraged [ ]45 

kd dinanna-ke, 6 a-qa-d äk1 mu-un-bub. 
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. Niehaus 
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-iq-ti is-si-ma Je-mu-ut-tu 

sad-rat). 
The lord became angry and got furious, 
He gave the command and the gods of the land abandoned it [... J 

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, [... J 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. 47 As Block describes it, even if 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, it was interpreted as a sign that the god returned of his own 

volition. 49 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 Assyria's 

god, Ashur". so 

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 
1995, p. 140. 
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to secure divine favour and presence. In this, the cult of the god was 
instrumental. 51 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. "53 

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. 54 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 in the presence of a god. 58 Thus, it would be customary to go to a 

51 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 in the appropriate manner, both established and sanctified by the tradition of the 
sanctuary. " According to to 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 
illness 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). 
53 Postgate 1992, p. 264. 
54 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-nak"Zi-kir- 
te d k1rAn-di-aia`tUR). GAL `AIM u-ri-gal-li a-li-kutmab-ri-ia ü-sat-ri-, rani-ir- u-un. See also Younger 
1990, p. 93 for the time of Ashur-Dan II (9th century BC), and Budge 1914, plates XVI. 2 and 
XVII. 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); ANEPno. 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 Sama§... ". 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 (m a 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". 61 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, Hattu§ili 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 (PANIDINGIR- 

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 (g5). Hittite text in van den Hout 1995, p. 34, lines 38'-39'. 
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U M)". 63 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 §u-pa-al 

GIMMES sa dUTL4 of [Heliopolis] and before the Great Gods (a-na pa-ni 

DINGIR. MEE 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 1935, 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, 65 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. 66 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 - 9: 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 
(5) 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 elements68 

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). 69 Thus, the bringing in 

of the ark to the temple/tent of meeting corresponds to an Assyrian 

terubatbitim, the entry of the god to the house. 7° On the other hand, when 
the ark is captured from the Israelites at the battle of Aphek (1 Sam 4), 

Phinehas' wife, at her last, utters: SKnt rtt nnnn r3 (1 Sam 4: 21,22), 

signalling that Yahweh has left the land. 7' Similarly, there is a description 

of the departure of God's kabod in Ezekiel 8-11 from the temple before its 

destruction by the Babylonians. 72 Even though the ark is not mentioned 
directly in the Ezekiel passage, the connection of the ark with Yahweh's 

presence is confirmed by the fact that the ark was lost at the time of the 

destruction of the first temple, 73 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. 74 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. 75 According to Numbers 10: 33-36,76 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. 150-159; 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. 
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glmn lea wn lnrl i, =, K ISM-1 mii, 'Imp 
"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: 

: 5X-If x MSm msn-I nil, nnj 
"Return, Yahweh, to the myriads of Israel". 77 Similarly, in Joshua 1-8, the 

ark is 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. 81 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 in 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 -i=1 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 (Notunterkünfte). 
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 is 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 is 

not clear how Yahweh is present at the ark. 83 The expression Q n-imn : UP 

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 sec 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 land perhaps priests; cf. v. 22 with v. 24) cannot approach to see Yahweh 
In 15 m---V-2K 10'V11-1c; v. 211 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 rmnn hidden behind the fire and clouds then is the reason for the prohibition of 
images (Dt 4: 15-18; cf, also the wnri m vnsx, 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: 

rn, vn )nx-Sv -1viK wnlnn n1 ran mnv7 SDn 7nrc ýms7ý apt -5 irr inn 
"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 is 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 o1 i is also 

used literally (Ps 110: 1), or to speak of the earth (Isa 66: 1) and of Zion (Lam 

2: 1). 89 Even if Ps 99: 5; 132: 7; 1 Chr 28: 2 referred to the temple as Yahweh's 

footstool, 9° the ark would nevertheless also be implied as it is the locus par 

excellence of the presence of Yahweh. 91 Then, the depositing of law tablets 

in the ark (Ex 25: 2 1; 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 Mcttingcr 1982, pp. 35-36,105. 
87 Woudstra 1961, p. 90. 
88 Woudstra 1961, pp. 90-91. 
89 Cf. Fabry 1978, p. 331. 
90 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 (Görg 1977; Mettinger 1982, pp. 87-88), literally "sole of the 
feet". HINNIG (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 kapsru, 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. 92 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 [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 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. 94 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. 95 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. 96 

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 dc 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 -. irr r-12 )nx 
(or a slightly variant form of it; see 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 tcrubatbitim 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 specificus is the place where Yahweh dwells among his people Israel 

(Ex 25: 8), 97 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 in the Old Testament except in association with the ark and the 

temple and the tent of meeting. 98 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, 99 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 is 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. '°° 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 (see 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, see 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. 87-881). 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 III, especially Chapter 111.2. 
99 See above, p. 25f. 
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of his sanctuary". 101 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. '03 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 is present on earth is the same as denying 

Yahweh's presence on earth is essentially an argumentum ex silentio. 
However, what is 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 l', SK mr rmn, and as we have seen above, a 'house' of a 

god in the ancient Near East is a place where the god dwells. '05 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. 106 Where the ark is, there is also 
Yahweh's presence. In this respect, if the Deuteronomic editor of 2 Sam 7 

or 1 Ki 8107 wanted to polemicize against Yahweh's dwelling on earth, one 

100 Cf. Joosten 1996, pp. 125-127, referring especially to Lev 26: 11. 
101 Joosten 1996, pp. 127-128. The possibility of withdrawal is implied in Lev 26: 11-12, part 
of Lev 17-26, material generally attributed to H. However, based on ancient Near Eastern 
parallels, 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 111.2 below. 
105 Sec 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 necessarily 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. 108 Furthermore, 

we have to remember that especially in Egypt, heaven was the primary 
dwelling-place of gods, 109 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]. 1 0 

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

closely associates Yahweh and his name. According to Dt 28: 58, 

-rs»n Qmn-nx nm-r$ ntn -icon c'Zimn nn-i '-1-»rin rntov5 -Irvin M$-nm 
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cultic centre. " 
108 Moreover, as Haran (1969a, p. 259) 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 Niehaus 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 kur"ra mu"un-ma"a1"1a"be an ni"bi nam-ddb-[ba] 
an ni-bi nam"dQb 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. "111 

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. 112 According to 

Wilson, there are good reasons to take the expression literally as indicating 

the presence of Yahweh at the sanctuary. 113 Wilson summarizes, 
An understanding of mrr = 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 mistake! ) the expression lipne YHWH in Dt 12-26 to refer to 

Yahweh's actual presence in the chosen place. "" Then, how can one say 

that Deuteronomy polemicizes against Yahweh's presence on earth? 116 

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 in 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. ' 17 The description of Yahweh's theophany in fire 

II' As pointed out by Niehaus 1985, p. 211. Cf. also 2 Sam 6: 2, 
nv, riw 11JiN act Ott M-1pr IdN o', 5xn 11-Ic. 

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 minn 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 imply closeness of 
Yahweh and Moses (Moses goes up to the mountain to meet Yahweh [Dt 

9: 9; Dt 10: 1, rnrtrt 5rt hy]; 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 material 

commonly attributed to the JE sources121 implies that Yahweh "comes" 

from another realm, that is, 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 I. 1, p. 22f. 
119 Cf. above, p. 36n82. 
120 Cf. above, p. 36n82. 
121 Cf. further below, Chapter I. 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 OUTSIDE THE CONTEXT OF THE ARK, 

THE TENT OF MEETING AND THE TEMPLE 

As Ex 20: 24 speaks about the "coming" (using the verb min) 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 is 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 
(Jülicher). However, from the time of Bdntsch'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, 124 even though at present there 

is, as van Seters expresses it, "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. 128 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 (Bäntsch, 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 

wnwjr3 that you are to set before them" in 21: 1, and because Ex 20: 22-26 is 

cultic legislation in contrast to the "womin", the regulations of 20: 22-26 are 

not under the "Clomdn", 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 wvwdn in 21: 1, including in its content matter, the two 

entities are logically compatible. Furthermore, as Sprinkle observes, the 

word "before them (orr th)" in 21: 1 refers to Israelites (5xnfD-=), 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 is 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, 135 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 is 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 If 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 I. 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 (oýýt»5)" in 21: 1 

refers back to the Israelites (Srtit -nn) 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 
is 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 is manifested. 144 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 is 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 (i r, ) or gods of gold (nett 'th i), 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. 146 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 (m5v; 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 Ipny 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" (, nm; regarding MoD . *H) or "for 
yourself' (c: 5; regarding znt "; t5rt), whereas an altar in v. 24 is to be made "for me" t'), 
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 if 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. '48 

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 is an earthly meeting place between Yahweh and the 

worshipper who is 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 7n-ix used to describe 

the building material of the altar, and yet suggesting the association 
heaven/earth usually expressed by the word pair y ix/o, nvi (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. Pitkänen, 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 
1987, 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. 150 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 is not Deuteronomic redaction, but an integral part of 
the original altar law. Even if 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): 

(-lm 'Z) Qn, K1 (: rx) (A) 

oýnctý (B) 

ým» (A') 

oýnv (Cl) 

ýýmvn x5 (D) 

ýnx (Cl') 

9 ýn5x (E) 

arts ý; s5xý (E) 

iwn x5 (D) 

0ý5 (C2) 

nýsn (E') 

7nýx (B') 

-rtwn (D') 

(C2') 
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In any case, coming back to the interpretation of v. 24, it is by no means 

clear in what way Yahweh "comes" to be present in the place where the 

altar is. Whereas Yahweh is somehow localized above the ark, 151 there is no 
indication that Yahweh would be on or above the local altar, at its side etc., 

and there is 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 is 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, '54 even if one might 

151 Cf. the discussion above, p. 36f. 
152 E. g. Gen 18; 1 Ki 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 711,11 'W5 (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 inasseboth 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 II (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 %hy' '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 Götterbild. Seine Majestät Tudhaliya 
(machte) die Statue eines Mannes aus Eisen von 1 1/2 Spannen, die Augen aus Gold; sie 
steht auf einem Löwen 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 
(na4ZI. KIN), Tai hat sie gemacht. Ein Schaf, ein Gefäß mit Bier <und> Brot [gibt man) vo[n 
der Stadt (? )J. Der neue Gott ist eine Stele. Tat hat sie gemacht).... Milkus: eine Stele, 
Pallas 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 he plus 
curieux semble titre 1'affirmation que ces betyles ne represesentent pas des realites 
religieuses definitives, pierres que 1'on dresse et ä qui un culte sera rendu desormais, mais 
des symboles 'episodiques' que ion amene pour une ceremonie precise. Il est peu 
vraisemblable qu'il faille tirer de nos documents, par example, que les trois betyles 
mentionnes ci-dessus represesentaient les statues des divinites memes des temples le Mari. 
La lettre de Bannum, ci-dessus, semble prouver que 1'envoi du sikkanum fait partie des 
preliminaires necessaires it la fete d'Estar. Rien ne nous dit cc que ces betyles devenaient, 
une fois la fete 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. 155 However, it is completely 

another matter whether all usage of standing stones should be considered 

as illegitimate 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. 157 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 is 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; 
Huttor 1993, pp. 99-103 for analyses of the passages). Besides thinking of the massebah as 
a scat 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 arc 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 symbol of Canaanite worship would 
not have been acceptable either (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 111.3. The standing 
stones at Gezer from the pre-Israelite period (MB 11) 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 were erected 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 II, 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 1958, vol II, p. 645, fig 768; vol II, 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 II, 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 scat 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: 20ff., 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 (7ny), states that the stone 

"has heard all the words of Yahweh" (mr' ýýnrr5ý nK ntinvi), and the stone is 

thus seen as separate from Yahweh. Finally, the 7ýný5 n5ýýa-SYrc nnn in Isa 

19: 19-20 is "for a sign and for witness" (1i 1 njX1, ). 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 in 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. 91f. ). 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 [ohtisK "+] 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, is there any limitation as to where 

an altar may be built? According to Lohfink, "die Altarformel des 

Bundesbuches grenzt die Möglichkeiten des Kultes zunächst einmal ein 
(was manchmal übersehen wird). Nicht überall darf Jahwekult geschehen, 

sondern nur an Orten mit einer bestimmten Qualität. "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 111.1 and 111.2. 
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 111.4, 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? 

167 Also, it seems that any Israelite may sacrifice at them (cf. Haran 1978, p. 63). 
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PART 11 

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 is 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 is 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. 3 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 it 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 it is generally considered that vv. 23-25a, 3 lb-33 of the 

parenetic epilogue Ex 23: 20-33 of the Covenant Code are aD 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 Ex 21: 6; 22: 8,9), and 

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

However, one should keep in mind that while the explanation of the phrase 

Q+ýSKý-ýv/5K as a reference to local sanctuaries is the one most easily 

conceived, the interpretation of the phrase is nevertheless not certain. 9 

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 is 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. Il 

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 ol, -68 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. 13 

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 is Priestly. It is 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, 15 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. 330-33 1) takes Ex 34: 23 as a reference to appearing at the 
central sanctuary. 
14 See above, p. 7. 
is 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? 17 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, 18 we may observe that all ostensibly uncentralized material 

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? 19 

16 Cf. Weinfeld 1991, p. 16. 
17 Cf. above, p. 15n72, item no. 4. 
18 See below, Chapters II. 3 and III. 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. 268-2691) 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 I. 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 Genesis, 

see Wenham 1999b). 
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Moreover, what is 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 is 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? 21 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., 59f. ). 
22 Passover and firstborn laws in Ex 12-13 include Priestly material as well, though. 
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2. LEV 17: 1-15 AND CENTRALIZATION IN THE PRIESTLY MATERIAL 

As Leviticus 17 is 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. 23 

As discussed above, 24 Lev 17 is 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. "25 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 issues. "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, 30 and that the 

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

23 Cf. above, Chapter 11.1. 
24 See above, Chapter 11.1. 
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 'rtr rr' wVx, '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 InD NW, 'he is held responsible' (v. 16)". 34 On the other hand, 

affinities with P include the following: The usage of "-min 5mm, 'the Tent of 

Meeting' (vv. 4,5,6,9), =ýnri `i, nprn, 'and he is to smoke the fat' (v. 6), 

,i r5 nrr mi5, 'a soothing aroma to Yahweh' (v. 6), and pip, '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 is 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. 40 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. 41 In fact, Knohl even thinks that HS is the final 

editor of the Pentateuch. 42 

A major argument for Knohl in favour of such analysis is 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 is 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 is 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, 
"Über den Priesterkodex ist die meinung verbreitet, daß es sich in diese Sache ziemlich 
indifferent verhalte, weder die Vielheit der Opferstätten erlaube, noch auf die einheit Gewicht 
lege, und daß ihm dieser Haltung wegen die Priorität 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 (oni-7p7) 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 is 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 is 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 is 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 is 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. Eiliger 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 nnn. 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. "53 

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 is 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 in 

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, i. 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 

56 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, 59 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: 3-7.60 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. 61 

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

3. According to Hartley, 

The word nnui, "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 =0 is used broadly or restrictively. "62 

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

Levine has argued that "In the ritual texts of the Torah the verb cnw never 

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 VnW 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. 
61 Schwartz 1996, p. 18. 
62 Hartley 1992, p. 269. 
63 Levine 1989, p. 113. 
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word cnvi 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 (rnt vs -ipm in Lev 3: 1; zt= vs 

ztxý in Lev 3: 7; tv vs W in Lev 3: 12). A bird which would refer to an olah (Lev 

1: 14-17) is 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 shelamim64 

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 is 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 nor in the Priestly material, nmr 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 shelamirn 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 issue 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, 7' 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 (npoarjXutoy) 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 (i i ), 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 is by no means certain, especially if the practice was 
idolatrous! ), 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 is taken in its wider meaning. The following diagram 

illustrates the matter. 

all als 
thatcanbc 
sacrificed II shc2 

sacrificcs 
as shclaa O1i 

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 so. 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, 74 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 it 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. 75 

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 is 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 [npoarjXutoS] 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 unty 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 is 

the statement orrri 0, -5 Mrr= Q1 npri 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 

vnvi. A number of conservative commentators have tried to solve this 

problem by saying that the phrase nnii 1:, -6 narr tvnn th npn concerns only 

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

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. 81 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, it 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; Eiliger 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, 85 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 onn Q�i nprt and the 

application of the law? In order to think about that, we must first remind 

ourselves that a major issue 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. 86 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 is 

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 is 

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 in 

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. 91 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 is 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. 77f. ), 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 is 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 ri t are fully compatible 

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

contexts as well. 95 However, the expressions mmnn and rmn ping 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 oath et5 Qhiv 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 cherubim96 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 is 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 mite vs i 
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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 is 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. 98 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, 99 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 nm-6 Qmt m5ju npri may not be as binding as we would 

96 Cf. above, Chapter I. 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 is 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 m�w--ty. 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-i-6 Qmý Q5w npn 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". 102 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 is 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 is 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. 
201 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 is 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. '04 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 I. 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 It 

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 is 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 on, rSK min, -inv-'1WK cipnri and its variations occur in 

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

points out that the word Qip=. t occurs several times in Dt 1-11, and once 

after Dt 26 (at 29: 6) outside the centralization formula. 109 Especially, when 

oipnr r is combined with aua , the expression is clearly comparable to Dt 12 

tos 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 is to do in response to Yahweh's gracious action. ' 10 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 is 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. 117 

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 Steuernagels 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 McConville 1984, p. 64. Cf. 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 (=Kin r 1711,1 -1=v>; 

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. 118 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 is 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: 

119nnvj"I5 J5 JIMM 18-6K 111"T, IM '17im I"INZ "' Iiinrin nrvrt nn: nOwri crpnn n5rc 
: J'IT]1K. 1'Sv "ri Qnr"1Vwx 0'ß]'T57 

"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, 

wmom DwwK'Snt] =5 R']71 C.: )f1K 5'Rm 0n'15K -I11'"-lom Y1K: l Qn]V]'1 ýTvrrnK QC1'm121 

: mmn-Or'1zvj'1 

"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, 

: V2 ntdn -5m vW, rc tirn nm Q, tuv nn]K 1tdm 5» l1f11vn k' 

: ý' I' jnln t 7i. -I-It X n5mn-5Xl nnvnn-5ac nnv-13 Qnxn-m$ 'n 

"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 , -n 'i `j5 I'r 'th ; nm+ Im 'girt Y-itt3 is 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: 

Qznm nzsn gmm nvjx-5n me wzn nnvt Qvt . nvi lnzi5 in mni rin, 1nýý-1rvre minn n"ii 
: nim5 rT-In 1 Z2K Qýý1-1 -Innn 5» on-1, m rim Qrn-iion nvnsn Qvnhiv 

"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" is 

in the future as well. This is further suggested by the fact that the word -im 

is in the imperfect tense (i. e. 'tnc1) 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. 121 

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, 

: nm n-avin nnW"m -6m 15 1m jni rc mim, nwrc y-: Kn-Src wzn-n mni 

121 Cf. Lohfink 1991, p. 151, Table 1 for all occurrences in Deuteronomy. 

87 



"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 it 

... ". Dt 26: 2 then continues, 

: od ind pti5 mm, Ins, -wirt inpnrr nt57i ... mix-in nnp5i 

"And take from the firstfruits ... and go to the place which Yahweh your 

God will choose for the dwelling of his name. " The firstfruits are to be 

brought after taking possession and settling, and the choice of the place is 

in the future (imperfect of -n= is used, as always). 

Thus, we have seen that the choice of the "place" and the bringing of 

offerings there is in the future for Deuteronomy, to be effected only after 

the people have settled in the land and achieved rest from their enemies so 

that they live in security. 122 This is also understandable from a practical 

standpoint. Suppose the chosen place were in the central-northern part of 

the country, how could a person who lived in the southern fringe of the 

country go up to the chosen place, especially three times a year if the 

conditions were not peaceful, also remembering the general difficulties of 

travel in ancient times? If the country were at war, how could the whole 

nation, especially males, gather in the chosen place? Besides the difficulty 

of actual travel, surely the enemy would achieve an easy victory in the 

meantime. Thus, it is logical to infer that there are conditions to the choice 

of the place and going there. The conditions are: The people have settled, 

and there is rest and security. 

This practical aspect is confirmed by Ex 34: 23-24. According to Ex 34: 23- 

24, 

: SX-If r v6m 7nß I-Trtn m-nm jnlnl-5D nrtýý mein nmm vi5ti 
i 1U I' vo-nm f11it1ý -ithi ] jY1ti-nx tl1'x nmrr &iI inJ-rm --mriim I'= on) V1'11K''ý 

: ýýrvý annum vh7i j"r* e 

"Three times a year shall all your males appear before the Lord, Yahweh the 

God of Israel. For I will dispossess nations from before you and will enlarge 

your territory and no one will desire your land when you appear before 

Yahweh your God three times a year. " The passage recognizes the danger of 

122 Cf. Riley 1993, p. 82, according to whom "the Deuteronomist ... specifies that the 

granting of Israel's rest will signify that the central sanctuary must be used exclusively (Dt 

12: 8-11)". 
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what will happen if the males leave their towns and dwellings and travel to 

a sanctuary, and promises that Yahweh will dispossess the enemies of 
Israel and give the security required for the enterprise. If the passage is 

about local sanctuaries, 123 surely the danger from enemies would be even 

greater with the central sanctuary when the distance would be larger and 
travelling would take longer. It is also interesting that whereas v. 23 is 

generally taken to belong to J, v. 24 is often seen as Deuteronomic. 124 

Thus, and especially when one bears in mind that it has often been thought 

that Deuteronomy used the legislation of the Covenant Code as its basis, 125 

it is quite logical to think that the thought world of the Covenant Code and 
Deuteronomy is similar in many aspects, and we therefore have good 

reason to suggest that Ex 34: 23-34 confirms that Deuteronomy saw 

security as necessary for pilgrimage. '26 

Then, more specifically, how long would it take for the people to achieve 

rest after they would cross the river Jordan? According to Dt 7: 22, 

: -, rit n TTr -ß'5y nxln-JE) nnn cn5z 5nin Nt mit wn 1, ý= 5xn cýian-nK 1, n6K min, ' Ujii 

"And Yahweh will cast out these nations from before you little by little. You 

cannot finish them in haste lest the beasts of the field increase on you. " In 

other words, the passage indicates that a reasonably long time will pass 

before the Israelites will drive away their enemies. The same thought is 

expressed in the Covenant Code almost verbatim. According to Ex 23: 29- 

30,127 

: rflt r rnrt ýý5v . ºs n -mmvi y-imm r inn-IiD nnri rmnil Inne n: v-iax r&5 

: y-ircn-nx nhnn rn n -lwm nv I'Mm Mj"I c Mum VIUM 

123 See above, p. 61n13 on this. 
124 See Durham 1987, p. 458. 
125 So already Wellhausen (cf, above, p. 5), and the same applies for the present; see e. g. 
Levinson 1997. Cf. also above, pp. 47f., 59f. 
126 Cf. Tigay 1996, pp. 122-123, according to whom two conditions are necessary for putting 
centralization into effect: "the Israelites must enter their allotted territory, and must hold it 

securely. Security is necessary so that pilgrims may travel safely to the chosen place and will 
not fear that their homes may be attacked by enemies in their absence (Ex 23: 24 [sic])". Yet, 

on the other hand, as Haran (1978, p. 294) observes, a "mass exodus from the settlements" 
is difficult even in peaceful conditions. Also, it would have been difficult for the place of the 
central sanctuary to accommodate all the people who came (ibid., p. 294). Finally, as Harare 
(ibid., p. 294) notes, "Even in the latter part of the Second Temple period, long after the 
canonization of the Pentateuch, when pilgrimage on the three feasts was considered an 
explicit precept of the Law, and huge crowds would flock to Jerusalem, the total number of 
pilgrims constituted only a small part of the people. How much more this would have been 
the case in earlier ages. " 
127 Ex 23: 27-31 is generally assigned to E (Childs 1974, p. 460); cf. our comments above, p. 
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"I will not drive them away from before you in one year lest the land become 

desolate and the bests of the field increase on you. Little by little I will drive 

them out from before you, until you will increase and take possession of 
the land. " Thus, besides affirming the close links between Deuteronomy 

and the Covenant Code, 128 Dt 7: 22 and Ex 23: 29-30 affirm that the 

conquest would not happen all at once. Especially, according to Dt 7: 22 

and Ex 23: 30, Yahweh would drive the nations out before the Israelites 

"little by little" (nun cri n). In other words, the passages indicate that a 

reasonably long time will pass before the Israelites drive away their enemies 

and the conditions are secure enough for the choice of the place where 
Yahweh's name dwells and for travelling there three times a year. 

Then, if one thinks about the rhetorical impact of Deuteronomy for people 

who are living in the land a long time after the conquest, the Deuteronomic 

legislation advocates an ideal Israel where the land has been conquered, 

there is rest and security, and all Israel goes three times a year to the place 
Yahweh will choose. On the other hand, Deuteronomy also sees a time 

when the conquest is not yet complete. In fact, for Deuteronomy, that is the 

present time. Prosperity and security are the promises of the future. Then, 

from a rhetorical viewpoint, Deuteronomy's view of the conquest could 

serve as paradigmatic exhortation for the later generation, regardless of 

what one thinks of the original date and provenance of the book. 129 The 

later generation may be under oppression and difficulties. But, if they trust 

in Yahweh and serve him, Yahweh will give them rest and security just as 
he promised to the generation at the plains of Moab (Dt 11: 22-23): 

t3n"J rt nvr-nm nznmS nnf=5 C=m niyn '=M natK nKrn nisnrl-5: -nm 11-Irwin -inti-arc --ý 
rn-rrýnm nnýý 

: o=ti D'nsvi ml5-m o'13 mnw-I'l Qmnnt m n'mn oýýan-5ý-nre min, wnini 
"For if you will carefully listen to all these commandments which I 

command you to love Yahweh your God, to walk in all his ways and to cling 

to him, Yahweh will dispossess all these nations from before you, and you 

45f. regarding Ex 20: 22-23: 33. 
128 Note also that verses 23-25aa, 31b-33 of the "Epilogue" of the Covenant Code (Ex 23: 20- 
33) of which Ex 23: 27-31 is considered to be a part are generally thought to be 
Deuteronomic addition (Childs 1974, p. 460). 
129 Cf. Reuter 1993, p. 213 (who holds a critical consensus date), "Die Stilisierung (of 
Deuteronomy) beinhaltet also zwei Elemente: erstens die Mosefiktion, die Mose als Sprecher 
des Dtn versteht und zweitens die Historisierung in die Zeit vor der Landnahme". 
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will drive away nations greater than you and more powerful than you". The 

process may be long and difficult, but Yahweh will make it happen, if the 

people only trust him. Whereas now, just like the people of the generation 

at Moab, the people of the present generation are doing rmn "Ivirr VN, 

"what is right in their own eyes" (Dt 12: 8), if they start following Yahweh 

wholeheartedly, then, in ideal conditions which Yahweh promises to give as 

a result, the whole of Israel is to travel to the central sanctuary and rejoice 
before Yahweh as one nation. The Priestly ideal of one nation camped 

around one sanctuary where Yahweh dwells in their midst will thus be 

achieved as much as it is possible, that is, on three festive occasions a 

year. 

Thus, while ultimately driving towards centralization as an ideal under 

peaceful and secure conditions, Deuteronomy also sees a transitional time 

when this ideal has not yet been attained. For Deuteronomy, from a 

narrative standpoint, this transitional time is the time when Israel has not 

yet settled in the land and does not yet dwell in peace and security. Seen 

from this viewpoint, it would not be surprising if Deuteronomy legislates 

also for the time before the attainment of complete settlement and peace 

and security. Then, it would come as no surprise that Deuteronomy could 

also legislate for local altars, and Dt 16: 21-22 actually does so: 
: J5-ntvvn 1 JK 1, r 6x nin, nmrn ýsrc pv-5z nnaim . lt Dvn. L 

: J"n5rc min, mw -1rvre r rnsn - wpn-rc'i 

"Do not set up for yourself any wooden Asherah beside an altar of Yahweh 

your God which you make for yourself, and do not set for yourself (such) a 

massebah which Yahweh your God hates. " Before the settlement is 

complete, one may erect an altar to Yahweh. 130 However, one is not to erect 

an Ashera, a Canaanite cult object, beside an altar of Yahweh. Moreover, 

one is not to set up for himself a massebah, seemingly especially beside an 

altar, and if one takes the word massebah in this context to refer to a cult 

130 In this context, it is interesting that the expression 1+n' ntnr nnm in Dt 16: 21 occurs also 
in Dt 12: 27, even twice. According to Dt 12: 27, one has to offer burnt offerings on the altar 
of Yahweh (1"n5K mim nntn), and similarly one has to pour the blood of his sacrifices 
probably referring to shelamim) on the altar of Yahweh (1,; t5x mm nwn). This then speaks for 

a common provenance of Dt 12: 27 and 16: 21. One might even think that the altar spoken in 
Dt 12: 27 also speaks about altars outside the central sanctuary, as 16: 21 does. Finally, note 
that according to Driver 1901, p. 203 (referring to Dillmann), Dt 16: 21 "presupposes by its 
wording ('beside the altar of Jehovah thy God, which thou shalt make thee') the law of Ex 
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object which is a locus of the presence of Yahweh (or a locus of the 

presence of another god, or, of course, even merely a symbol of another 

god), v. 22 is fully compatible with Ex 20: 22-26 and the rest of the Old 

Testament in its attitude towards masseboth. 131 

Moreover, one may ask what is the meaning of Dt 16: 21-22 for a later 

generation far removed from the events of conquest and settlement. 

Perhaps there is war. Perhaps there is oppression. Perhaps there is famine. 

Travelling is dangerous. It is very difficult in practice to go to the "place" at 

all, let alone three times a year. Then, the Israelites are to serve Yahweh 

and worship at the local altars. Yahweh will meet them there. 132 Then there 

is the promise: If the people will all serve Yahweh, there will be better 

times. Yahweh will give peace, prosperity and security, and the people can 

go up to the chosen place and rejoice at the presence of Yahweh as one 

nation encamped around the central sanctuary where Yahweh dwells in 

their midst. 

Similarly, one may think that it could be that as the Dt 27 altar law (and its 

counterpart in Josh 8: 30-35) refers to the early days of the conquest and 

settlement, there was not yet any centralization requirement. However, we 

will examine the matter carefully in Chapter 111.3 below as a part of the 

examination (in Part III) of how the Old Testament material which portrays 

the actual history of the premonarchical time understands and interprets 

centralization. 

Thus, both Deuteronomy and the Priestly material advocate a similar view 

of an ideal Israel. Both see a situation where the people of Israel are 

encamped around the central sanctuary where Yahweh dwells in their 

midst. The Priestly material sees that, as far as outward conditions are 

concerned, this ideal was a reality in the camp in the wilderness, and 

legislates many of its its cultic procedures for the camp. 133 Yet, the Priestly 

material does not view the situation in the land after the wilderness period 

from a centralized perspective, but rather sees the land from a perspective 

20: 24". 
131 Cf. above, Chapter I. 2B, including p. 54n 158. 
132 Cf. above, Chapter I. 2B. 
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where Yahweh is dwelling in the central sanctuary in the midst of the 

people. For the Priestly material, the central sanctuary is very important, 

and if possible, people should bring their offerings there at least during the 
festivals. The fact that even slaughtering had to be done at the tent of 

meeting in the wilderness enhances the rhetoric for the importance of the 

central sanctuary. On the other hand, Deuteronomy goes further than the 

Priestly material as regards centralization. This is clear also from the fact 

that in Deuteronomy we find as centralized a number of institutions which 

are not centralized in the Priestly material. Especially, all three yearly 
feasts are centralized in Deuteronomy (Dt 16). Among these, the most 

explicit change is attested in regard to the Passover. Whereas the Passover 

is explicitly decentralized in the Priestly material with accompanying 

specific legislation (Ex 12-13), the Passover is explicitly centralized in 

Deuteronomy (Dt 16: 1-8). However, all of this is natural if one sees the 

Priestly material as strongly arguing for the importance of the central 

sanctuary without however demanding centralization, and sees 
Deuteronomy as advocating centralization as an ultimate goal and ideal. 

Then, we might describe the Priestly material as acentralized in comparison 

to Deuteronomy which is fully centralized. 

The only ostensible exception where the Priestly material is more 

centralized than Deuteronomy is the matter of profane slaughter. We stated 

above134 that it is easy to think that at least from the narrative perspective 

of the Pentateuch, Deuteronomy relaxes the demand of Lev 17 to slaughter 

at the central sanctuary all animals which could be offered as shelamim. 

In this respect, McConville suggests that "Dt 12.16,23ff. are references to 

something already known". 135 According to McConville, "In vv. 15b, 22 (i. e. 
immediately preceding the regulations on blood prohibition) the law of 

profane slaughter is exemplified or clarified by reference to the manner of 

consuming the gazelle and the hart. 'The clean and the unclean may eat of 
it, as of the gazelle and as of the hart'. This is clearly a reference to 

133 See above, Chapter 11.2 for details. 
134 See above, Chapter 11.2. 
135 McConville 1984, p. 50. 
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something already known (cf. again 15.22b). "136 McConville adds, "it is 

possible that in its allusion to the gazelle and the hart, Deuteronomy has in 

mind a practice whose legal basis is found in Lev 17.13. Here it is 

commanded that any beast taken in hunting shall have its blood poured on 
the ground and covered with dust before consumption. "137 

On the other hand, we may also point out that whereas according to Dt 

12: 15,22, both the unclean and the clean (117 10-11 X=71) may eat the 

slaughtered animals, according to Lev 7, an unclean person may not eat of 

zebah shelamim (see Lev 7: 20-21). 138 Then, with Deuteronomy's allowing 

profane slaughter, Deuteronomy 12: 15,22 indicates that from now on, the 

meat which is slaughtered profanely is no more a zebah shelamim, and 

thus both the clean and the unclean may eat it. 

Also, if Deuteronomy 12 is based on Lev 17, the injunction of Dt 12: 20-22 

becomes completely intelligible, as was already indicated in the previous 

chapter. 139 According to Dt 12: 20-22, if a person lived close to the central 

sanctuary, it would be recommended for him to bring even the animals he 

would eat profanely to the central sanctuary and to offer them there as 

shelamim before actually eating them. However, Deuteronomy 

acknowledges that bringing animals to the central sanctuary for 

slaughtering for food would not be practical for most of the population, as 

they would live too far away from the central sanctuary. Taken thus, 

Deuteronomy 12 is perfectly in line with Lev 17. If one would bring animals 
for slaughter to the central sanctuary, it would allow for sacrificing them in 

the presence of Yahweh, and help the upkeep of the priests. 140 The practice 

could also be thought to serve as a deterrent against idolatry. '4' 

136 McConville 1984, p. 50. Cf. Milgrom 1991, pp. 9-10. 
137 McConville 1984, p. 50. 
138 Cf. Milgrom 1991, pp. 423-426, according to whom (p. 424; in regard to to Lev 7: 20-21), 
"Once again, one can see that the focus of this pericope is sacred meat for the table". 
139 See above, Chapter 11.2. 
140 However, it has to be noted in this respect that in general, the emphasis on priests in the 
Priestly material has been transferred to an emphasis on Levites in Deuteronomy, including 
Deuteronomy 12 (Dt 12: 12,18; 18: 6-8; 16: 11; but see Dt 18: 1-5 for also including priests for 

consideration). 
141 We should also add here that contrary to Wellhausen and his successors (see Wellhausen 
1905/1878, pp. 69-70,74-75; cf. the review in McConville 1984, pp. 42-44), there is no clear 
evidence to think that the Covenant Code or any of the historical books see that slaughter 
was sacrificial at any other time in Israel's history than during the wilderness period. The 
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The priority of the Priestly material is supported by Milgrom, who gives a 

number of reasons for seeing the legislation of D as dependent on that of P 

(and H). 142 Even if one might contest a number of Milgrom's examples, it is 

difficult to argue against the idea that Dt 24: 8 refers back to the 

regulations concerning skin disease in Lev 13-14.143 One should also note 
that according to Milgrom, "Lev 11 deals with nonsacrificial animals; hence, 

it does not enumerate the sacrificial ones. D Lists them (Deut 14: 4-5) 

because they no longer need to be sacrificed and must, therefore, be 

incorporated into P's diet list", 144 even though in this case it could of course 

also be argued that P does not list the animals in question because they 

can no more be eaten profanely. 

Finally, we should mention that since the terminology of Deuteronomy is in 

general less exact than Priestly terminology and the amount of detail as to 

the particulars of sacrifice is less than in the Priestly material, it is often 

argued that the more refined and detailed material is a later product. 145 

However, it is as well possible that, as McConville states, "The sacrificial 
terminology is used in Dt 12 in a way that could almost be described as 

non-technical", 146 and that the exact details of the cult are often not a main 

concern of Deuteronomy. '47 

Thus, we may conclude with Milgrom that, "D overturns the Priestly law (H) 

that all meat for the table must first be offered up on the altar (17: 3-7)°, 148 

even though we may also add that in their . application for life in the land, 

passage which has often been quoted for the support of such a concept, 1 Sam 14: 31-34 (see 
originally Wellhausen 1905/1878, p. 62, and cf. McConville 1984, pp. 42-44), does not need 
to be interpreted from a premise that the associated slaughter was a sacrifice. As McConville 
(1984, p. 46; see also ibid., pp. 44-48) suggests, "the likeliest interpretation of Saul's action 
is simply that he ensured that a profane slaughter was properly carried out. Consequently, 
there would be no need to see a sacrifice in the passage. " Millard also suggests that if the 
associated animal was raised above ground level, for which action a rock would have been 
well suited, this would have helped blood flow out more easily and would thus have helped 
in draining the blood (A. R. Millard, personal communication, July 1999). 
142 Milgrom 1991, pp. 9-10. 
143 See Milgrom 1991, p. 9. 
144 Milgrom 1991, p. 10. Cf. Milgrom 1991, p. 646. See also Schwartz 1996, pp. 32-35. 
145 This is naturally based on the evolutionary view of Wellhausen concerning Israel's 
history. See Wellhausen 1905/1878. 
146 McConville 1984, p. 55. 
147 McConville 1984, p. 55. 
148 Milgrom 1991, p. 9. Cf. Schwartz 1996, p. 27ff., who argues that the whole of the Priestly 
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both legal materials are essentially in agreement in that both would at least 

be happy if a person slaughtered sacrificially if the central sanctuary were 

close, and would allow profane slaughter if the central sanctuary were far 

away. 149 Moreover, there are good grounds for seeing Deuteronomy as 
dependent on the Priestly material. Then, remembering also that it is 

entirely conceivable that Deuteronomy draws from the Covenant Code as 

well, this implies that Deuteronomy is the latest part of the Pentateuch. 

However, we must add that whereas Deuteronomy is generally seen to be 

verbally dependent upon the Covenant Code, '5° one cannot speak of a 

verbal dependency between the Priestly material and Deuteronomy. 151 

The mutual order of the Covenant Code and the Priestly material is less 

clear. However, as we have seen above, 152 the Covenant Code and the 

Priestly material are complementary with each other as regards the 

centralization of sacrifices, and this suggests that their mutual order is not 

all that important. '53 Seeing the matter in this way, the chronological order 

of the Pentateuchal law codes basically corresponds to their narrative order 
in the Pentateuch. Moreover, seen from the standpoint of centralization of 

sacrifices, each of the law codes has its purpose, and the law codes are not 

mutually contradictory but are complementary with each other. One may 

think that the law codes have been placed intelligently into the 

Pentateuchal narrative as a whole. Decentralizing material has been set in 

the beginning in a form of "a covenant (Ex 20-24; cf. Ex 12-13,34), followed 

by the regulations concerning the priesthood and the official cult from a 

context of a wilderness setting (Ex 25-Num), and the whole is concluded by 

a covenant which looks to the future life in the promised land where the 

material prohibits profane slaughter. 
149 The Priestly material has the camp as its frame of reference and thus only implicitly 
allows profane slaughter in the land, whereas Deuteronomy explicitly allows profane 
slaughter in the land, with the land as its direct frame of reference. Also, it is necessary for 
Deuteronomy to explicitly allow profane slaughter because otherwise it would not be clear 
what to do with the Priestly injunction in conditions of settlement and security when all 
sacrifices must be brought to the central sanctuary. 
150 See e. g. Levinson 1997, and cf. above, Chapter I. 2B. 
151 Cf. Milgrom 1991, p. 9; Milgrom 1976, p. 12. 
152 See above, Chapter 11.2. 
153 In this respect, it is-also interesting to note that the Priestly Passover legislation in Ex 12- 
13 precedes the Covenant Code in narrative order, whereas the rest of the Priestly legislative 
material comes after the Covenant Code (note however the sandwiching of the renewal of the 
covenant legislation in Ex 34 between the tabernacle blueprints and the construction of the 
tabernacle in Ex 25-31; 35-40). 
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people ideally serve Yahweh, live in peace and prosperity and come together 

to Yahweh's presence at a central sanctuary (Dt). 
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PART III 

CENTRALIZATION AND THE PERIOD FROM THE SETTLEMENT 

TO THE BUILDING OF SOLOMON'S TEMPLE 
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1. JEREMIAH 7: 12-15 AND 26: 4-6,9 AND THE ROLE OF SHILOH 

We have now completed our investigation of general theological ideas which 

relate to the central sanctuary (Part I) and centralization (Part II). Our next 

task is to investigate how these ideas were actually reflected in Israel's 

historical experience of the period between the settlement and the building 

of Solomon's temple. As a number of Old Testament documents speak 

about Shiloh at least as an important sanctuary, ' a central task for us in 

this endeavour is to clarify the role of and significance of Shiloh in the past 

and its relationship to Jerusalem, the indisputable centre of Israel's 

religious and political life during the monarchy. As the book of Jeremiah 

contains a very explicit general theological-historical testimony concerning 
Shiloh (esp. Jer 7: 12), we will start our investigation by an examinination of 

this testimony, also paying special attention to the question of whether the 

testimony can be considered as historically plausible. 

We begin with a brief critical overview. Jeremiah 7: 12-15; 26: 4-6,9, the 

passages in the book of Jeremiah which refer to the role of Shiloh and the 

relationship of Shiloh to Jerusalem, belong to the so-called temple sermons 

of Jeremiah, 7: 1-15 and 26: 1-19. As far as their form is concerned, the 

temple sermons are classified as belonging to the so-called prose-sermons 

of Jeremiah. 2 Practically all modern scholars think that the two temple 

sermons in Jeremiah 7 and 26 are separate accounts of a single event. 3 

I Cf. above, Introduction. 
2 Craigie 1991, p. xxxii summarizes and notes (cf. Holladay 1989, pp. 11-12): "There is a 
considerable variety in the literary forms of the various parts of the book that constitute the 
whole. Traditionally, three principal types of material have been distinguished, labelled 
Types A, B, and C, respectively. (The three types were recognized as early as B. Duhm, Das 
Buch Jeremia, 1901, and designated A, B, and C by S. Mowinckel, Zur Komposition des 
Buches Jeremia [Kristiania: J. Dybwad, 1914)). (i) The prophet's oracles, recorded in poetic 
form, are designated as Ttjpe A material. (ii) Prose narratives, which are essentially 
biographical and historical in character, written with references to Jeremiah in the third 
person, are designated Type B material. (iii) Speeches or discourses, which are in prose 
rather than poetic form, and which have a distinctive literary style, are designated Type C 
material. This threefold classification of the principal literary forms of Jeremiah is useful, 
though not comprehensive; some materials (e. g., so-called Confessions, commonly labeled 
Type A) do not easily fit into any of the classifications. " Thus, according to this classification, 
Jer 7: 1-15 and 26: 1-19 belong to Type C material. 
3 See e. g. Bright 1965, p. 171; Holladay 1974, p. 62; Craigie 1991, p. 119; Scalise 1995, p. 
6, McConville 1993a, p. 87. Of the older commentators, Keil and Delitzsch 1983/1861-1865, 
Jeremiah, p. 390 argues that 7: 1-15 and 26: 1-19 are based on two separate occasions. 
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There is general agreement that 26: 2-6 is an abbreviated version of 7: 1-15,4 

and that the focus of 26: 1-19 is on the reaction of the people to Jeremiah's 

message. 5 

A major issue with the passages, as with the book of Jeremiah as a whole, 
is the question of the provenance of the material. How much of the material 

stems from the prophet himself, and how much comes from later 

redaction? 6 If, and seemingly as, there is later redaction, what concerns 
does the later redaction express? The main issue which is relevant to our 
investigation in this respect is that many passages in the book of Jeremiah 

attest a number of features which have close affinities with Deuteronomic 

style, language and theology, 7 and that for this reason they have often been 

seen to be the product of a Deuteronomistic redaction. 8 In fact, the book of 
Jeremiah, which portrays Jeremiah's ministry as starting from the 13th 

year of King Josiah (Jer 1: 2), has often been seen as having connections 

with the reform of Josiah, or even as a mouthpiece of the reform. 9 This 

question of the relationship of the book of Jeremiah to the reform of Josiah 

is an important one, since according to de Wette and subsequent 

scholarship, the book of Deuteronomy was written to centralize all 

sacrifices to Jerusalem, and "the place which Yahweh will choose to let his 

name dwell there" is a veiled reference to Jerusalem. 

However, although there are Deuteronomic features in the book of 
Jeremiah, and the problem of its relationship to the reform of Josiah is an 
important question, on the other hand it can be very quickly and 

unequivocally replied that there is no evidence that the book has direct 

connections with the reform of Josiah. As McConville points out, 
Indeed, when we begin to consider the Jeremiah prose on a 
broader canvas, and in the context of the whole book, it becomes 
apparent that serious problems attach to the view that Jeremiah is 

4 See Bright 1965, p. 171; Craigie 1991, p. 119; Scalise 1995, p. 6. 
5 Bright 1965, p. 171; McConville 1993a, p. 87. Carroll 1986, p. 515 however thinks that the 
"similarities between the edited version of 26 and the temple sermon as presented in 7: 1-15" 

... "represent strands added to 26 rather than another version of 7: 1-15 giving occasion and 
response". See also Reventlow 1969 for a detailed attempt at a close examination and 
comparison of Chapters 7 and 26. 
6 See Holladay 1989, p. 10. 
7 See Holladay 1989, pp. 53-64; cf. Weinfeld 1972, pp. 359-361. 
8 Holladay 1989, p. 53. 
9 See McConville 1993a, pp. 11-26 for a detailed discussion of the issues involved. 
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presented as a mouthpiece of the Josianic reform. First, Jeremiah 
is scarcely depicted as a believer in the need to centralize the 
worship of Israel in the Jerusalem temple. 10 At two prominent 
points in the book (though the reference may be to a single event) 
he boldly castigates the practices there (7: 1-15; 26: 1-6). Second, 
there is no explicit statement of his support for the reform. The 
problem arising from the fact that his call to prophesy is dated 
after the beginning of the reform, ll and that he is said to have 
prophesied continuously for twenty-three years up to the fourth 
year of Jehoiakim (605 BC), with only scant praise at that for King 
Josiah, has long been recognized. Conversely, there is no mention 
of Jeremiah in Kings, though like Jeremiah it covers the period up 
to the exile. This mutual coolness towards the two major figures in 
the respective works, though they treat the same theme and the 
same period, gives pause to the supposition that they emanate 
from similar or identical circles. 12 

In other words, if Deuteronomy was written to centralize all worship to 

Jerusalem, the book of Jeremiah does not share such concerns. 

Moreover, the book of Jeremiah even explicitly states that Shiloh was 
formerly the place where Yahweh let his name dwell: 

m1viK1m nV1 '? ]v 'r j ivi 15'Viz 1rfK '? zlptz-5K Krzý 'Z 

"But go now to my place in Shiloh where I formerly set my name to dwell" 

(Jer 7: 12). Thus, according to Jeremiah, there already existed a place where 
Yahweh's name dwelt before Jerusalem. In other words, Jeremiah did not 

think that the 'chosen place' refers to Jerusalem only, and this provides 
further corroboration that the book of Deuteronomy could refer to other 

places than Jerusalem as the chosen place, and thus undermines the idea 

that Deuteronomy was written to centralize worship to Jerusalem. 13 

10 Cf. also the comment by Weinfeld (1964, p. 209n35): "Even Jeremiah does not make 
explicit mention of the centralization of the cult though he deeply admired Josiah per 22: 15- 
16) and had to all indications supported the reform (Jer 11: 1-8). It seems that he did not 
regard the centralization of the cult as an end in itself but considered it only to be the means 
for purifying the cult. Thus Jeremiah does not speak of the sin of the high places but only of 
the sin of paganism and religious synchretism. In other words he considered the innovations 

affecting Kultusreinheit more important than those affecting Kultuseinheit. " 
11 Provided that, as McConville (1993a) notes in backnote 32, p. 184, one follows the 
Chronicler's dating of the events. (Josiah started reform in his eight year [2 Chr 34: 31, 
Jeremiah started prophesying in the 13th year of Josiah [Jer 1: 2)) 
12 McConville 1993a, p. 19. McConville also points out that the hope for future for Judah is 
different in Jeremiah from that in DtH (McConville 1993a, pp. 19-20; see his book elsewhere 
as well for more details of this complex question of hope, even though according to 
McConville, one can broadly say that there is more hope expressed in Jeremiah than in 
DtH). 
13 Cf above, Introduction, p. 9. Schley goes as far as to say that, "Indeed, the tradition that 
Shiloh had been 'the place where Yahweh caused his name to dwell' appears to have been an 
important ingredient of the theology of the cultic community in Jerusalem" (Schley 1989, p. 
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In this respect, practically all scholars who comment on Jer 7: 12-15 and 
26: 4-6,9 agree that Shiloh was an important sanctuary in the 

premonarchic period, and that Jeremiah's speech refers to the 

premonarchic sanctuary. 14 This conclusion is based on the presentation of 
Shiloh in 1 Sam 1-4, Judges 18: 31, and Josh 18: 1; 19: 51; 22: 9-34 which 

portray Shiloh at least as an important sanctuary, if not the central 

sanctuary of all Israel during the premonarchical period, and on the other 
hand the fact that the books of Kings indicate that Jerusalem became the 

chosen place after the building of the temple of Solomon (1 Ki 8: 16,29,44). 

That Jeremiah's speech refers to the premonarchic sanctuary is also 

consistent with archaeological finds at Tell Seilun15 which indicate that 

Shiloh was an important centre in Iron Age I. As Finkelstein describes, 

We found remains from Iron Age I virtually everywhere we dug. 
From this period we discovered buildings, stone-lined silos and 
other remains. 16 

Moreover, 

As for the regional settlement pattern, our survey indicates that 
population density in the immediate vicinity of Shiloh was two and 
even three times greater than at other places in the territory of 
Ephraim. Some 100 sites of Israelite settlement have been found so 
far in our survey, of which 22 are apparently within a radius of 
about three to four miles of Shiloh. By comparison, in a similar 
radius around Bethel, only 12 sites from this period were 

173) 
14 See e. g. Holladay 1986, p. 248; Haag 1990, p. 99n20; McConville 1993, p. 45; Craigie 
1991, pp. 121-122; Scalise 1995, pp. 16-18; Eissfeldt 1956, p. 146; Schley 1989, p. 173; 
Bright 1965, p. 171; Carroll 1986, p. 210; Day 1979, p 89; Eichrodt 1950, p. 19; Pearce 
1973, p. 107. Day (1979, pp. 90-91) gives good reasons why a monarchic date as the frame 
of reference for Jeremiah (and Ps 78) cannot be maintained (arguing against van Rossum). 
Cf. also above, Introduction, p. 9. 
is See Finkelstein 1986; Finkelstein 1988, pp. 205-234; I. Finkelstein, ed., Shiloh: The 
Archaeology of a Biblical Site, Tel Aviv: Institute of Archaeology of Tel Aviv University, 1993. 
According to Finkelstein (1988, p. 206; cf. Finkelstein 1993a, pp. 1-4), the identification of 
Tell Seilun with Shiloh is very plausible because of the directions in Jdg 21: 19, because of a 
reference to the location by the 4th century AD Onomasticon of Eusebius and because of the 
name Seilun of the village which stood at the site until 16th century AD and of the adjacent 
spring. Also, according to Finkelstein (1988, p. 206), "the excavated remains accord with the 
history of Shiloh as reflected in the written sources". One should however note that 
Richardson (Richardson 1927) intriguingly suggested based on the variation of spelling in 
the name Shiloh in the Old Testament that there were originally two Shilohs, Tell Seilun and 
Beit Sila, and that Beit Sila which is located in the territory of Benjamin fairly close to 
Jerusalem was the location of the tent of meeting. Richardson was bluntly rejected by 
Albright (Albright 1927 in the same issue of PEFQS as Richardson), and the matter has not 
been raised since (see Schley 1989, pp. 67-68; cf. Finkelstein 1993a, p. 4). 
16 Finkelstein 1986, p. 36. 
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discovered; moreover, as far as we can tell, at least half of these 
settlements near Shiloh began at a later phase of Iron Age I, when 
the site reached its zenith. It is clear, then, that the density of 
population in the region was influenced by the cultic and economic 
center of Shiloh. 17 

Furthermore, based on archaeological finds, Shiloh was seemingly at least 

a religious centre in the Late Bronze Age. According to Finkelstein, 

Data from all over the tell indicate that there was no real 
settlement at Shiloh during the Late Bronze Age. Instead, on the 
summit of the tell, there was probably an isolated cultic place to 
which offerings were brought by people from various places in the 
region. The fact that there were very few permanent Late Bronze 
sites anywhere in the vicinity of Shiloh may indicate that many of 
these people lived in pastoral groups, in temporary dwellings. It is 
probable that these offerings, many of them Late Bronze I (15th 
century B. C. ) in date, were brought to the site of the destroyed 
Middle Bronze Age sanctuary, which may even have been 
reconstructed. The steadily declining amount of pottery indicates a 
decrease in activity at the site, and then a complete cessation, 
apparently before the end of the Late Bronze Age. '8 

On the other hand, Iron II remains from Shiloh are less prominent. 
According to Finkelstein, "Following a period of abandonment, a small 

village, the poor remains of which were found in several places, occupied 

the site in Iron Age II (tenth to eighth centuries B. C. )". 19 Moreover, 

according to Finkelstein, a few structures have also been found on the flat 

area immediately to the north of the tell from the end of the Iron Age. 20 

Thus, according to Jer 7: 12, Shiloh was the central sanctuary where 
Yahweh's name dwelt in the premonarchical period, and the reference is 

backed up by archaeological finds. On the other hand, as the reference to 

Shiloh in the book of Jeremiah as the place where Yahweh's name dwelt is 

very late in comparison with the premonarchical period (some 500 years), 

one could easily claim that even though Shiloh was an important sanctuary 
in the premonarchical time, the concept of the dwelling of the name of 
Yahweh itself is much later, especially as a part of the book of 

17 Finkelstein 1986, p. 40. 
18 Finkelstein 1986, pp. 35-36. 
19 Finkelstein 1986, p. 41. 
20 Finkelstein 1988, p. 228. According to Finkelstein (ibid. ), these were excavated by Yeivin. 
Note also that Hellenistic, Roman and Byzantine remains were found in the Shiloh 
excavations (see Finkelstein 1986; Finkelstein 1988; Finkelstein, ed. [1993], Shiloh [see 
above, p. 102n15 for the reference]). 

103 



Deuteronomy. 21 However, there are reasons to think that the expression of 

the dwelling of one's name may date from much earlier than the time of 
Jeremiah. As has often been pointed out, the Akkadian expression 
iakan sumsu occurs in the Amarna letters. According to EA 287: 60-63, 

"Behold, the king has set his name in the land of Jerusalem; so he cannot 

abandon the lands of Jerusalem. "22 According to Wenham, 

The phrase also occurs in other texts dealing with conquests, and 
is often associated with the erection of a stele or other victory 
monument. An inscription of Shamshi-Adad I of Assyria23 reads: 
'Thus I placed my great name and my (victory) stele in the land of 
Lebanon on the shore of the Great Sea. ' Likewise Yahdunlim of 
Mari describes himself as 'one who erects stelae, mentioning (his) 
name' (mu-re-ti na-re-e na-bi sumi 1: 22). Later in the same inscription 
in the context of reducing his enemies to vassalship, he says 'he 
established his name' (§u-mi-§u is-ta ka-an 2: 20). Shalmaneser III on 
his expeditions to the West also erected stelae probably near the 
sanctuaries on Mounts Carmel and Lebanon. 24 

Wenham continues: 
More recently it has been pointed out that this phraseology is often 
associated with the inscribing of a name on the foundation stones 
of sanctuaries. The inscription of the name was essential to the 
validity of a temple. If this is the background of the Hebrew phrase, 
we could regard 'to make his name to dwell there' as the 
etymological equivalent of Akkadian (sýakänum sumum) and 'to put his 
name there' as the semantic equivalent. 25 

Moreover, there are good reasons to think that Deuteronomic tradition 

could have spanned a much longer time than is often thought. If one looks 

at the ancient Near Eastern literary tradition outside Israel, there are many 

well-known cases where on one hand, literary style has demonstrably been 

maintained for many hundreds of years, and on the other hand, literary 

products have been transmitted for well over a millennium. As Niehaus 

summarizes, 
In Assyria one can now see a literary tradition which used the 
same stock phrasing from the time of Shamshi-Adad I to that of 

21 Thus critical consensus. 
22 Wenham 1971 a, p. 113; repeated in Wenham 1993, p. 103, also pointing out EA 288: 5-7 
for comparison (English translation of both also in ANET, p. 488; see KNUDTZON, pp. 866,868 
for the Akkadian). 
23 Dated 19th-18th centuries BC. 
24 Wenham 1971a, p. 113; repeated in Wenham 1993, pp. 103-104. 
25 Wenham 1971a, pp. 113-114; repeated in Wenham 1993, p. 104. Cf. Weinfeld 1972, pp. 
193-195, who thinks that the phrase au 1--t} in Deuteronomy was taken in by the 
Deuteronomist and applied by him for his specific theological purposes. 
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Ashurbanipal, a span of some 1200 years which included some 
1100 years during which Akkadian had not been supplanted as a 
living language. Some of the stock phrasing was employed even 
several centuries earlier than Shamshi-Adad I, as has been shown. 
Moreover, it is fair to say that the Assyrian royal literary tradition 
got a start with the inscriptions of this king. It achieved a more 
complete crystallization with the annals of Tiglath-pileser I, in 
which a style was established and a precedent set for Assyrian 
annals from that time on, to the end of the Assyrian empire. Every 
indication is that that style would have continued for many 
centuries more had the empire itself not collapsed, since many of 
the stock phrases continued in use in Babylonian and Persian 
inscriptions of later date. 26 

Niehaus points out a further related example. According to Niehaus, "There 

is good evidence from the ancient Near East for the practice of depositing 

written materials in temples, as well as evidence for their rediscovery, and 
the re-use of stock phraseology stimulated by that rediscovery. "27 Niehaus 

presents evidence which suggests that Arik-din-ili (1319-1308) quotes 

almost verbatim phraseology deposited by Shamshi-Adad I (1814-1782). 

Shamshi-Adad I states, "When the temple becomes delapidated and any of 
the kings, my offspring, renovates the temple, may he anoint my clay 
inscriptions and steles with oil, offer sacrifice, and return them to their 

place". 28 Arik-din-ili, after some 500 years, says correspondingly, "May a 
future prince, when this temple becomes dilapidated and he renovates it, - 
may he anoint my steles with oil, bring a sacrifice, and return them to their 

place". 29 According to Niehaus, the phraseology does not occur in any of the 

inscriptions of the Assyrian kings between Shamshi-Adad I and Arik-din- 

ili, 30 and further, according to Niehaus, "Borger remarks that this 

inscription contains other elements that only appeared previously in the 

Shamshi-Adad inscription, which suggests that Arik-din-ili discovered the 

earlier king's inscription and adopted its formulaic phrasing for his own. "31 

Furthermore, Niehaus points out that Arik-din-ili adds the phrase 
"Shamash will then hear his prayers" to the stock phrase. 32 Finally, 

26 Niehaus 1985, p. 413. It has to be stressed that the campaign reports of the Assyrian 
kings are stylistically very similar from the time of Tiglath-pileser I (ca. 1115-1077 BC) till 
the 7th century BC (see Niehaus 1985, passim; Younger 1990, pp. 79-115). 
27 Niehaus 1992, p. 27. 
28 Quoted by Niehaus 1992, p. 27. 
29 Quoted by Niehaus 1992, p. 28. 
30 Niehaus 1992, p. 28. 
31 Niehaus 1992, p. 28. 
32 Niehaus 1992, p. 28. 
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Niehaus gives examples of how two subsequent kings, Adad-Nirari I (1307- 

1275) and Shalmaneser I (1274-1245) themselves use and further modify 

as needed the phraseology of their predecessors. 33 

Thus, these Assyrian examples, besides showing that stock phraseology 

and literary style could stay alive for centuries and that stock phraseology 

could reappear even if it had been lost for centuries, also show that a stock 

phrase does not have to be reproduced verbatim, but it can be modified, 

expanded, or abridged. 34 On the other hand, we must add that if one 

examines the annals of Tiglath-pileser I and compares the Prism Inscription 

of Tiglath-pileser I with the Tenth Regnal Year Inscription of Tiglath-pileser 

I, one can see that there can also be reasonable variation of style within a 

single literary work, or between two literary works which are 

contemporaneous and mutually related. 35 

It is also well known in the ancient Near East that literary products 
themselves can generally be copied and and thus maintained for centuries. 
One parade example of this is the congregational lament 'Oh Angry Sea' 

quoted above, whose text has been reconstructed from various tablets 

dating from Old Babylonian to Seleucid times. 36 Also, Hallo points out that 

a number of ershemmas (tambourine laments) which were "probably" 

composed under the first dynasty of Babylon (early second millennium BC) 

still recur in copies of the first millennium. 37 Hallo adds that new 

compositions of the genre of ershemmas appeared in the first millennium 

with copying, and perhaps even composition of these new ershemmas 

extending to the first century BC. 38 More examples could be cited. 39 

33 Niehaus 1992, pp. 28-29. 
34 Cf. Niehaus 1992, p. 28. 
35 See Niehaus 1985, pp. 156-158,165-190. Variations between the Prism Inscription of 
Tiglath-pileser I and the Tenth Regnal Year Inscription of Tiglath-pileser I also include 
additions, omissions, not following strict chronology, prolepsis, and numerical and factual 
discrepancies (see Niehaus 1985, pp. 158-161,191-201). 
36 Some 30 tablets and fragments; see Kutscher 1975, esp. pp. 8-14. Lines 62-72 quoted 
above, p. 41. See also e. g. Hallo 1996a, pp. 224-228 for more examples. 
37 Hallo 1996a, pp. 225-226; 1996b, pp. 1872-1873. 
38 Hallo 1996a, p. 226; 1996b, p. 1873. Hallo (1996a, 1996b loc. cit. ) also points out that the 
first millennium compositions often include an interlinear translation into Akkadian. Cf. also 
Cooper 1983, pp. 11-12, "The discovery of Abu Salabikh versions of compositions otherwise 
attested only in manuscripts written 700 years later, in the Old Babylonian period, has 
shaken the confidence of scholars in the common-sense approach to Sumerian literary 
history that for so long dominated Assyriological studies: 'Die archaische fassung 
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Then, the significance of the above examples is obvious as regards the 

relationship of the book of Jeremiah to the book of Deuteronomy. First of 

all, even though there is variation in the centralization formula, 40 it does 

not have to be taken as an indication of an evolutionary prehistory for the 

formula. Rather, it could simply be due to stylistic, and even chance 

variation. 41 Secondly, it could well be that even if Deuteronomic 

phraseology, including a reference to the chosen place, was not much used 
for a couple of centuries before Josiah when many prophetic books were 

written, 42 and on the other hand, the seventh-sixth centuries BC which 

coincided with the time of the finding of the law-book by king Josiah were a 
time of a great popularity of Deuteronomic phraseology, the book of 
Deuteronomy goes back to an earlier time. In this respect, if the hypothesis 

of the Deuteronomistic history were seen to not be correct, but the books of 
Deuteronomy-Joshua are rather individual compositions, 43 it is 

conceptually possible, and in fact logical to think that the individual books 

may have been composed at different times in a Deuteronomic style, a style 

which was current in Israelite historiography even for centuries. 44 

Moreover, as the historical books Joshua-Kings are centred around the 

theme of how Israel fared in respect to their relationship with Yahweh, the 

theme of the covenant is very important in them, 45 and this would naturally 

überdies, dass gerade ein Passus, der zunächst einen terminus post quern für die Datierung 
zu bieten schien, entweder selbst eine Modernisierung und also für die Datierung 
unerheblich sein kann, oder dass vielmehr eine Wendung, die erstmalig in einem 
Überlieferungsbereich der Periode X bezeugt und da offenbar beliebt ist, sehr wohl schon vor 
der Periode X, nur eben in einem anderen Überlieferungsbereich, existiert sein kann. "' 
(quoting Krecher). 
39 See e. g. Hallo 1996b; cf. also K. A. Kitchen, NBD, pp. 349-350 regarding the transmission 
of Egyptian literary works through the centuries, including noting that, demonstrably, 
revision of the grammar, spelling and/or vocabulary of an ancient text occasionally took 
place during copying, reflecting the usage of the later generation. 
40 See esp. Lohfink 1991, p. 151, Table 1 for the various forms of the formula in 
Deuteronomy. 
41 Cf. also Lohfink 1991 for a criticism from another angle of attempts to see diachronic 
development in Deuteronomy's centralization formula, and Weippert 1980, p. 79: "Die 
Schwierigkeiten beginnen, sobald man versucht, die einzelnen Stufen der Formel auf die 
sukzessiven Etappen der Entstehungsgeschichte des Deuteronomiums zu verteilen, um so 
ihnen jeweiligen Ort in der altisraelitischen Glaubensgeschichte zu ermitteln. " 
42 Note however especially that the Deuteronomic name formula occurs in Isa 18: 7, even if 
the verse and the formula are often seen as a later addition (see Wildberger 1997, pp. 223- 
225; Kaiser 1974, pp. 96-97; Gray 1912, p. 316). 
43 See Westermann 1994 for this; see also below, Chapters 111.4 and 111.5. 
44 Cf. Niehaus 1985, pp. 414-415. 
45 Cf. also the Tukulti-Ninurta Epic for an Ancient Near Eastern text which interprets history 
through a covenant (see FOSTER, pp. 211-229 for the text of the epic; cf. also above, p. 28 for 
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point to the book of Deuteronomy, and thus similarly, it would be natural 

to use Deuteronomic expressions and style in Israelite historical writing. 46 

Thus, there are good reasons for why the late reference in Jeremiah could 

be based on an early tradition about Shiloh as the place where Yahweh's 

name dwelt. Naturally, the question of how far back the tradition actually 

goes about Shiloh as the place where Yahweh's name dwelt must be left 

open based on the testimony of the book of Jeremiah. In this respect, one 

should also note that the questions of the relationship between Chapters 7 

and 26 and their possible redactional history do not much affect the 

interpretation of the tradition of the "place" in Jer 7: 12. Even if the tradition 

of the dwelling of Yahweh's name at Shiloh is part of, say, a separate 

Deuteronomistic redaction, it does not make much difference to the 

interpretation of the tradition, as the Deuteronomistic redaction may rely 

on a tradition which originates from an earlier time. Moreover, since the 

references to Shiloh in the book of Jeremiah are very late in comparison 

with the premonarchical time, putting the writing of the Shiloh tradition in 

Jeremiah or parts of it, say, a hundred years later does not make much 

difference. 

Then, besides stating that it was formerly the place where Yahweh let his 

name dwell, what does the book of Jeremiah actually say about Shiloh to 

its exilic audience? According to Jer 7: 12-15, 

ny-ý = i5 rnivv--Ivjm nu 1M 11 n»viM1n ova n td n»cv 1¢iM 15, äm - tdm ýwpn-5m Krith 'D 
: it r '1]i' 

K-1PRI nnvnZI Mc 7l -In-il onvin ov5x -1: 1-m nnnr-om ri i wfvynn-5.: )-m o. -)rnvDv JU' nnyi 
=1117 Mt l annm 

- tuRn orrnire$1 ans 'nnr-luix D pth1 in wnns anrc -iviK rwv mw-m-ip iwirc rvi 'rrnvi 
: I5vh 'il fo 

: o�-imx v it-5m rim Qýýnrc-5ý-nrc ýnn5en -irvK: aim 5nn QznK Ariz wer 1 

"(7: 12) But walk now to my place in Shiloh where I formerly set my name to 

dwell and see what I did to it because of the evil of my people Israel. (7: 13) 

And now, because you have been doing all these things, says the Lord, and 

a quotation from the epic; cf. also Niehaus 1985, p. 336). 
46 So Niehaus 1985, pp. 339-341. See below, Chapter III. 2f. for special considerations of the 
relationship of the Priestly style and Priestly material with Joshua-Kings. 
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I have spoken to you from early on and you have not listened, and I called 
to you but you did not answer, (7: 14) 1 will do to the house which is called 
by my name and in which you trust and to the place which I gave to you 

and your fathers as I did to Shiloh (7: 15) And I will send you away from my 

presence as I sent away all your brothers, the whole people of Ephraim. " 

Moreover, according to Jer 26: 9 (from the standpoint of our purposes, Jer 

26: 4-6 essentially reproduces Jer 7: 12-15), 

Dzm-S7 5mpn nwi, 1'Kn nrin mom ýýym rim rnw7 rrrr I5wn nmmK nin-citiz rn22 vile 

: 711rn nimm irnn11-SK 
"Why do you prophesy in the name of the Lord saying: This house will 
become like Shiloh and this city will become desolate, without inhabitants? 

And all people gathered around Jeremiah in the house of Yahweh. " 

Scholars agree that, in the book of Jeremiah, Shiloh is an object lesson of 

what will happen to Jerusalem. Just as Shiloh or at least its sanctuary lies 

in ruins, Jerusalem will be destroyed. 47 The temple by itself (Jer 7: 4) and 

the status of Jerusalem as Yahweh's chosen place is not a guarantee of 

safety and prosperity. 48 The words which were essentially rejected by 

Jeremiah's contemporaries (see Jer 26: 10-24) must on the other hand have 

been especially poignant to the exilic audience of the book of Jeremiah for 

whom the destruction of the temple was an experienced reality. 

Then, if Jeremiah refers to the ruins of Shiloh, was there a specific event 

which produced these ruins and to which Jeremiah refers or alludes? A 

number of scholars think that the reference is to a destruction of Shiloh or 
its sanctuary in association with the loss of the ark at Aphek in about 1050 

during the premonarchical time as depicted in 1 Sam 4, or at least to a 
destruction otherwise in the 11th century. 49 On the other hand, some 

scholars think that there was no destruction of Shiloh in the eleventh 

century, or at least the reference is to the destruction of Shiloh at the time 

47 Pearce 1973, pp. 107-108; Holt 1986, p. 75; Schley 1989, p. 200; Day 1979, p. 94; 
Eissfeldt 1956, p. 139; Carroll 1986, p. 210; Bright 1965, p. 170; Holladay 1974, p. 66; 
Scalise 1995, p. 18. 
48 So practically all commentators. 
49 Day 1979, p. 94; Bright 1965, p. 170; Holladay 1974, p. 66; Eissfeldt 1956, p. 139; 
Carroll 1986, p. 210. Note also that this would fit with the idea that the Elide priesthood and 
the tent of meeting are later found at Nob (1 Sam 21-22; cf. above, p. 54). 
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of the fall of the Northern Kingdom by the Assyrians in 721 BC. S° Some 

think that there is a double reference to two destructions, in the eleventh 

and in the seventh century. 51 It also has to be added that the texts outside 

the Jeremiah passages under consideration in fact do not mention directly 

a destruction of Shiloh either in the 11th or 8th century BC. 

On the other hand, archaeological evidence is suggestive of an 11th century 

date of destruction. According to Finkelstein, in area C (in the western part 

of the tell) where the Danish excavations already had discovered a 

destruction layer, 52 further excavations uncovered more evidence of a 

destruction of a building complex (Buildings 312 and 335) from Iron Age 

1.53 Finkelstein describes, "These buildings were destroyed in a fierce 

conflagration. Burnt floors were found all over. Collapsed burnt bricks 

accumulated on these floors to a height of more than three feet. Some of 

the bricks had been baked by the blaze that had raged here. Roof collapse 

was discernible in many places. "54 Finkelstein also found carbonized 

raisins in one of the rooms of Building 335 and interpreted these as further 

evidence of a destruction. 55 Moreover, according to Finkelstein, "The 

accumulated debris on top of the brick collapse in the northern part of 

Building 335 contained a large quantity of animal bones and Iron I 

pottery. °56 

As far as pottery is concerned, Finkelstein describes, 

Chronologically the Shiloh assemblage falls between the early Iron 
I strata of `Izbeth Sartah III, Giloh and Mt Ebal and the late 11th- 
10th century strata of `Izbeth Sartah II-I and Kh. ed-Dawwara. It 
still has some of the features of the 12th century sites, such as 
cooking-pots with everted rims and the 'Canaanite jar', but the 
proportion of the early types in the assemblage is relatively small 
compared to the early Iron I sites. In dating the Shiloh assemblage 

50 Pearce 1973, pp. 107-108; Schley 1989, pp. 200-201. 
51 Craigie 1991, p. 122; Haag 1990, p. 99n20. 
52 For the history of these, see Finkelstein 1988, pp. 207-210. However, the Danish 

excavations left the stratigraphy of the site ambiguous (see Finkelstein 1988, p. 208; Schley 
1989, p. 77). 
53 See Finkelstein 1988, pp. 207-212,220-225; Finkelstein 1986, pp. 36-38, including 
Finkelstein 1988, p. 209 for a map of the mound, and Finkelstein 1986, p. 37 for a drawing 

of the layout of the buildings 312 and 335. 
54 Finkelstein 1986, p. 39. Cf. Bunimovitz 1993, p. 24, fig. 2.10. for a photograph of the 
destruction debris in Building 335, and ibid., p. 22, fig. 2.7 for Building 312. 
55 See Finkelstein 1988, p. 226 fig. 74; Finkelstein 1986, pp. 38-39. 
56 Finkelstein 1988, p. 226. Note that on the other hand, very few pottery were found in the 
debris of Building 312 (Bunimovitz 1993, p. 21). 
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one should consider both the existence of late Iron I vessels and 
the absence (or limited number) of typical late 11th-10th century 
types, such as cooking pots with thickened ridge, Philistine sherds, 
slipped and burnished material, baseless round cooking jugs [of a 
certain type], etc. 57 

Moreover, 

Within the Iron I material in Shiloh, Debris 623 [overlaying 
building 335] seems to be slightly later than the assemblage found 
in the pillared buildings. Stratigraphically this is clear, although 
one could claim that the material which was dumped on the slope 
[area C, and thus building 335 is located on a slope] came from an 
earlier source, such as a favissa of offerings which were dumped to 
a temple. However, the somewhat later date for debris 623 seems 
to be confirmed by the quantitative analysis of the Shiloh material. 
Especially important is the proportion of cooking-pots with everted 
rim, and the fact that the two types of later pithoi and slipped 
sherds were found only in this debris. Nevertheless, the time 
difference between the two assemblages seems to be very limited 
and neither has the types typical of the 10th century BC. 58 

Finkelstein interpreted these finds as fitting together with the destruction 

of Shiloh by the Philistines in the eleventh century, in association with the 

events of 1 Sam 4-6.59 Of course, one might object that it is difficult to 

pinpoint evidence to a specific date, and, on the other hand, that no 

evidence exists which could indicate who might have caused the 

destruction. However, the evidence provided by Finkelstein (et al. ) makes 

the idea of an 11th century destruction of Shiloh, or at least parts of it, by 

the Philistines in connection to the events of 1 Sam 4-6 very possible. In 

this respect, we should also note that on the other hand, no destruction 

layers which could be attributed to Iron Age II have been found from the 

poor remains of Iron Age 11.60 

In any case, judging from Jer 7: 12-15; 26: 6,9 and the archaeological 

evidence, the city apparently was in ruins or at least in a poor condition in 

Jeremiah's time. Also, whatever the total process which resulted in the 

state of affairs during Jeremiah's time, the book of Jeremiah states at least 

that the same end result would befall Jerusalem unless the people mend 

57 Bunimovitz and Finkelstein 1993, p. 162. 
58 Bunimovitz and Finkelstein 1993, p. 162. 
59 Bunimovitz and Finkelstein 1993, p. 162; cf. Finkelstein 1986, p. 39; Finkelstein 1988, p. 
226. 
60 See Bunimovitz 1993, p. 31; Finkelstein 1993b; Finkelstein 1988, p. 228; Finkelstein 
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their ways. 

Then, if Shiloh was formerly an important centre and sanctuary and the 

place where Yahweh's name dwelt but suffered destruction and decline due 

to the sins of the people of Israel (5rtýýý env =i mmn iý nrt INrn; Jer 

7: 12), this suggests that Yahweh had abandoned Shiloh. 61 On the other 
hand, as Jerusalem was the place where Yahweh's name dwelt at the time 

of Jeremiah, this suggests that, more specifically, Shiloh had been rejected 

and Jerusalem had taken its place. To this matter and its implications we 

will now turn. 

1986, p. 41. 
61 Cf. above, Chapter 1.1 for the concepts of divine temple abandonment in the ancient Near 
East. 
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2. PSALM 78: 56-72 AND THE INTERMEDIATE PERIOD FROM THE 

DISASTER OF APHEK TO THE BUILDING OF SOLOMON'S TEMPLE 

In this chapter, our primary aim is to understand what Ps 78: 56-72 says 

about the mutual historical and theological relationship of Shiloh and 
Jerusalem, especially for the reason that Psalm 78: 56-72 at least at first 

sight seems to speak about a rejection of Shiloh (vv. 60,67) and a choice of 
Jerusalem (v. 68), and on the other hand clearly refers to historical events. 
In order to understand the message of Ps 78: 56-72, we will make a detailed 

exegesis of the passage, comparing and correlating the events which are 
described in it and their interpretation with available parallel sources of 
Israelite historiography. As a preliminary for a verse-by-verse exegesis, we 

will examine such issues as the genre, structure, date and provenance of 

the psalm and their implications for the message and historical plausibility 

of the psalm. 

Overall, Psalm 78 recounts the events of Israel's history from the Exodus 

until the reigns of David and Solomon. It is similar in content to Psalms 

105 and 106, and can most conveniently be classified as a historical psalm 

along with these psalms. 62 Above all, the purpose of the psalm is to present 

a theological interpretation of Israel's history where God is working in that 

history. 63 Moreover, for Ps 78, this theological presentation of history has 

an expressly didactic purpose. 64 The psalmist mixes an account of God's 

wonders and Israel's faithlessness so that his hearers and the future 

generation would trust God and follow God's ways and not make the same 

mistakes as their ancestors have (vv. 3-8). The title maskil (5%: )fDn)65 of the 

psalm and the expression m 5dr ; mncK, "Let me open my mouth in 

proverbs" in V. 2 suggest a clear connection of the psalm with wisdom 

motifs. 66 The psalm also has hymnic and meditative features in it. 67 

62 Westermann 1981a/1961-1977, p. 236 sees Exod 15, Deut 32, and Isa 63: 7-14 as 
historical psalms as well. 
63 Cf. Westermann 1981a/1961-1977, pp. 214-249. 
64 See e. g. Carroll 1971, p. 133, Westermann 1981a/1961-1977, pp. 237-238. 
65 Even though this title might be a later addition. Even if so, this would confirm that the 
later readers of the psalm saw it as incorporating wisdom motifs. 
66 Kidner (1975, p. 281) reminds that "the word for parable (mf. iä gives the book of Proverbs 
its title". 
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The expressly didactic aim of the psalm and its use of wisdom motifs are 

the main reason why there has been much disagreement among scholars 

as to what is its exact genre. However, as Tate expresses it, "Most 

commentators agree on the general nature of Ps 78, although they use 
different terms to identify its form". 68 

The structure of the psalm has slightly puzzled scholars, and various 

alternatives have been set forth. 69 However, it is clear that vv. 1-11 are a 
"wisdom" introduction, 7o and commentators agree that verses 65-72 are a 

coherent section. 7' Also, most commentators take the psalm as a unity, 

even though there are exceptions. 72 One peculiarity of the psalm is that the 

events it recounts are not in a strict chronological order. However, this 

feature can most naturally be taken as a rhetorical device, and if one 

distinguishes two cycles of historical recitals in the psalm, the structure of 

the poem starts to emerge. Then, according to Clifford, whose opinion 

seems most judicious, 73 the psalm can be structured as follows. 74 

Introduction: vv. 1-11 
First Recital : Second Recital: 
Wilderness Events w. 12-32 From Egypt to Canaan vv. 40-64 

Gracious act (vv. 12-16) Gracious act (vv. 44-55) 
Rebellion (vv. 17-20) Rebellion (vv. 56-58) 
Divine anger and Divine anger and 
punishment (vv. 21-32) punishment (vv. 59-64) 
(manna and quail) (destruction of Shiloh) 

Sequel vv. 33-39 Sequel vv. 65-72 

As far as the date of the psalm is concerned, there exists a great range of 

67 Campbell 1979, p. 51; Tate 1990, p. 284. 
68 Tate 1990, p. 284. 
69 See Clifford 1981, pp. 127-129 (esp. p. 127n7) and Tate 1990, pp. 287-288. 
70 See Clifford 1981, p. 127. 
71 See Clifford 1981, p. 129. 
72 Schreiner distinguishes an original psalm of praise for Yahweh which has been later 

reworked by adding the introductory section and the parts which criticize the faithless 

conduct of the people (Schreiner 1990, pp. 312-321). Haag divides Ps 78 into a core 
("Grundschicht") and later addition ("Bearbeitung"), where the Grundschicht refers back to 
the experiences of the Davidic-Solomonic era and its prehistory, and the Bearbeitung 

consists of exhortation to repentance and mending ones ways (Haag 1990, pp. 109-112). 
Moreover, Campbell thinks that there was a slight Deuteronomistic revision of an original 
tenth-century psalm (Campbell 1979, p. 75). 
73 Cf. McCann 1996, p. 990. 
74 Clifford 1981, p. 129. 
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differing opinions among scholars. Based on internal considerations, the 

terminus a quo for the psalm is the reign of Solomon, as the story cuts off at 
the time of Solomon and no later events such as the destruction of Israel 

and the exile of Judah are mentioned. 75 Then, those scholars who date the 

psalm to the tenth century include Eissfeldt and Campbell. 76 The next 
frame of dating is the time of the divided monarchy before the fall of the 
Northern Kingdom, with advocates including Dahood and Wright. 77 Moving 

forward in time, the next possibility is a date between the fall of the 

Northern Kingdom and the exile of Judah, with advocates such as Clifford, 

Weiser and Junker. 78 Finally, such scholars as Gunkel and Kraus advocate 

a post-exilic composition, 79 and Westermann thinks that the psalm is 

"probably a late psalm". 80 

A major issue in determining the date of the psalm is the interpretation of 
the references to Ephraim in vv. 9 and 67. Looking at the verses, one could 

naturally understand that the references to Judah and Ephraim are 

references to the respective premonarchic tribes, and this is the 

interpretation taken by those who advocate an early date for the psalm 
during the reigns of David and Solomon. However, a number of those who 

advocate a date between the division of the monarchy and the exile of 
Judah generally see the references to Ephraim as references to the 

Northern Kingdom in general, especially in v. 9,81 and the contrast between 

Judah and Ephraim as theological legitimation of the Southern Kingdom 

against the claims of the Northern Kingdom (in case of a date before the 

Assyrian deportation) or as an explanation of why the Northern Kingdom 

fell (in case of a date before the Assyrian deportation). 82 On the other hand, 

even though a number of those who advocate a postexilic date for the 

psalm think that the psalm may reflect the anti-Samaritanism of the 

75 If however the reference to the sanctuary (iinpn) in v. 69 could be taken as a reference to a 
heavenly temple rather than to Solomon's temple (see Tate 1990, p. 283), a slightly earlier 
date would be possible, even though this seems unlikely to us. 
76 Eissfeldt 1958, Campbell 1975,1979. See Clifford 1981 p. 125n1 and Day 1986 p. 10n25 
for a more comprehensive list. 
77 See Day 1986, p. 10n25 for a more comprehensive list. 
78 See Clifford 1981, p. 125n2 for a more comprehensive list. 
79 See Day 1986 p. 9n23 and Carroll 1971, p. 144n6 for a more comprehensive list. See also 
Clifford 1981, p. 125n3. 
80 Westermann 1981a/1961-1977, p. 238. 
81 See Junker 1953, pp. 492-493, Dahood 1968, p. 239; cf. Tate 1990, pp. 289-290. 
82 See Tate 1990, p. 285, and the works of respective scholars. 

115 



Judean community, 83 they do not seem to think that either of vv. 9,67 

refers to the postexilic period, 84 and this may be partly due to the fact that 

it is difficult to think of an event in the postexilic period to which either of 

the verses might refer. 

Moreover, we should point out that, first of all, even though the two- main 

suggestions for what v. 9 refers to are the battle with the Philistines in 1 

Sam 485. and the fall of the Northern Kingdom, 86 the reference is 

ambiguous, and might even be to an event which is not mentioned 

elsewhere in the Old Testament. 87 Secondly, and most importantly, none of 
those who advocate the term Ephraim as an epithet for the Northern 

Kingdom have satisfactorily explained exactly how the mention of Ephraim 

in v. 67 could refer to the Northern Kingdom. Rather, all seem to assume at 
least tacitly that Ephraim in v. 67 conveys the idea that the northern tribes 

had the leadership of Israel before the time of David. 88 Thus, even if one 

might somehow try to argue that the reference to Ephraim in v. 9 is to the 

Northern kingdom, there exist no reasons to see v. 67 to refer to anything 

else than the tribe of Ephraim, also remembering that v. 67 explicitly reads 
"the tribe of Ephraim" (onntt =J) and that vv. 56-72, and thus also v. 67 

can naturally be read to describe the period before the division of the 

kingdom after David and Solomon. On the other hand, this is not to deny 

that Ephraim could have been used as an epithet for the Northern Kingdom 

after the division of the United Kingdom. On the contrary, it is very 

reasonable to suppose that, as Carroll suggests, "Eventually the term 

83 So Duhm 1899, pp. 202-203, and possibly Kraus (Kraus 1989/1961-1978, p. 124). 
84 See Duhm 1899, p. 202; Gunkel 1925-1926, pp. 343,347; Kraus 1989/1961-1978, p. 
130 (Note that Gunkel (1925-1926, p. 343] emends v. 9 and the result does not contain the 
mention of Ephraim and that Kraus [1989/1961-1978, p. 1211 dispenses with v. 9 
altogether). 
85 E. g. Campbell 1979, pp. 60-61. 
86 E. g. Junker 1953, pp. 492-493. The battle at Gilboa where Saul died (1 Sam 31) has also 
been suggested (Tate 1990, p. 289, referring to Weiser 1962/1959). 
87 Cf. Tate 1990, p. 290. 
88 Carroll 1971, p. 145, after saying that, "The most obvious understanding of verses 59ff. is 
to relate them to the defeat of the Israelites by the Philistines and the capture of the ark at 
Aphek" adds that, "Another possible, though less feasible, view is the equation of the 
rejection of Ephraim with the disruption of the empire in the time of Rehoboam when Israel 
withdrew from participation in the southern monarchy. " Besides singling out the late 
understanding of the rejection of Ephraim as a "less feasible" alternative, Carroll (op. cit. ) 
makes no mention of how verses 56-72 should be exegeted in such a case. Note also that 
Gunkel (1925-1926, p. 347); Duhm (1899, p. 202) and Kraus (1989/1961-1978, p. 130), 
advocates of a postexilic date for the psalm, indicate that v. 67 refers to the time before the 
division of the kingdom. 
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Ephraim became a synonym for the territory and people of Israel". 89 

Thus, we may in fact conclude that whatever the dating of the psalm, and 

whatever its intended hearers and its contemporary message to them, the 

historical references in verses 56-72 remain the same. In other words, 

verses 56-72 refer to the premonarchical and early monarchical period and 

their interpretation is not directly dependent on the date of the psalm. 

However, we may also add that as the reference is to the tribe of Ephraim, 

an earlier date for the psalm can be thought of as a more logical possibility 

than a later one. 

Another issue for dating Ps 78 is its relationship to the Pentateuchal 

sources. The plagues of Egypt which are spoken of in the psalm occur in 

the Pentateuch in Ex 7-12,90 generally seen to be composed of JE and P 

material. 91 Thus, a comparison of Ps 78 with Ex 7-12 might reveal a literary 

dependence and thus help to establish relative dating. However, only seven 

plagues are named in Ps 78 and they occur in a different order in the psalm 

from the Pentateuch. Moreover, even though all the plagues mentioned in 

Ps 78 also occur in the putative JE tradition, most of them occur also in 

P. 92 Further, the way the plagues are recounted differs from either source. 

Thus, as Campbell points out, "A survey of the plagues and their sequence 

shows that it is impossible to claim that Psalm 78 must depend on the 

pentateuchal sources. It makes use of language that is absent from these 

sources, disregards material present in them, and presents the plagues in a 

sequence that is different. The differences of expression are marked 

enough, even in plagues that are common, to invalidate any linguistic 

argument for dependence of Psalm 78 on the traditions available to us in 

the Pentateuch or Psalm 105. "93 On the other hand, the plagues tradition in 

Ps 78 might nevertheless be a free poetic retelling of the already existing 

Pentateuchal materials. 94 In this respect, if one moves out from the context 

89 Carroll 1971, p. 140. 
90 The plagues are also described in Ps 105; cf. Lee 1990, p. 83. 
91 See e. g. Childs 1974, pp. 130-142,184-186 for source division of Ex 7-12. Strictly 

speaking, Ex 7-12 are also seen to contain minor Deuteronomistic additions, but these are 
not relevant for the present discussion. 
92 See Lee 1990, p. 83, Tate 1990, p. 292 and Campbell 1979, p. 69, including 

comprehensive comparisons of Ps 78, Ex 7-12 and Ps 105. 
93 Campbell 1979, p. 69. Cf. Eissfeldt 1958, p. 34. 
94 Tate (1990, p. 293) states, "It is much more probable that the plague traditions were 
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of the plagues tradition, the manna event referred to in Ps 78: 24 echoes Ex 

16: 4,95 a verse which has been ascribed to both P and J. 96 Also, in v. 60 (cf. 

also v. 28), as Schley points out, "The parallelism of miskän/'öhel reflects the 

terminology of the Priestly materials of the Pentateuch, where these two 

terms are used interchangeably for the tent sanctuary (cf. Josh 18-22)". 97 

Yet, here again one might argue that P and Ps 78 draw from a common 

tradition. Thus, it is difficult to date the psalm conclusively, regardless of 

what one thinks of the date of P (and JE). 

The psalm also has clear connections with Deuteronomic theology. 98 For 

example, the psalm speaks about the covenant and its breach by the 

Ephraimites (vv. 10,37). 99 Moreover, according to Clifford, the historical 

review and warning in the beginning of Deut 32: 1-43 (see esp. vv. 1-4) 

resembles the introduction of Psalm 78.100 Yet, according to Clifford, "More 

significant than similarities of style is the general Deuteronomic picture of 
Moses as the authoritative speaker of ancient traditions, rebuking, 

exhorting, promising". '°' Furthermore, the sin of the Israelites with bamoth 

(v. 58) may refer to the centralization of the cult, 102 even though it has been 

argued that it may also merely refer to idolatry at the bamoth. 103 Granted 

that affinities with Deuteronomic theology are acknowledged, there is no 

agreement as to exactly how the psalm relates to Deuteronomic theology. 

According to Day, Ps 78 is a pre-Deuteronomistic work, 104 whereas Junker 

thinks that the composer of the psalm "clearly knew and presumed 

relatively fluid and malleable enough to be fashioned in different ways for different contexts. 
The exact details of the plagues were not a matter of great concern. What mattered most was 
the impact of the account. " See also Lee 1990, p. 85. 
95 Greenstein 1990, pp. 206; 215n88. Manna is mentioned also in Num 11 (generally 
attributed to JE; see Wenham 1981, p. 19). However, it is clear that the allusion in Ps 78: 24 
can be taken to refer most conspicuously to Ex 16: 4. 
96 See Greenstein 1990, p. 215n88 for arguing for Priestly appropriation (including reference 
to Gray 1903, p. 101 who assigns the whole of Ex 16 to P), and Childs 1974, p. 275 for 
assigning Ex 16: 4 to J. However, the source-critical problems of Ex 16 are acute, and there 
is not much agreement on exactly how the chapter as a whole should be divided into sources 
(see Childs 1974, pp. 274-276). 
97 Schley 1989, p. 169. 
98 Day 1986, Junker 1953, Kraus 1989/1961-1978, Clifford 1981 (see below). See also 
Greenstein 1990, p. 201 (and p. 213n 54). 
99 Day 1986, p. 8. 
ioo Clifford 1981, p. 130. 
101 Clifford 1981, p. 130. 
102 Cf. Eissfeldt 1958, p. 38; Day 1986, p. 11. 
103 So Eissfeldt 1958, pp. 39-40; Day 1986, p. 11. 
104 Day 1986, p. 8. 
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Deuteronomy". '05 According to Campbell, "a certain number of 

characteristically dtr phrases are found side by side with others that, 

although akin to dtr phraseology, are in fact normally avoided within these 

circles". 106 Campbell thinks that there was a Deuteronomistic revision of 

the psalm, which "would not be earlier than Hezekiah, but it would precede 

the period where the dtr language had developed a certain fixity in its 

formulaic usages". 107 Thus, it is difficult to date the psalm conclusively 
based on Deuteronomic features in it, regardless of what one thinks of the 

date of Deuteronomy. 

A further clue for dating could be the fact that wisdom motifs exist in the 

psalm. According to Kraus, "the connection between the Deuteronomistic 

view of history and wisdom poetry would suggest a postexilic dating". 108 On 

the other hand, Junker dates the psalm and the book of Deuteronomy to 

the reign of Hezekiah for the same reason. 109 Moreover, as wisdom 

literature is as old as the earliest written records of human history, l lo and 

was widespread in the ancient Near East long before Israel appeared on the 

scene of history, 11' and the origin of wisdom in Israel is debated, 112 it is 

difficult to date this psalm based on the fact that it includes wisdom 

Motifs. 113 

One important argument for a post-exilic dating of the psalm is that it is 

similar to Psalms 105 and 106, and at least Ps 106: 47 can easily be 

understood to have been composed in the postexilic time. "" According to 

Westermann, when one compares Psalms 78,105 and 106, "Ps. 105 

describes the history of Israel, from God's covenant with Abraham down to 

the giving of the land in Canaan, as an unbroken chain of God's gracious 

105 Junker 1953, p. 493. 
106 Campbell 1979, p. 73. He adds that, "It is perhaps for this reason that Weinfeld 

characterizes the occurrences in Psalm 78 as possibly 'deuteronomic prototypes"' (referring 
to Weinfeld 1972, p. 365) 
107 Campbell 1979, p. 75. 
io8 Kraus 1989/1961-1978, p. 124. 
109 Junker 1953, p. 496f. 
110 See e. g. Kramer 1963, pp. 217-228 for Sumerian wisdom compositions. 
M See e. g. Murphy 1992, pp. 928-930. 
112 Cf. Murphy 1992, esp. p. 921 for a note of the origin of wisdom in Israel. 
113 Eissfeldt (1958, p. 40) explicitly finds it surprising that despite ancient Near Eastern 

parallels, the view persists that the psalm should be dated late because it includes wisdom 
motifs. 
114 Note however that according to Dahood (1970, p. 67), the language of Psalm 106 contains 

119 



deeds without the slightest hint of Israel's response. But Ps. 106 sees the 

same history from the perspective of a comprehensive confession of 

penance. " 115 Westermann then thinks that the insertion of the "penance" 

elements was probably the influence of prophetic proclamation, especially 

that of the post-exilic prophets. 116 According to Westermann, the "dating of 
Israel's sins back to the time of her origin is strikingly similar to the 

prophet Ezekiel, as chapters 16,20, and 23 indicate: 'But the house of 
Israel rebelled against me in the wilderness' (20: 13)". 117 Thus, it would 

seem that Ps 78 which includes "penance" elements is late. However, the 

JE sources already include indication of the sins of the people in the 

wilderness as portrayed by the book of Numbers. "" Moreover, the concepts 

of sin and penance are much older, as is indicated by traditions from the 

ancient Near East in general. 119 

Also, as Psalms 105 and 106 are indicated to have been used in public 

worship in 1 Chr 16, a similar setting might be possible for Ps 78, 

especially as Ps 78: 1 exhorts the people to listen to the speaker's teaching 

('min 'nv -jyjn n). 120 In fact, Kraus hints at seeing a Levitical priest as the 

speaker, noting the similarity of form and content to the sermons of the 

Levites in the Chronicler's history. 121 If so, this would of course hint 

towards a late provenance for the psalm. Yet, Kraus himself on the other 

hand admits that, "of course" the poetic form of the psalm differs from 

Levitical sermons, 122 and one might rather agree with Tate that, "Any one of 

the different functionaries in Israelite worship - kings, priests, prophets, 

teachers, and laypersons - could be the speaker in Ps 78, but we will 

probably be nearer its original design if we think of a prophet". 123 

We should also add that it is difficult to think that the psalm is anti- 

Samaritan. As Day points out, "for the Samaritans it was not Shiloh but 

archaic features. 
115 Westermann 1981a/1961-1977, p. 239. 
116 Westermann 1981a/1961-1977, pp. 239-241. 
117 Westermann 1981a/1961-1977, p. 241. 
118 Cf. Wenham 1981, p. 19, which quotes Gray's source analysis for Numbers (from Gray 
1903). 
119 Cf. e. g. the plague prayers of Mursili II (see COS 1, pp. 156-160). 
120 Cf. Tate 1990, pp. 286-287. 
121 Kraus 1989/1961-1978, p. 123. 
122 Kraus 1989/1961-1978, p. 123. 
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Shechem that was God's chosen dwelling place and Shiloh was rather the 

site of the illegitimate sanctuary erected by Eli the Jew". 124 

Dahood has used linguistic evidence to date the psalm. According to 

Dahood, "No psalm, it would seem, employs as many yqtl forms to express 

past time, see vss. 15,26,29,38 (thrice), 40 (twice), 45,47,49,58,64,72. 

Since the yqtl was the normal form of expressing past events in Ugaritic 

poetry and, to a lesser extent, in early biblical poems, one may use this 

linguistic feature as a criterion for the early dating of the psalm. "125 Even 

though these considerations rather speak for the earliness of the psalm, 

dialectal variations and archaizing are possible. 

Finally, Tate has argued that if the psalm originates from before the 

division of the kingdom, it is unlikely that a Northerner would "have 

accepted religious literature which claimed that Yahweh 'rejected the tent 

of Joseph and the tribe of Ephraim he did not choose. But he chose the 

tribe of Judah ... ' (vv. 67-68). After all, Joseph was the honored progenitor 

of the Northern tribes of Ephraim and Manasseh, and Ephraim was the 

largest tribe in the region. Tribal loyalties were strong in that period; it is 

worth remembering that the United Kingdom survived less than eighty 

years. No one trying to provide a theological basis for the new nation would 

word it in a way calculated to offend half the country. "126 However, we can 

also think that rather, it would have been more difficult for Ps 78 to glory 

about Judah's leadership after the split of the kingdom, 127 especially as 1 

Ki 12 (esp. vv. 22-24) indicates that the contemporaries understood that 

the split was Yahweh's doing. Also, it is possible that one of the 

contributing reasons for the division of the country was that Ephraim was 

the traditional leader and that it, and seemingly other Northern tribes as 

well, did not like the fact that Judah had taken its place (cf. 2 Sam 2-3 

[esp. 2: 8-10]; 1 Ki 12 [esp. 12: 16-17]). Then, Ps 78 could also be thought to 

be theological legitimation which tried to establish unity of politics and 

worship by emphasizing the leadership of Judah and Jerusalem, even if 

123 Tate 1990, p. 287. 
124 Day 1986, p. 9, adding in footnote 9: "Cf. J. Macdonald, The Samaritan Chronicle No. II 
(BZAW 107; Berlin, 1969)". 
125 Dahood 1968, pp. 238-239. 
126 Tate 1990, p. 286. 
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this may have been interpreted as offensive by others. 

We may conclude that none of the criteria discussed above for dating Psalm 

78 and determining its historical setting are unequivocal. On the other 

hand, a postexilic date seems least plausible, and there are good grounds 
for a date before the division of the monarchy, i. e. in the tenth century BC, 

and an early date would naturally make the historical plausibility of the 

psalm greater, even though we have seen in the previous chapter (111.1) that 

literary, and thus also historical, material could be transmitted reliably 

through centuries in the ancient Near East. We may also add that whatever 

the date of the psalm, its inclusion in the canonical psalter must have been 

aided by the fact that it had continuing relevance especially for the people 

of Judah in the various historical situations that they experienced after the 

division of the United Kingdom, after the fall of the Northern Kingdom, and 

even in postexilic times. 128 

Let us then move on to a detailed interpretation of verses 56-72, also 

keeping in mind that the verses refer to the premonarchical and early 

monarchical period and that their interpretation is not directly dependent 

on the date of Psalm 78.129 If one expands on the "Sequel vv. 65-72" in 

Clifford's chart (for which see above, p. 114) with more detail, the structure 

of verses 40-72 can be expressed as follows. 

Second Recital: 
From Egypt to Canaan vv. 40-64 

God's gracious act of giving the land to the Israelites (vv. 44-55) 
Rebellion (vv. 56-58) 
Divine anger and punishment (vv. 59-64) (destruction of Shiloh) 

Sequel vv. 65-72 
Divine "awakening" after a period of inactivity (v. 65) 
Smiting of enemies (v. 66) 
Choice of Judah instead of Joseph and Ephraim (vv. 67-68) 
Building of the temple (v. 69) 
Choice of David (vv. 70-72) 

Commentators generally agree that Psalm 78: 56-72 says that Jerusalem 

127 So Eissfeldt 1958, pp. 36-37. 
128 Cf. Tate 1990, p. 287; McCann 1996, p. 992. 
129 See above, p. 1 15f. 
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succeeded Shiloh as the place of Yahweh's chosen sanctuary. 130 Clifford 

states, "the poem sees Shiloh and Zion as successive central shrines for all 
Israel", 131 and Tate, quoting Clifford, thinks that a Shiloh-Zion 

appropriation is "most likely". 132 Yahweh's choice of Zion is of course in line 

with the classic statements of Zion theology that we can read elsewhere in 

the Old Testament. 133 Also, it is easy to concur with such commentators as 
Kraus and Schreiner who say that the choice of Zion and Jerusalem134 and 

even its exclusivityl35 are a major part of the solution to the riddle posed in 

v. 2, and thus to the whole message and aim of the psalm. 

Looking at v. 55, the focus is on God's giving the land to the Israelites, in 

addition to all the good deeds that he has done to the Israelites in the 

Exodus and Wilderness events. Yet the Israelites continue to act faithlessly. 

They behave just as their fathers did in the wilderness (v. 57). They test 

God, rebel against him, and do not keep his commandments (v. 56). 

Moreover, once they have settled in the land, they build illegitimate places 

of worship (trans; v. 58) and worship idols. The portrayal in vv. 56-58 

accords well with the tradition in the book of Judges, especially Judges 2, 

which portrays the Israelites as forsaking the covenant (v. 2) and serving 

Baals and Asherim (vv. 11-13), and not destroying the altars of the 

indigenous Canaanite inhabitants (v. 2). Similarly, 1 Sam 8: 8 speaks about 

the apostasy of the people and their serving of other gods than Yahweh. 

The psalm expresses that the Israelites are useless like a slack bow with 

which one cannot shoot (v. 57). V. 58 does not actually directly state 

whether the reason for God's anger concerning the bamoth was that 

Israelites worshiped only Yahweh in multiple places or that they also 

worshiped there in a non-Yahwistic ways. The poetic parallelism of v. 58 

suggests the latter, but there is no reason to deny that it could also imply 

the former. 136 

130 E. g. Tate 1990, pp. 294-295; Day 1986 pp. 8-9. 
131 Clifford 1981, p. 135. 
132 Tate 1990, p. 293. 
133 Cf. e. g. Tate 1990, p. 295, Kraus 1989/1961-1978, p. 131. 
134 Kraus 1989/1961-1978, p. 131. 
135 Schreiner 1990, p. 325. 
136 Cf. the comments above, p. 118. One also has to remember that in the book of Jeremiah, 
which is often linked to Deuteronomic concerns, there is not a single allusion to a 
requirement of sacrificing in a single place, but only polemic against idolatry (cf. above, 
Chapter Ill. 1, especially p. 100f. ). 
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Moving on to verses 59-60, in verses 58-60 the psalm expresses that God 

utterly rejected Israel because of their idols and high places. An important 

part of this rejection was that God rejected his dwelling in Shiloh. Verse 60, 

: a7rzý lavi 5rn. I5vi 1auin tion, 
clearly states that Yahweh dwelt in Shiloh before Jerusalem, and that the 

tent of meeting was his dwelling in Shiloh. 137 If we look at the books of 
Samuel, 1 Samuel starts with Shiloh being at least an important sanctuary. 
Certainly, at least the ark is portrayed to be in Shiloh (1 Sam 3: 3; 4: 4). 

Also, according to the Masoretic text of 1 Sam 2: 22, the tent of meeting was 
in Shiloh during the time of Eli and Samuel. 138 Joshua 18: 1 and 19: 51 

state that the tent of meeting was set up at Shiloh during the time of 
Joshua, 139 and according to 1 Ki 8: 4, the tent of meeting was taken into the 

temple. The narrative of 1 Sam 21, and especially the mention of the 

showbread at Nob (1 Sam 21: 5-7) hints that the tent of meeting was at Nob 

after Shiloh. '4° Also, according to the late testimony of Chronicles, the tent 

of meeting was at Gibeon before the building and consecration of the 

temple (1 Chr 16: 39-42; 2 Chr 1: 3-6). Moreover, 2 Sam 7: 1-7 states that 

Yahweh had not dwelt in a house since he led the Israelites from Egypt, but 

had gone about in a tent: 
$rin -J$nnn 'wnK, 7rn Qrn -wl n-Isnn $X-Iti, =nx ýn$vn Qrn$ ns: mngi, X$ D 

Finally, as the tent of meeting was a 'house' of Yahweh, 141 the mention in 

Judges 18: 31 of "the house of God" (trmit w rn n) in Shiloh may be a reference 

to the tent of meeting. On the other hand, in 1 Sam 1-3, clearly a building 

of some kind is implied, 142 as the word 5D, -, 1143 is used in 1: 9; 3: 3, and there 

137 According to Schley (1989, p. 169; also quoted above, p. 118), "The parallelism of 
miskän/'öhcl reflects the terminology of the Priestly materials of the Pentateuch, where these 
two terms are used interchangeably for the tent sanctuary (cf. Josh 18-22). " 
138 Most Greek texts do not have the mention of the tent of meeting, and this gave 
Wellhausen a good added reason to doubt the authenticity of the reference (Wellhausen 
1905/1878, p. 41; cf. above, p. 6). See Schley 1989, p. 232n10 for a full discussion of the 
verse, including the similarity of the verse to Ex 38: 8; Num 25: 6-10. 
139 See Schley 1989, pp. 110-118 for more details, including critical issues concerning the 
references. 
140 Cf. above, p. 54. 
141 See above, Chapter I. 2A. 
142 Abinadab's house at Kiriath Jearim (1 Sam 7) needs not to be considered, as it (and 
similarly, the house of Obed-Edom in 2 Sam 6: 10-11) is not to be considered as a cultic site 
at least in a proper sense, but rather provided temporary lodgings for the ark (cf. above, p. 
35, incl. n80). 
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is a mention of a doorpost in 1: 9 and "the doors of the house of Yahweh" 

(niný-rný rnn5-1) in 3: 15. For this reason, Graf in the nineteenth century 

argued that there had been no tent of meeting at Shiloh, and consequently, 
in relation to this, that the tent of meeting was merely a late fictitious 

concept modelled on the Solomonic temple. 144 The view of the tent of 

meeting as late fiction was shared by Wellhausen. 145 

However, archaeological finds since the time of Wellhausen have 

demonstrated that a tent sanctuary could have been possible in Israel in 

the late second millennium BC. According to the Ugaritic texts, gods enter 
into tents, '46 and El evidently had a tent-shrine. 147 In Egypt, structures 

which are conceptually similar to the tent of meeting have been found from 

the second millennium BC and earlier. 148 Moreover, the excavations at 
Timna have indicated that there was a tent shrine in the Late Bronze - 
Early Iron Age Hathor temple. '49 As the excavator describes, 

Behind this rather impressive row of mazzeboth and all along the 
inside of wall 3a considerable quantity of red and yellow cloth was 
found. The cloth was of a heavy kind, lying in a thick mass and in 
many folds, often with beads woven into it. A similar mass of folded 
cloth was found along the inside of wall 1, also outside the court in 
Locus 101, along and close to wall 1. The detailed study of these 
textiles, not yet concluded, shows that they consist of well-woven 
wool and flax of varying tints of yellow and red. The appearance of 
such large quantities of cloth, stratigraphically belonging to the 
last phase of the temple, and their location, i. e. all along walls 1 
and 3, was at first hard to understand. It was obvious that they 
must have been part of the temple-furniture, some kind of 
hangings that had fallen down and been left lying where they were 
found. Yet we could see no structure on to which these hangings 
could have been attached. The problem solved itself when, during 
the clearing of the floor in Loci 107-109, two stone-lined pole-holes 
were found, penetrating into the white floor, but obviously not 
contemporary with it. These were the holes made to secure the 

143 Note that a number of Hebrew manuscripts use mit instead of '. ' t (see BHS). 
144 See Schley 1989, p. 29. In fact, according to Childs, the idea that the tent of meeting is 
fictitious and a late concept already dates to the early 19th century (see Childs 1974, pp. 
549-550 for details). 
145 Wellhausen 1905/1878, pp. 39-46; cf. above, p. 6. 
146 Clifford 1971, p. 223. 
147 Clifford 1971, pp. 221-223. Cf. also D. Pardee, COS 1, p. 245n29 regarding the 
interpretation of the word pfd as 'tent'. Clifford (1971, p. 222) also points out that there is an 
evident reference to the tent of El in a fragment of a Canaanite myth in Hittite (English 
edition of all legible fragments and bibliography in COS 1, p. 149, transl. & ed. G. Beckman; 
see also ANET, p. 519). 
148 See K. A. Kitchen, ABD II, p. 706; Millard 1985, p. 73. 
149 Date based on pottery, and cartouches of various Egyptian pharaohs (see Rothenberg 
1972, pp. 142-143 (Plates 82-85); pp. 163-166 (incl. Figs. 48,49). 
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poles of a large tent which, during the final phase of the temple, 
had covered the temple court. The temple had been turned into a 
tent-covered shrine, the first of its kind ever discovered. There are 
convincing reasons to relate this tent-sanctuary to the Midianites 
who seem to have returned to Timna for a short time after the 
Egyptian copper mining expeditions no longer reached the area, 
and worked and worshipped in their own way. 1.50 

Finally, as the early Israelites can be thought of as nomadic people, with 

many of them living in tents, it is quite logical to think that the God of such 

people could also live in a tent, 151 albeit in a more grandiose one than that 

of ordinary people. 152 Thus, it is entirely possible that a tent shrine stood at 
Shiloh. 153 In fact, as Schley suggests, "The existence of a Shilonite temple, 

however, does not preclude the erection of the tent shrine at the same 

place, so that the tradition of the tent of meeting at Shiloh does not confute 

the presence of a temple there". 154 Moreover, if one visits Tell Seilun, one 

will notice that the mound is very susceptible to wind. Thus, a more solid 

structure in association to a tent would be a natural solution to mitigate 

this problem. 

Finally, we should note in regard to v. 60 that even if we cannot be certain 

that Shiloh or its sanctuary was destroyed in association with the disaster 

of Aphek (1 Sam 4), 155 this is not a crucial problem from the standpoint of 

Ps 78. What is important is that God rejected Shiloh. 156 If Shiloh was not 

destroyed immediately, one can compare the fate of Shiloh with the fate of 

Saul. Even though Saul was rejected after the battle with the Amalekites (1 

150 Rothenberg 1972, p. 151. See ibid., pp. 134-136 (Plates 66-73) and p. 157 Plate XI for 

photographs of the remains of the shrine. 
151 Cf. Haran 1978, p. 18, according to whom, "A portable temple in the form of a tabernacle 
is, in itself, quite feasible in a semi-nomadic group", and further, (ibid., p. 196), "the form of 
the tabernacle, P's portable temple carried by the wandering Israelites, does not necessarily 
run counter to historical truth". 
152 Cf. Postgate 1992, p. 264, quoted above, p. 30 on ancient Near Eastern conceptions that 
the dwelling of a god should be grandiose. 
153 So also Haran 1978, pp. 201-202; Freedman 1992, p. 295; Milgrom 1991, p. 30. Cross 
1981, p. 175, even though he himself favours a Jerusalemite basis for the description of the 
tent of meeting, states that, "it is not impossible that such a grand shrine stood at Shiloh". 
154 Schley 1989, pp. 141; similarly Freedman 1992, p. 299; Milgrom 1991, p. 31. 
155 As discussed above, Chapter III. 1, there is strong evidence for an 11th century 
destruction at Shiloh. 
156 Cf. Campbell 1975, pp. 215-217. We should add that even though divine temple 
abandonment was always a sign of great trouble in the ancient Near East, it is not certain 
that a city in question would be destroyed at least immediately (cf. the curse of Agade, where 
the city had great trouble after Inanna had left, but was not destroyed immediately but only 
after Naramsin, the ruler of the city ransacked Ekur, the temple of Enlil in Nippur; see 
Cooper 1983, pp. 53-55 [lines 55-93]; cf. above, Chapter 1.1). 
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Sam 15; esp. v. 23; cf. also 1 Sam 13; esp. v. 13), his actual death and 

accompanying loss of kingship happened considerably later at the battle of 

Gilboa (1 Sam 31). 

Next, verse 61 states that, 

: is-i in1K T It u '2ti5 inn 
"And he gave his strength to captivity, his splendour to the hand of the 

enemy". The reference to the strength (tu) of Yahweh naturally refers to the 

ark, as the Philistines captured the ark in 1 Sam 4-6, and as Psalm 132: 8 

speaks of the ark as the strength (u3) of Yahweh. 157 Then, if we look at the 

matter from an ancient Near Eastern perspective, as described before, the 

loss of a god image in the ancient Near East was a sign that the god had 

abandoned his sanctuary and city, perhaps even the whole land. 158 Thus, 

the capturing of the ark, the Israelite seat of Yahweh's presence, was a sign 

that Yahweh had abandoned his sanctuary in Shiloh (vv. 60,61). 159 This 

abandonment is also expressed by the exclamation of Phinehas' wife, 
5M-Itm Limn -*a 

"glory has departed from Israel" (1 Sam 4: 21,22), "because the ark of God 

had been taken" (o, rT rT I' rpp 3 n; 1 Sam 4: 22). Thus, the departure of the 

ark was interpreted as a sign of Yahweh's rejection of both Shiloh and of 

Israel, and this is in line with ancient Near Eastern theology. 160 On the 

other hand, the sojourn of the ark at the temple of Dagon and the land of 

the Philistines (1 Sam 5-6) indicates that Yahweh is stronger than the 

Philistines and their gods, and thus Yahweh was not captive to the 

Philistines because of their prowess, but Yahweh is sojourning in the land 

of the Philistines because of his own volition. The whole matter is Yahweh's 

157 So Tate 1990, p. 294; Davies 1963, pp. 51-52, and similarly Campbell (see Campbell 
1975, pp. 215-216; 1979, p. 60). Davies (1963, p. 52) also points out that most 
commentators (see scholars list in ibid., p. 52n6) have interpreted v. 61 to refer to the 

capture of the ark (until his day). To contend, one might say that it is possible that the 
people are spoken of as the strength (tv) of Yahweh, in poetic parallelism of the following 

verse 62, and this could be supported by the fact that Syriac reads 'mh = my instead of n in 

v. 61. Or, if one follows the Greek translation, one might say that the reference taXüv aür&v, 
'their strength' refers to the people. Then, the reference in v. 61 would be most naturally to 
the Philistines taking captives after the battle at Aphek (1 Sam 4), or to some other battle 

and Philistine domination in general. However, as v. 62 adds that Yahweh's people were 
delivered over to the sword, and vv. 63-64 speak about the death of the young men and of 
the priests of Israel, this interpretation fits less well. Finally, even if one followed the Greek 

reading iaXüv autc6v, the ark could perhaps still be referred to as the strength of the people. 
158 See above, Chapter I. 1, esp. p. 29. 
159 Note that even v. 60 by itself is enough to establish this point. 
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own making, and shows that his hand is controlling history. 161 

Moving forward to vv. 62-64, let us start by noting that according to vv. 56- 

58, the reason why Yahweh abandoned Shiloh was the sins of the people. 
This is well in accord with the Sumerian/Akkadian text K4874, as quoted 

above: 
At that time, in the reign of a previous king, conditions changed. 
Good departed and evil was regular. 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 people; they all became like those who have no god. 
Evil demons filled the land, the namtar-demon [... J..., they 
penetrated the cult centres. The land diminished, its fortunes 
changed. 162 

On the other hand, according to 1 Sam 2-3, the sons of Eli neglected the 

proper procedures of the offerings (1 Sam 2: 12-17), and conducted 

themselves improperly with the women who were part of the service of the 

tent of meeting (1 Sam 2: 22163). Then, according to 1 Sam 2: 27-36 and 

3: 10-14, the disaster at Aphek was part of Yahweh's judgment against the 

House of Eli. This judgment would be started by the death of Hophni and 

Phinehas, which would also serve as a sign of it (1 Sam 2: 34; 4: 11). The 

judgment was continued by the slaughter of the priests at Nob (1 Sam 22; 

cf. 1 Sam 2: 30-33) and completed by the expulsion of Ebiathar by Solomon 

(1 Ki 2: 26-27; cf. 1 Sam 2: 36). 164 Then, vv. 62-64 refers to the start of this 

demise, the defeat at Aphek and the resulting casualties (vv. 62-63)165 and 

the death of Hophni and Phinehas (v. 64), with the latter part of v. 64 

according well with the plight of Phinehas' widow (1 Sam 4: 19-22). 166 

Then, Ps 78 and 1 Sam 2-3 have slightly differing viewpoints. In Ps 78, it is 

the sins of the people and their high places and idolatry which arouses 

160 See also Campbell 1975, p. 185; Miller and Roberts 1977, pp. 60-75. 
161 See Miller and Roberts 1977, pp. 60-75. 
162 See above, p. 29. 
163 Remembering the textual issues surrounding this verse (see above, p. 124, incl. n138). 
164 So also Klein 1983, p. 27. 
165 Note also that according to 1 Sam 4: 10,30.000 foot soldiers fell from Israel during the 
battle. 
166 Cf. Tate 1990, p. 294; and see also Carroll 1971, p. 145. Note also that everything, 
including women, children and even animals were killed by Saul at Nob (1 Sam 22: 19), and 
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Yahweh's anger. In 1 Sam 2-3 it is the sin of the priesthood which causes 

Yahweh's anger. However, the two are mutually compatible. The idea of sin 

of both the people and the priesthood is compatible with the description of 
both Ps 78 and 1 Sam 2-3, even if these texts emphasize only one part of 

the problem, respectively. 167 In this respect, it is good to remember that 

both Ps 78: 56-58 and 1 Sam 2-3 indicate that the sins of the people and 

the priests Hophni and Phinehas were of cultic nature. Then, when we 

remember that in general, violation against cult was one of the worst things 

that the leaders or people could do against gods in the ancient Near East, 168 

it is not surprising that Yahweh is portrayed as greatly angered (Ps 78: 59; 1 

Sam 3: 11-14). 

Next in Ps 78, Yahweh awakes as from sleep (v. 65) and restores Israel's 

fortunes (v. 66). The reference may, as some have proposed, be to the 

plagues in the land of the Philistines as portrayed in 1 Sam 6.169 However, 

they may as well be a reference to the general victories over the Philistines 

as referred to in 1 Sam 7; 14; 2 Sam 5; 8. Moreover, as Tate notes, "The 

background of the idea of the deity sleeping in the Baal traditions should 

not be overlooked (see 1 Kgs 18: 27)" when interpreting this verse. '70 Also, 

the return of the ark from the land of the Philistines (1 Sam 6) is part of the 

process of Yahweh's awakening and restoring the fortunes of Israel. 

The ultimate part of the restoration of the fortunes of Israel is the election 

of David, and of Judah and Jerusalem (vv. 68-72). Verse 67 provides a 

recapitualation of the background of this election: the tribe of Ephraim 

which had been the leader during the premonarchical period has been 

rejected together with Shiloh and is not chosen again. As Tate describes: 

God rejects the Northern sanctuary and the tribe of Ephraim as the 
locus of his worship. This is different from the rejection of v. 59. 
When God "vehemently repudiated Israel" at the fall of Shiloh, he 
judged the whole people and removed himself from all of them for a 
period. Now he denies only the tent of Joseph and the tribe of 
Ephraim and chooses instead Zion and the tribe of Judah, upon 

thus v. 64 cannot refer to the slaughter at Nob. 
167 Cf. on the other hand 1 Sam 8: 7-8. 
168 See above, p. 30, incl. n51. 
169 According to Greenstein 1990 (p. 217n115), the Targum reads, "He struck their 
oppressors with hemorrhoids on their behinds". 
170 Tate 1990, p. 294. Also, note Greenstein's (1990, p. 211n11) comment of how the idea of 
the comparison of Yahweh to a drunken warrior disturbed some medieval exegetes. 
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whom he bestows the Davidic monarchy. The emphasis in this 
passage is not upon the rejection of the Northern tribes - indeed, 
Clifford (1981, p. 137) is probably correct to argue that the 
Northern tribes are not rejected at all. The issue is the location of 
Yahweh's chosen sanctuary and his establishment of the Davidic 
kingship. (Note the chiastic arrangement in vv. 67 and 68: 
repudiated - tent of Jacob [sic, should be tent of Joseph] - tribe of 
Ephraim - no longer chose - chose - tribe of Judah - Mount Zion - 
he loved: ABBAABBA. )171 

The prominence of Joseph and Ephraim in the premonarchical period, and 

the change of focus from Ephraim to Judah is confirmed by the Old 

Testament record outside Ps 78 and 1-2 Sam, and is also suggested by the 

archaeological record. In Genesis 48, Jacob sets Ephraim before Manasseh, 

and according to Deut 33: 16, Joseph is a "prince of his brothers" (vr 'i, u), 

which accords with Gen 37-50 (see esp. Joseph's dreams in Gen 37: 5-11). 

Moreover, judging from the tribal origin of the individual Judges, and from 

other internal considerations of the book of Judges, Ephraim and the 

northern and Transjordanian tribes seem to be strong for most part of the 

Judges period. 172 On the other hand, except for the initial period of the 

Judges, as Miller and Hayes point out, "The southern tribes do not play a 

prominent role in the Judges narratives which tend to focus attention on 

matters pertaining to Ephraim/ Israel". 173 The lack of prominence of Judah 

is seemingly illustrated also by Judges 4-5 which do not mention Judah 

and Simeon, and where the action takes place in the Kedesh-Tabor area of 

Galilee. Also, as Carroll points out, Joshua and Samuel were 

Ephraimites. 174 Finally, one should not lose sight of the fact that Shiloh 

was in the territory of Ephraim, and it is worth noting that Bethel where at 

least the ark was for a time according to Judges 20 was not in the territory 

of Judah. 175 

As far as the archaeological record is concerned, according to Finkelstein, 

surveys and excavations have shown that the number of settlements found 

in the Northern hill country was reasonably large, whereas not many 

settlements were found in the Southern hill country, reflecting the 

171 Tate 1990, pp. 294-295 
172 See Miller and Hayes 1986, pp. 94-98. 
173 Miller and Hayes 1986, p. 103. 
174 Carroll 1971, p. 140 
175 For the issues involved with Judges 20, see below, Chapter 111.5. 
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prominence of the North. 176 On the other hand, there was a considerable 
increase of settlements in Judah in the beginning of Iron Age II, reflecting 
the increase of the prominence of the South at the beginning of the 

monarchy. '77 Thus, the archaeological record speaks for the prominence of 
the North in the premonarchical period, and for a shift of prominence from 

North to South at the treshold of the monarchy. 

However, we should add here that one must remember that the presence of 

a nomadic element in a population is archaeologically undetectable, and as 
the Old Testament itself suggests that the Israelites were nomadic, this 

tempers the results of Finkelstein's work. 178 Moreover, Millard points out 

that a lot of Finkelstein's work is based on surveys, and these do not 

necessarily find all evidence that exists. 179 Furthermore, it is possible that a 

part of the reason why Judah is not prominent in the narratives of Judges 

is because the book has been written from a Judahite perspective and most 

narratives describe the period as apostate, and thus the portrayal of the 

failures of the Northern tribes and the relative silence of the failures of the 

South180 serves to strengthen the claims of the leadership of Judah for the 

monarchic audience of the book of Judges. 181 Thus, one has to be careful 

not to make conclusive judgments from the relative silence of the activities 

of Judah during the judges period, even though an overall northern 
leadership during the period seems clear from both textual and 

archaeological evidence. 

176 Finkelstein 1988, esp. pp. 47-55,121-204. 
177 Finkelstein 1988, pp. 326-327. 
178 Cf. Schley 1989, pp. 78-79: "Indeed, the tradition of the Israelites as tent-dwellers in the 
land seems to have persisted until quite late, and is reflected in the cries 'Each to his tents, 
0 Israel! ' (2 Sam 20: 1), and 'To your tents, 0 Israel! ' (1 Ki 12: 16). 1 Sam 4: 10; 13: 2 also 
assume that the Israelites still dwelt in tents. " Cf. also Hoffineier 1997, p. 33, "the Iron I 
villages tell us nothing about Israel's origin, only its sedentarization". 
179 A. R. Millard, personal communication, May 2000. 
180 Except perhaps a mild implication in Jdg 15: 9-13, even though according to Amit (1999, 
p. 148), Judah rather is hurt as a result of the other tribes being punished in Jdg 15: 9-13 
(and in Jdg 10: 9). Moreover, one also has to remember that the usage of term Israel in the 
book of Judges suggests that it encompasses all tribes and thus Judah as well (see Jdg 1: 1- 
2; 3: 7-11). 
181 Cf. Amit 1999, pp. 147-150, according to whom the silence is intentional and serves the 
concerns of the book of Judges as a whole. Note especially the following comment by Amit 
(1999, p. 148), "the fashioning of Judah as one that, unlike the other tribes, made a decisive 
contribution to the driving out of the Canaanites, and is not to be enumerated among the 
sinning tribes, sets the foundation for its election during the period of the monarchy". See 
further below, Chapters 111.4 and 111.5 for the portrayal of the books of Joshua and Judges of 
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Then, in verses 70-72, God's choice of David is affirmed. Moreover, whereas 

in vv. 52-53 it is God who guides his people Israel, in verses 71-72 it is 

David who guides the people of Israel. In this light, and also in view of the 

poetic parallelism Jacob-Israel in v. 71, it is quite clear that the reference to 

Israel in v. 71 is to the whole of Israel, and not to the Northern Kingdom or 

to Samaria. Furthermore, the change of thought from vv. 52-53 to vv. 71-72 

accords well with the fundamental theology of the Israelite monarchy. In 

premonarchical times, it was Yahweh who was king (1 Sam 8: 7; Ex 15: 18; 

Jdg 8: 22-23). With kingship, Israel had a human king, a change which was 

not seen only in a positive light (1 Sam 8: 7). On the other hand, according 

to Ps 78, the fall of the old tribal order, including the abandonment of the 

leadership of Ephraim and the sanctuary at Shiloh in Ephraim's territory 

was God's judgment on Israel (Ps 78: 56-64). Then, God in his grace set up 

a new order in Judah and Jerusalem, with the establishment of kingship 

and the temple in Jerusalem (Ps 78: 67-72). 

This view of the events fits very well with the contents of the books of 

Samuel. The narrative of 1 Samuel starts with the central sanctuary being 

in Shiloh and with the Elide priesthood in operation (1 Sam 1). Then comes 

the judgment on the Elide priesthood (1 Sam 2-3), followed by the loss of 

the ark (1 Sam 4) and its return to Israel and its storage at Kiriyath Jearim 

(1 Sam 6; 7: 1-2). These events are followed by the transition to kingship (1 

Sam 8ff. ), including Saul's failed kingship (1 Sam 13-15). Next, David is 

anointed (1 Sam 16). The massacre of the Elide priests at Nob (1 Sam 22) 

takes place. David becomes king (2 Sam 2-5). David brings the ark to 

Jerusalem (2 Sam 6). 182 

Thus, the books of Samuel depict the changing the old order of Shiloh into 

a new order of Jerusalem. Above all, the main focus of the books of Samuel 

is on describing how the old system where judges ruled Israel ended and 

changed to a new system of kingship under David, Yahweh's chosen 

king. 183 However, it should not come as a surprise that describing the 

Judah and Ephraim. 
182 Moreover, the last chapter of 2 Samuel (2 Sam 24) describes how David builds an altar to 
the threshing floor of Araunah, and the Chronicles describe this event as determining the 

place for the temple (see 1 Chr 22: 1). 

183 Overall, the books of Samuel in general have been seen as a legitimation of the Davidic 
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change of the cultic order constitutes a vital part of the portrayal of the 

events which result in the emergence of the Davidic monarchy, fully in line 

with the general ancient Near Eastern emphasis on cultic matters. 184 First 

of all, the place of worship changes. Whereas in the beginning of 1 Samuel, 

the central place of worship is in Shiloh, towards the end, the temple in 

Jerusalem is anticipated. The ark has been brought to Jerusalem in a 
joyous procession (2 Sam 6). Moreover, David wishes to build a temple for 

the ark (2 Sam 7), and the matter is fulfilled by his son Solomon, as the 

books of Kings describe (2 Sam 7: 12-13; 1 Ki 5-8). Secondly, priesthood 

changes. Whereas in the beginning of 1 Samuel the Elide priesthood 

officiates, at the end of 2 Samuel only Abiathar is left of the Elide line (1 

Sam 22: 20), 185 and he too is banished in the beginning of the reign of 
Solomon in favour of Zadok (1 Ki 2: 26-27). 186 Both Abiathar and Zadok 

officiate during the time of David (2 Sam 8: 17; 20: 25), a transitional time 

between the fall of Shiloh and the building of the temple in Jerusalem. 

Thus, as Campbell notes, 

Psalm 78 provides support from within the biblical tradition for 
understanding the Ark Narrative'87 as a theological narrative of 
rejection and election, straddling a revolution of epochs. Ps 78 
supplies what is totally lacking in the Ark Narrative, a reason and 
justification for this rejection. 188 

monarchy; see esp. Rost 1982/1926. 
184 For the importance of cult in the ancient Near East, cf. above, p. 30, incl. n51. 
185 Cf. Cody 1969, p. 89; Schley 1989, pp. 142-143 and passim for issues involved in 
scholarly discussion in the connection of Abiathar to Eli. The perceived problem is that 
according to 2 Sam 8: 17, Ahimelech is the son of Abiathar, whereas on the other hand, 
according to 1 Sam 22: 20, Abiathar is the son of Abimelech. Also, according to 2 Sam 8: 17, 
Ahitub is the father of Zadok, whereas according to 1 Sam 14: 3, Ahitub is Phinehas' son. 
However, it is most logical to think that there were two Ahimelechs, one the father and the 
other the son of Ahitub (Youngblood 1992, p. 911), and thus descent from Eli could 
naturally be considered as follows: Eli - Phinehas - Ahitub (1 Sam 14: 3) - Ahimelech - 
Abiathar - Ahimelech (1 Sam 22: 20; 2 Sam 8: 17). This would also fit chronologically, as Eli 
was a very old man at the time of the fall of Shiloh (1 Sam 4: 15), and many decades passed 
from the time of the slain Ahimelech at Nob (1 Sam 21) till the time of Solomon (1 Ki 2: 27). 
Moreover, the Ahitub in 2 Sam 8: 17 who is the father of Zadok must be different from the 
Ahitub who was the brother of Ichabod (1 Sam 14: 3), also for chronological reasons (see 
Youngblood 1992, P. 911; cf. 1 Chr 5: 33). 
186 It seems reasonable to think that Abiathar has been taken to the list of 1 Ki 4: 4 since he 
officiated during the time of Solomon before his banishment; cf. Patterson and Austel 1988, 
P. 50. 
187 Since Rost 1982/ 1926 (see esp. pp. 6-34; cf. Klein 1983, pp. 38-40; Campbell 1975; 
Miller and Roberts 1977), 1 Sam 4: 1-7: 1; 2 Sam 6 have been called as an 'Ark Narrative' and 
generally have been seen as a separate literary work which was integrated into the books of 
Samuel. Whether and how much this was the case is not relevant for our present concerns, 
rather we are interested here in the theological message of the material in its present form. 
188 Campbell 1975, p. 223; italics mine. 
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Moreover, as Campbell continues, 
It must be understood that this is not merely "to show how and 
why the leadership of Israel passed from Ephraim and Shiloh to 
Judah and Zion" (Coats, Rebellion in the Wilderness, p. 219), but 
going beyond that to maintain that one era of Israel's history - an 
era which Ps 78 traces from Egypt to Shiloh - has been rejected, 
and a completely new era in Israel's history has been 
inaugurated. 189 

Finally, according to Campbell, "the coming of the ark to Jerusalem was 

understood as the sign of the renewed bestowal of Yahweh's favour and the 

inauguration by Yahweh of a new era after a caesura in the saving 

history". 190 Thus, while the books of Samuel describe a change of one era 

into another, this change involves an intermediate period in Israel's 

religious life. During this intermediate period, the old Shilonite order has 

collapsed, but the new Jerusalemite order has not yet been established. If 

one looks at the matter from the standpoint of chronology, the period from 

the disaster of Aphek till the building of the temple at Jerusalem lasted 

approximately 70 years. What is very important for our purposes is that 

neither Ps 78 nor the books of Samuel and Kings in any way indicate that 

there existed a central sanctuary of the stature of Shiloh or later Jerusalem 

during this 70-year intermediate period. As Tate notes, "After the destruction 

of Shiloh, 191 God had no dwelling among the people. The ark, which 

survived the battle, was returned by the Philistines and housed at Kiriath 

Jearim (1 Sam 6: 1-7: 2), but there was no shrine to take place of the one at 

Shiloh. "192 Also, Clifford's comment, "Zion in Judah is the successor to 

Shiloh and is the divine dwelling for all the children of Israel", 193 underlines 

that there was nothing significant between the rejection of Shiloh and the 

choice of Jerusalem. 194 

Moreover, whereas according to Jer 7: 12, Shiloh was the place where 

189 Campbell 1975, p. 223n 1. 
190 Campbell 1975, p. 244; italics mine. 
191 The essentials of Tate's comment do not change regardless of whether Shiloh was 
destroyed in association with the battle at Aphek or not. 
192 Tate 1990, p. 294 
193 Clifford 1981, p. 141 
194 Cf. Patterson and Austel 1988, p. 44, according to whom "the concept of the central 
sanctuary was, so to speak, in limbo" during this period. 
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Yahweh's name dwelt, 195 there is no indication anywhere either in Ps 78 or 
in Samuel-Kings that Yahweh's name dwelt either at Kiriath Jearim, where 

the ark was (1 Sam 6: 21-7: 2), 196 or at Nob or Gibeon, where the tent of 

meeting was according to 1 Sam 21; 1 Chr 16: 39-40; 21: 29; 2 Chr 1: 3-6.197 

That the ark was separate from the tent of meeting emphasizes that the 

period was a transitional period, and that Yahweh "rejected his dwelling at 
Shiloh, the tent which he had set among men" (Ps 78: 60). 198 Yahweh took 

his dwelling in the temple at Jerusalem when the ark was taken in to the 

temple (1 Ki 8: 4). At the same time, the tent of meeting was also taken into 

the temple to emphasize that the temple had superseded the tent of 

meeting, 199 and seemingly also as a historical relic. In this regard, that the 

tent of meeting was rejected as the "house" of Yahweh, whereas the ark 

continued as the object of Yahweh's presence provides a logical explanation 

of why the narratives of Samuel (and 1 Ki 1-8) see the ark as important, but 

make rare mention of the tent of meeting. The Judean, Davidic writer of the 

books of Samuel (and 1 Ki 1-8) did not consider as important the tent of 

meeting which represented the old Shilonite order which had passed away. 
On the other hand, the vicissitudes of the ark and its bringing to Jerusalem 

were very important for him. However, the postexilic books of Chronicles 

see the Mosaic legislation and institutions as very important, and thus pay 

great attention to the tent of meeting as well. 

Then, if we relate this all to Deuteronomic legislation, according to 

Deuteronomy 12, people are to bring their sacrifices to "the place Yahweh 

will choose from among all your tribes to put his name there for his 

195 See above, Chapter 111.1. Note also the comment of Haag (1990, p. 85), "Die Tatsache, 
dass zwischen der sogenannten Tempelrede des Propheten in Jer 7,1-15 und den 
Ausführungen in Ps 78 über die Verwerfung Efraims und die Vernichtung des Heiligtums 
von Schilo einerseits sowie über die Erwählung Judas und den Aufbau des Zionstempels 
anderseits ein traditionsgeschichtlicher Zusammenhang besteht, ist von der 
alttestamentlichen Forschung schon seit langem vermutet, jedoch wegen der exegetischen 
Unsicherheiten bei der Beurteilung beider Texte immer nur mit spürbarer Zurückhaltung 
behauptet worden. " Note also Schley 1989, p. 173: "The belief that Jerusalem had succeeded 
to Shiloh's former status is precisely the substance of Ps 78: 60-72, and the prophecy in 
Jeremiah 7: 12-15 is a play upon this belief'. 
196 Cf. also our comments above, p. 35, incl. n80. 
197 Cf. our considerations regarding Nob above, p. 54. 
198 Cf. Fretheim 1968, p. 9n49. 
199 So also Fretheim 1968, p. 9; similarly Hurowitz 1992, pp. 264-265. Note especially the 
following comment by Hurowitz (1992, p. 265): "The idea of linking a new temple with an old 
one may be expressed in the Mesopotamian rite libittuma{tritu, 'the former brick', by which a 
brick from a temple being restored is ritually removed and then placed in the foundations of 
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dwelling" (Deut 12: 5). However, during the intermediate period, as Yahweh 

had rejected Shiloh and had not yet chosen Jerusalem, there was no 

chosen place of Yahweh where he had set his name. Moreover, the 

conditions of the period were more or less chaotic and cataclysmic. There 

were wars with the Philistines (1 Sam 7-2 Sam 5), and a war between 

David's house and Saul's house after Saul's death (2 Sam 2-5). During the 

time of David, the time was not right to set a new place where Yahweh 

would make his name dwell (1 Ki 5: 17-19; 2 Sam 7). It was only with 

Solomon and the peaceful conditions of his time that the temple was built 

and Jerusalem truly became the chosen place (1 Ki 5: 4-5; 9: 3). 

Thus, during the intermediate period, there was no place to centralize 

worship to, and the situation of the nation was neither stable nor 

peaceful. 200 It was impossible to implement centralization of worship both 

from a theoretical and practical viewpoint. This state of affairs is also 

attested by the books of Samuel which give no clear condemnation of high 

places as long as people worship only Yahweh (see 1 Sam 7: 3-4). That 

Samuel sacrifices in a Yahwistic high place (e. g. 1 Sam 9: 11-14) or at local 

altars (1 Sam 7: 17; 10: 8) is fully in accord with the conditions of the 

time. 201 As to the particulars of the cult in local places of worship, it is 

impossible to ascertain from the books of Samuel what shape the 

sanctuaries in Bethel, Gilgal or Mizpah (1 Sam 7: 5-6; 7: 16; 10: 3; 10: 25) 

were in the days of Samuel, and archaeological evidence does not give 

much help. 202 However, none of the places are described as houses of 

the new temple". 
200 Cf. Nathan's prophecy to David in 2 Sam 7: 10-11, 

: 171ýitt1] ItJMD' '" 15121"')3 1M101'lt51 '11U T)'1` x51 Tnnn pW1 1`nvtýn StiýV]`5 `ny5 017n `nnC11 
: 11T 'j5'1L79` n`S'`7 . 11,1` 15 1`x11 nnnrn ý X-tr 'Tý9"5! 1 O'C9ý71 `n'lY 1R1K G1`1'ithi 

"And I will set a place for my people Israel and plant them and they will dwell in their place 

and they will be disturbed no more and wrongdoers will not continue to oppress them like 

before, from the days that I established judges for my people Israel, and I will give you rest 
from all your enemies. Moreover, Yahweh declares to you that he will establish you a house. " 

201 On the other hand, as regards to the exilic time when Yahweh abandonend the temple of 
Jerusalem, it is quite possible to think that the synagogues or their forerunners (see 

Levenson 1981, p. 164; Meyers 1992, p. 252, according to whom the synagogue system is 

generally thought to have originated at around the time of the exile), started to replace local 

altars, with prayer and learning replacing sacrifice (see Levinson 1981, p. 165). Thus, 

synagogues would replace local cult centres, and consequently, as time moved on, the 
bamoth, and sacrifices outside the central sanctuary would not any more be such a central 

problem as they were before the exile, especially during the postexilic time (even if such cult 

centres as the Elephantine temple still existed during the postexilic time; cf. Meyers 1992, p. 
252). 

202 This is illustrated by Gilmour 1995 who lists all archaeologically known possible cult sites 
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Yahweh at this time, and 2 Sam 7: 5-7 explicitly denies that Yahweh had 

dwelt in a house between the exodus and the time of David. Moreover, 2 

Sam 7: 5-7 implicitly confirms that Yahweh dwells only where the ark is. 

Furthermore, the only cult object which could have served as a seat of 

Yahweh except the ark would have been a god image or a massebah, and 

we have seen that neither one was appropriate according to 

orthodox/ canonical Yahwism. 203 A local altar would be enough to to secure 

Yahweh's presence and blessing. 204 Then, as Samuel is portrayed as an 

ardent Yahwist in the books that bear his name, and Bethel, Gilgal and 

Mizpah are portrayed as being under his control (1 Sam 7: 16), it is entirely 

possible that the sanctuaries at Bethel, Gilgal and Mizpah were centered 

around a Yahwistic altar without a further cult object. 205 

In any case, sacrificing at local altars and high places could continue until 

the time of Solomon and the building of the temple. This is explicitly stated 

in the books of Kings. According to 1 Ki 3: 2, "The people were still 

sacrificing at the high places, because a temple had not yet been built for 

the name of the Lord". 206 Thus, the books of Kings speak against high 

in the Southern Levant during Iron Age I, but does not include Bethel, Gilgal or Mizpah. See 

also Haran 1978, pp. 30-33 for a summary of not finding any temples at Bethel, Gilgal and 
Mizpah. The archaeological problems also include site identification (cf. Haran 1978, loc. 

cit. ), especially as regards the site of Gilgal which has not been positively identified (see W. R. 
Kotter, ABD 11: 1022-1024; cf. T. Noy, ABD 11: 1024 and NEAEHL, pp. 517-518 for the 
prehistoric sites of Gilgal). See also J. L. Kelso, NEAEHL, pp. 192-194 for Bethel and J. R. 
Zorn, NEAEHL, pp. 1098-1102 for Tell en-Nasbeh which is generally thought to be the site of 
Mizpah. 
203 See above, Chapter I. 2B. 
204 See above, Chapter I. 2B. 
205 That this is conceivable is confirmed by Haran, according to whom, "by its basic 

character, the high-place was only a large altar" (Haran 1978, p. 28). Of course, one may still 
reply that Samuel did not mind about, say, masseboth, and/or the Exodus altar law may not 
yet have been in existence at the time of Samuel. However, especially bearing in mind the 
archaeological problems related to Bethel, Gilgal and Mizpah, the matter is completely 
unverifiable through empirical observation at these sites. As regards 1 Sam 10: 25, if the 
book about kingship was set at a sanctuary at Mizpah, as seems most logical (cf. above, p. 
31f. for placing treaties in sanctuaries in ANE; could it however be possible that the ark had 
been brought to Mizpah for the occasion and the book about kingship deposited to the ark? ), 
it is conceivable that a continuous presence of Yahweh at the site is not necessary to affirm 
that the book is lipnc YHWH, but only Yahweh's intermittent presence during worship (cf. 
the showbread at the empty tent of meeting at Nob in 1 Sam 21: 7 and the tent of meeting 
without the ark in 1 Chr 16: 39-40; 2 Chr 1: 5-6, as discussed above, p. 54f. ). 
206 Cf. 1 Ki 12: 27 which affirms that Jerusalem was a place which people sought in order to 
offer there after the building of the temple, and vv. 28-33 also suggest that people went there 
for at least for one yearly feast, if not more (cf. 1 Ki 9: 25 [which Kraus 1966, p. 59 takes as 
evidence of three yearly festivals]) during the days just following Solomon. According to the 
book of Kings, that Jeroboam established an alternative system of worship in the Northern 
Kingdom was precisely to direct the northerners away from going to sacrifice in Jerusalem. 
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places only after the building and dedication of-the temple (e. g. 1 Ki 15: 14; 

22: 44; 2 Ki 12: 3; 14: 4; 15: 4,35 etc. ). 207 The only exception is Solomon (1 Ki 

3: 3), who in narrative sequence is castigated before the building of the 

temple. However, it is possible to think that the verse summarizes the reign 

of Solomon as a whole, and already anticipates Solomon's actions after the 

building of the temple, including Solomon's later idolatry. in building 

bamoth to foreign gods (1 Ki 11: 4-10). 208 

Thus, Ps 78 speaks about the rejection of Shiloh and Ephraim and the 

choice of Judah and Jerusalem. It implies that Shiloh and Jerusalem were 

successive sanctuaries in Israel. On the other hand, Ps 78 also implies that 

there was no sanctuary in Israel where worship should have been 

centralized between the disaster at Aphek (1 Sam 4) and the building of the 

temple in Jerusalem (1 Ki 8). This is emphasized by the fact that during 

that period, the ark and the tent of meeting were separated. The emphasis 

on the ark in the books of Samuel and 1 Ki 1-8, and on the other hand the 

silence concerning the tent of meeting is understandable since the ark was 

the object of Yahweh's presence, but the tent of meeting was seen as part of 

the old era of Shiloh which had been rejected. Whether or not the book of 

Deuteronomy existed, the books of Samuel (after 1 Sam 4) and the 

beginning chapters of 1 Kings portray a time during which there was no 

basis for a requirement of centralization of worship. 

Also, we should add that especially if Ps 78 was written in the tenth 

century BC, 209 and in any case as the picture given in Ps 78: 56-62 is 

compatible with that known from the books of Samuel, Kings and 

Chronicles and the archaeology of Shiloh210 and the Northern hill 

207 Note also that these passages indicate reasonably clearly that each king in question had 

special responsibility for the existence of bamoth since he was the leader of the nation. Thus, 

we may also think that each king would have had special responsibility for enabling and 
implementing centralization. 
208 Cf. Provan 1995, pp. 44-45, who points out that Solomon's marriage to Pharaoh's 
daughter in 1 Ki 3: 1 is already dubious (Dt 7: 3-4), and the comment by House (1995, p. 109) 

concerning high places in the beginning of Solomon's reign: "For now this practice is 

excusable, but Solomon's long-term commitment to the high places is contrary to God's 
law... ". Note also how DeVries 1985, pp. 48-51; Burney 1903, p. 28; Jones 1984, p. 122 find 
it difficult to see vv. 2 and 3 (of 1 Ki 3) together coherently. 
209 Cf. however also our comments in Chapter 11.1 regarding the transmission of literary 

material in the ancient Near East (and cf. above, p. 122). 
210 Cf. above, Chapter III. 1. 
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country, 211 there are good grounds to suspect that the picture that the 
biblical sources give about the period commencing with the disaster of 
Aphek (1 Sam 4) and ending with the building of Solomon's temple (1 Ki 8) 
is at least basically historically reliable. 

211 Cf. above, p. 130f. 
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3. THE COVENANT CEREMONY AT MOUNT EBAL (DTR 27 AND JOSH 

8: 30-35) AND THE EARLY PERIOD OF JOSHUA 

We have now clarified the general role of Shiloh in the premonarchical 

period and the relationship between Shiloh and Jerusalem in the period 
between the disaster of Aphek as described in 1 Sam 4 and the building of 
Solomon's temple, establishing that Shiloh and Jerusalem were successive 

central sanctuaries in Israel (with a period without such a sanctuary in 

between), and also suggesting that both Shiloh and Jerusalem were places 

where Yahweh's name dwelt in the sense described by the book of 
Deuteronomy. However, we have not yet dealt with the period before the 

rejection of Shiloh. For that, we will start from the earliest period of the 

settlement, working our way forward in time. The first passage which 
describes specific sacrificial activity in the land of Canaan by the incoming 

Israelites is Deuteronomy 27 and its parallel Joshua 8: 30-35. Therefore, let 

us proceed by looking at these passages and their implications. 212 

Deuteronomy 27 describes a command of Moses to the Israelites to build 

an altar on Mt Ebal and to offer oloth and shelamim on it, and Joshua 8: 30- 

35 records the fulfilment of this command by the Israelites under the 

leadership of Joshua. 213 As regards the literary setting of the passages, in 

general it has been thought that Dt 27 and Josh 8: 30-35 do not fit well in 

their respective books. First of all, it is often felt that Dt 27 "disrupts the 

natural flow of thought and language between the concluding stipulations 

of chap. 26 and the introduction of the blessing/curse theology of chap. 

28". 214 Also, as Barker summarizes, "Verse 1 seems abruptly to introduce 

Moses in the third person, suggesting a break with chapter 26. Despite a 

common overall theme with chapter 28, there are difficulties in relating the 

two chapters. Chapter 27 lists curses but not blessings and is concerned 

with the nature of the offense which provokes the curse whereas chapter 

212 Cf. our preliminary comments regarding these passages above in Chapter 11.3, p. 92. 
213 As regards to Dt 11: 26-30 which refers to the blessings and curses of Dt 27 and Josh 
8: 30-35, see below. 
214 Described by Hill 1988, p. 399. 
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28 deals with the nature of the curse itself. "215 Secondly, as Anbar 

describes regarding Josh 8: 30-35, "The victory over Ai is followed abruptly 

with 'az 'at that time' (8,30) by the account of the building of an altar on 
Mount Ebal and the ceremony of the blessing and curse between Mount 

Gerezim and Mount Ebal in the presence of 'the whole congregation of 
Israel' (8,35). However, further on, in the account of the covenant with the 

Gibeonites, we learn that, in effect, the Israelites are still at Gilgal (9,6). "216 

Moreover, a Dead Sea scroll fragment places the text of Josh 8: 30-34 before 

5: 2,217 and LXX places Joshua 8: 30-35 after 9: 2.218 Finally, as was already 
discussed before, 219 whereas according to the Wellhausenian consensus, 

Deuteronomy was written to centralize all worship at Jerusalem, the Ebal 

narratives explicitly command the building of a sacrificial altar elsewhere 

than in Jerusalem. Thus, the conclusion is often drawn that Dt 27 and 

Josh 8: 30-35 are intrusions to their respective books. Specifically, many 

scholars have seen the passages either as predeuteronomic or 

postdeuteronomic addition, with the majority adopting the idea of 

postdeuteronomic addition. 220 

There are also seeming difficulties as regards the internal arrangement of 

Dt 27. As Barker summarizes, "In v. 1, Moses and the elders address the 

people, though they do so in the first person singular; in v. 9 Moses is 

joined by the Levitical priests; in v. 11, Moses addresses the people alone. 

The instructions about the altar and sacrifices in vv. 5-7 are often regarded 

as an intrusion within the instructions about the stones and law of vv. 2-4, 

8. Even within vv. 2-4, there seems to be an inconsistency with when the 

stones are to be erected. Verse 2 suggests immediately on crossing the 

Jordan; v. 4 is vaguer in time though; because it specifically names the 

215 Barker 1998, pp. 277-278. 
216 Anbar 1985, p. 304. 
217 See Hess 1996, pp. 171,19-20. 
218 Cf. Woudstra 1981, p. 146. 
219 See above, Introduction, p. 10. 
220 Those seeing the passages (or one of them; a number of the following commentators treat 
only one of the passages) as predeuteronomic addition include von Rad (1966, p. 165; Dt 
27). Those seeing the passages as postdeuteronomic addition include Driver (1901, pp. 294- 
295; Dt 27); Mayes (1979, p. 337; Dt 27); Miller (1990, p. 190; Dt 27); Cf. Anbar 1985, p. 
309n27: "Josh 8,30-35 was composed in a late period, when striving for the centralization of 
the cult was already superfluous, and the central issue in community life was the demand to 
fulfil all the words of the Torah. " According to Eissfeldt 1970, p. 95, Dt 27 and Josh 8: 30-35 

were put into their place by a postdeuteronomic editor who "considered Deuteronomy as the 
standard law to link the originally independent Deuteronomy with the older Hexateuch". 
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place as Mount Ebal, near Shechem, it seems to preclude the actual day of 

crossing the Jordan. "221 Moreover, "In addition, there is uncertainty about 

whether the stones of the altar are the same as the stones on which the law 

was to be inscribed. Joshua 8: 30-32 seems to imply they are though most 
interpreters of Deuteronomy 27 argue otherwise. "222 

As might be expected, the solutions to the problems of internal consistency 
have in general been sought diachronically, with the idea that more or less 

disparate traditions have been brought together and redacted further. 223 

Some even think that there is a mixing of Gilgal and Shechem traditions in 

the passages, especially as the place reference to Gerizim and Ebal in Dt 

11: 29-30 is deemed difficult, and because the time reference etc= ("on the 

day") in Dt 27: 2 apparently requires that the covenant ceremony be 

performed on the same day as the crossing of the Jordan, but Shechem is 

too far to be reached from the river Jordan in one day. 224 

However, none of the internal difficulties of the narratives are 

overwhelming. As regards the problem of the word nil= in Dt 27: 2, it does 

not need to be taken to mean "on the day", but can as well be translated as 
"at the time". 225 As regards whether the words were written on the altar 

stones or on other stones, one may point out that Josh 8: 32 allows for the 

possibility that the stones were not the altar stones. 226 If the writer of Josh 

8: 30-35 assumed that the reader was familiar with Dt 27, he could have 

changed the topic from the altar in Josh 8: 31 to the stones of Dt 27 in Josh 

8: 32. Also, it is entirely logical to think that Dt 27: 4 may recapitulate vv. 1- 

3 (note the expression or-t Qnnm nim Unix nvix r6wi onzwi-nx 'these stones of 

which I command you today' in v. 4), and thus all these verses may speak 

about the same stones. Further, that vv. 5-7 of Dt 27 are bracketed by vv. 
2-4,8, can be taken as part of the literary strategy of the author. Finally, it 

is evident that the perceived difficulties in regard to changes of person and 

221 Barker 1998, p. 278. 
222 Barker 1998, p. 278. 
223 Cf. Barker 1998, p. 279; Hill, p. 400. 
224 See Eissfeldt 1970; von Rad 1966, p. 86. 
225 Barker 1998, p. 298, also pointing out Gen 2: 4 for comparison. 
226 Note also that the writing on plaster is conceived rather as an Egyptian custom than 
Palestinian or Mesopotamian (Driver 1901, p. 296; Craigie 1976, p. 328). However, if the 
Israelites or at least part of them came from Egypt, there is nothing peculiar about the 
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the variation between Moses, the Levites and the elders as speakers need 

not be real difficulties. 

Also, there is reason to think that both Dt 27 and Josh 8: 30-35 belong to 

their literary context. First of all, there is good reason to think that Dt 27 is 

an integral part of the book of Deuteronomy. That Dt 27 forms a bracket 

with 11: 26-30 around chapters 12-26, the central law code of 

Deuteronomy, 227 rather shows careful design from the context of the book 

of Deuteronomy. Also, a number of the expressions in Dt 27 are very much 

in line with the rest of the book of Deuteronomy. The reference to "eating 

and rejoicing" before Yahweh (Dt 27: 7) is a very Deuteronomic expression 

(cf. Dt 12: 7,18; 14: 26). Similarly, the expression "land flowing with milk 

and honey" (Dt 27: 3) is found elsewhere in the book of Deuteronomy (Dt 

6: 7; 8: 8; 11: 9; 26: 9,15; 31: 20). 228 

Second, the position of Josh 8: 30-35 generally fits very well with the early 

days and events of the conquest, even though the chapter may not be in a 

strict chronological position in regard to the events. That all manuscripts, 

even though they do not place the passage in exactly the same place, 

nevertheless place it within the early chapters of Joshua is perfectly 

compatible with this idea. Moreover, the expression tK in Josh 8: 30 can be 

taken loosely, and not as claiming that Josh 8: 30-35 follows strict 

chronology, 229 and Josh 8: 30-35 can be taken to form a flashback of what 

happened during the days of the early conquest after Joshua and the 

Israelites had crossed the Jordan, especially when there is evidence of 

comparable literary devices elsewhere in the ancient Near East. 230 Thus, 

matter. 
227 Barker 1998, p. 293; Hill 1988, p. 400; Craigie 1976, pp. 212,327. 
228 Cf. also Wenham 1993, p. 95, who points out that M. G. Kline (WTJ 23 (1960-1961], pp. 
1-15), D. J. McCarthy (Treaty and Covenant, Pontificial Biblical Institute, Rome, 1963, pp. 
109ff. ) and N. Lohfink (Das Hauptgebot. Eine Untersuchung literarischer Einleitungsfragen zu 
Deuteronomium 5-11, Pontifical Biblical Institute, Rome, 1963, pp. 111f., 234) see Dt 27 as 
carefully integrated into the overall structure of the book of Deuteronomy. 
229 So Anbar 1985, p. 304. 
230 Younger's (1990, p. 211) comments on Josh 10: 12-15 are directly applicable to Josh 
8: 30-35 as well: "The text of Joshua 10: 12-14/15 is very often seen by biblical scholars as a 
type of separate alternate tradition to the narrative of 10: 1-11. However, the use of tX and 
the preterite ('in'r) should be understood as a type of flashback - simply introducing a 
section of the text which narrates material which chronologically belongs between verse 9 

and 10. im functions very much like its Assyrian semantic counterpart ina dmisuma in the 
Assyrian royal annalistic inscriptions where it lacks strict chronological significance. Hence, 
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there is no need to take Josh 8: 30-35 as an addition from a narrative 

standpoint, but the passage can be taken as an integral part of the design 

of the book of Joshua as a whole. 231 

Moreover, as Sprinkle observes, 

It will not do to say that Deuteronomy 27 is a late addition, 
because Joshua 8 records the continuation of the story at Ebal. 
Such a double 'insertion' shows careful, deliberate editing. If such 
editing occurred, the person adding this material could be expected 
to delete the contradictory material in Deuteronomy 12 if he 
considered it contradictory. Furthermore, subsequent editors, if 
they wanted to stress the Jerusalem sanctuary, would be expected 
to eliminate these embarrassing additions. The fact that it was not 
deleted implies either that the person adding this material (along 
with any editor who followed him) was so incompetent that he did 
not notice or correct the contradictions between the texts, or else 
that the contradiction is in our minds rather than in the minds of 
the transmitters of the tradition. 232 

We may also point out here that it is clear that the Ebal ceremony should 

be understood as a covenant renewal ceremony. 233 It is natural to think 

that the purpose of the covenant ceremony on Mt Ebal is to renew and 

ratify in the promised land the covenantal relationship which had been 

made between Yahweh and the people of Israel before crossing the Jordan 

to the promised land. 234 That the Ebal ceremony is to be taken as a 

the biblical writer relates the principal incident which is connected to the battle (namely, the 
hailstones) first, before he then proceeds to the special point to be cited from the book of 
Yashar. " 
231 One may even argue that Josh 8: 30-35 belongs to its present place by a comparison of 
Josh 3-8 with Ex 12-17, as follows (table by Ottosson 1991, p. 79), 
Ex 12-17 Josh 3-8 
Ch 12-14 Passover celebrations Ch 3-6 Crossing of Jordan 

Crossing of Sea of Reeds Passover celebrations 
Ex 14: 26 Obliteration of Egyptians Destruction of Jericho 
Ch 15-17 Waters of Marah, Elim & Ch 7-8 [sic] Defeat at Ai 
(apostasy) with Massah-Meribah Break of covenant 

Loss and victory at Rephidim Victory at Ai 
Moses' staff of God (hands) Joshua's irrz 
Building of an altar Building of an altar at Ebal 

In any case, one must note that at least the crossing of Jordan narrative in Josh 3-4 clearly 
refers back to the crossing of the Sea of Reeds (cf. Ottosson 1991, pp. 54-57 for connections, 
including the explicit Josh 4: 23). 
232 Sprinkle 1994, p. 43. 
233 So Barker 1998, p. 277; Craigie 1976, pp. 326-329; Hill 1988, pp. 405-406; Tigay 1996, 

p. 246; Soggin 1972, p. 240; cf. Driver 1901, p. 294; Anbar 1985, p. 306; Butler 1983, p. 95. 
234 Cf. Barker 1998, p. 301. Also, since sacrifices were involved, Weinfeld's assertion that "In 
the deuteronomic covenant ... the sacrificial element is completely absent" (Weinfeld 1972, p. 
103; italics mine) is rather odd. Note also the interesting comment by Levine (1974, p. 52) 
that the Deuteronomist associated the Ebal ceremony with the initiation of Yahwistic 
worship in Canaan. 
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covenant is confirmed by a number of similarities between the Ebal 

ceremony and the Sinai covenant ceremony as described in Ex 24: 4-8.235 In 

both cases, stones were set up (Ex 24: 4 vs Dt 27: 2-4), 236 and an altar built 

and oloth and shelamim offered (Ex 24: 5 vs Dt 27: 5-7; Josh 8: 30-31). 237 

Also, in the Exodus account Moses reads the book of the covenant to the 

people (Ex 24: 7), and in Dt 27, blessings and curses are announced which 

according to Joshua 8: 34 then come from the book of the law. 238 Another 

matter which ties Dt 27 and Josh 8: 30-35 to the book of Exodus is that 

according to Dt 27: 5-6 and Josh 8: 31, the Israelites are to build the altar 
from unhewn stones, which is perfectly in line with the altar law of Ex 

20: 24-26.239 Then, the similarity of the Mount Ebal tradition to the tradition 

in the book of Exodus rather speaks for the earliness than the lateness of 

the Mount Ebal tradition. 240 Moreover, that Deuteronomy 27 refers to the 

Exodus altar law is analogous to the rest of the book of Deuteronomy, as 

scholars often think that the book of Deuteronomy used the Covenant 

Code, including the altar law of Ex 20, as a basis for its legislation. 241 Seen 

this way, the connection of Dt 27 with the book of Exodus is fully in accord 

with the idea that the chapter belongs to the book of Deuteronomy as much 

as the rest of the material, and this of course also strengthens the idea that 

Josh 8: 30-35 should be seen as a part of the book of Joshua as well. 

Then, that Dt 27 can be considered as an integral part of the book of 

Deuteronomy and that Josh 8: 30-35 fits to its place in the Deuteronomic 

book of Joshua242 implies that the events described by the chapter were 

seen as fully legitimate from the standpoint of centralization by both the 

writer of Deuteronomy and the writer of Joshua. The most natural 

explanation for the events from the standpoint of centralization is that 

235 See Tigay 1996, p. 247; note that according to Childs (1974, pp. 500-501), Ex 24: 4-8 
generally have been assigned to E (in spite of the divine name Yahweh in the verses). 
236 Cf Tigay 1996, p. 487. 
237 Cf. Anbar 1985, p. 306; Tigay 1996, p. 247. 
238 Cf. Tigay 1996, p. 247. 
239 See Anbar 1985, p. 306 for a detailed verse comparison of Dt 27: 5-7 and Ex 20: 24-25. 
Note also that the word ' r1s, iron, is used in Dt 27: 5 and Josh 8: 31 in regard to the 
prohibited tool, whereas Ex 20: 25 uses rin. See also Millard 1988 for the use of iron before 
the Iron Age proper, including finds of artefacts which contain iron and many literary 

examples which mention iron, the oldest of which come from the Middle Bronze Age. 
240 Cf. also our comments regarding the dating of the Ex 20: 22-26 altar law and the 
Covenant Code above, p. 46. 
241 See Levinson 1997, Otto 1994 and Lohfink 1991, p. 175; cf. above, pp. 5,47f. 
242 Cf. Wenham 1971b for the Deuteronomic character of Joshua; cf. also below, p. 187f. 
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neither the author of Deuteronomy nor the author of Joshua thought that the 

centralization requirement was in force in the early days of Joshua to which 

the events portrayed by Dt 27 and Josh 8: 30-35 belong. 243 The time after the 

crossing of Jordan was a time of a war of conquest. The Israelites were not 

yet in the possession of the land. It would have been out of the question to 

talk about peace and security. First, the land would have to be conquered 

and the people would have to settle, and only after that it would be possible 

to speak about conditions which would allow pilgrimage to a central 

sanctuary. 244 That the writer of Joshua thought that the chosen place 

would be set only in the future may, also be suggested by Josh 9: 27. No 

place is mentioned as the place where the Gibeonites would serve, and the 

future form of 'im1 in Josh 9: 27 implies that the choice of the place245 is to 

happen in the future. 246 

Also, it is difficult to think that either the author of Deuteronomy or Joshua 

considered that the wilderness paradigm was valid any more after the 

crossing of the river Jordan. 247 That the manna had ceased to fall after 

eating of the produce of the land after the crossing indicates that a new era 
had begun (Josh 5: 10-12). Moreover, the close proximity of the people to 

the tent of meeting was to be broken by the start of the conquest and the 

dispersion of each tribe to conquer his inheritance. Thus, there is no need 

to think that either the author of Deuteronomy or the author of Joshua 

thought that there existed a centralization requirement during the early 
days of the conquest, and therefore both Dt 27 and Josh 8: 30-35 can 
describe the building of an altar on Mount Ebal during the early days of the 

conquest. 

243 According to Noth (1930, p. 149), Dt 27: 5-7 was not seen as contradictory to the rest of 
Deuteronomy by its incorporator, as the Ebal tradition refers to a time before the 
Jerusalemite central sanctuary. Similarly Tigay, who also suggests that the sacrifices 
described in Dt 27 and Josh 8: 30-35 are part of a one-time ceremony (Tigay 1996, p. 249). 
244 See above, Chapter 11.3. 
245 Greek versions add KüptoS to IM: ', which, if not indicating an underlying text variant 
which contained the word mt V, at least indicates that the Greek translator of the verse 
thought that the expression refers to the chosen place. 
246 It is also possible that the choice spoken of in Josh 9: 27 means choice from the 
perspective of the narrator rather than from the perspective of the narrated events. In that 
case, the narrator of Josh 9: 27 would be speaking in a time when the chosen place was not 
set. However, we will not explore that possibility and its implications further here, also for 
the reason that we will make detailed considerations of the date of the book of Joshua in 
Chapter 111.4 below based on more comprehensive criteria. 
247 Cf. above, Part II, especially Chapter 11.3 for reasons to see P as earlier than D, and D as 
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On the other hand, according to the book of Joshua, the events at the end 

of the book are temporally distinct from events at the beginning. Whereas 

the first chapters take place right after the crossing of the Jordan, the last 

chapters at least essentially portray a later time when Joshua is "old and 

advanced in years" (orn,: K= apt; Josh 13: 1; 23: 1,2). Consequently, we may 

suspect that the situation as regards centralization might be different for 

the later days of the conquest as described by the latter part of the book of 

Joshua, and that is the subject we will turn to next. However, we will first 

make an excursus on Mount Ebal archaeology. 

dependent on P. 
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EXCURSUS: MOUNT EBAL ARCHAEOLOGY 

In April 1980, the only known Iron Age site was discovered on Mount 

Ebal. 248 Excavations were then carried out between 1982-1987 under the 

direction of A. Zertal. 249 A preliminary report of these excavations was 

published in Tel Aviv 1986-1987, and this preliminary report is the basis 

for the following discussion. Excavations were continued also after 1987, 

but had to be discontinued in 1989, and the whole site has not been 

excavated. 250 A final report is due soon. 251 

The excavations uncovered a site with two chronological strata, labelled 

Stratum I and II, of which Stratum I was subdivided into Phase B (the main 

phase) and Phase A (post-occupational phase). 252 According to Zertal, "Both 

strata belong to the beginning of Iron Age I, reflecting the material culture 

of the Israelite settlement period in the central hill country. Both strata 

were short lived, and the entire lifespan of the site did not exceed 100-200 

years. No signs of destruction or fire were discerned in the transition 

between the strata nor at the time of abandoning the site. "253 Furthermore, 

according to Zertal, "According to the two Egyptianized scarabs unearthed, 

the seal and the pottery, Stratum II was founded in the middle of the 13th 

century B. C. E. or slightly later (ca. 1240) and ended around 1200 B. C. E. 

Stratum IB followed immediately and was abandoned in the middle of the 

12th century (ca. 1130), and the site was never resettled. "254 

Stratum II is divided between two separate areas, named Areas A and B. 255 

Area B was interpreted as a four-room house. 256 The remains of Area A are 

248 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 105. According to Zertal (ibid. ), "Of the 12 sites discovered, one 
belonged to Middle Bronze Age IIB and the rest dated to much later periods, beginning with 
the Persian period. " 
249 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 108. 
250 A. Zertal, personal communication, December 1999. 
251 A. Zertal, personal communication, December 1999. 
252 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 109. 
253 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 109. 
254 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 109. 
255 See Zertal 1986-1987, p. 110 Fig 3. According to Zertal 1986-1987, p. 112, even though 
there is no direct stratigraphical connection between Area A and Area B, since both Area A 

and Area B were covered by structures of Stratum IB, it may be assumed that they were all 
part of the same system. 
256 See Zertal 1986-1987, pp. 111-112. 
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small, including a surface (Surface 61), two short pieces of wall (Walls 18 

and 36), a pit (Pit 250) and a round structure, called Installation 94.257 

According to Zertal, "A large collar-rimmed jar was uncovered near Wall 

18.11258 Also, according to Zertal, 

"Installation 94, which is an integral part of Surface 61, was 
unearthed in the eastern part of this surface. It is 2 m. in diameter 
and built of medium-size stones, some of them charred, protruding 
20-25 cm. above the surface. Its southern side is covered by Wall 
13 of Stratum IB, which effectively cancelled its use. It was found 
covered with stones, beneath which was a 10 cm. layer of clean 
ash containing many animal bones, some burnt. The installation is 
located in the exact centre of the overlying building, and in the 
middle of the opening between its inner Walls 13 and 16, creating 
an obstacle for passage between the two spaces. A similar round 
structure, 1.45 m. in diameter, discovered in Courtyard 103 of 
Stratum XI in the Philistine temple at Tell Qasile, was interpreted 
by the excavator as a sacrificial altar. "259 

Also, Pit 250, which is located close to Installation 94, contained "two large 

hammerstones, pottery sherds of restorable vessels and a chalice made of 

light volcanic material, probably pumice". 260 According to Zertal, "According 

to these findings, Pit 250 may have been used as a favissa, just before it 

was sealed by the fill of stratum IB. "261 

Furthermore (in Area A), "A trial probe (Locus 81) was made along Wall 5 

under the southern courtyard of Stratum IB to examine the remnants 

beneath its stone paving. Sizeable quantities of ash, coals, burnt wood and 

animal bones were found on the bedrock. There were also some dispersed 

hearthstones. Restorable pottery vessels found in and around these stones 

included two jars, a krater and a bowl. Some querns were also 

recovered. "262 According to Zertal, "The picture, as suggested by the burnt 

bones, is one of cooking, roasting and/or sacrificing, which apparently took 

place on bedrock in the open. "263 

Stratum IB was divided into three main areas, A, B and C. According to 

257 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 109, and Figure 3, p. 110. 
258 Zertal 1986-1987, pp. 109-110. 
259 Zertal 1986-1987, pp. 110-111. The stones of Installation 94 are unhewn, and the 

structure was hollow (A. Zertal, personal communication, December 1999). 
260 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 111. 
261 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 111. 
262 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 111. 
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Zertal, "In stratum IB the character of Area B underwent a radical change. 

In Stratum II it was a domestic quarter, whereas now the architecture took 

on monumental dimensions, creating a large courtyard, a kind of platform 

in front of the main complex (Wall 32) and a broad staircase entrance to the 

enclosure. "264 According to Zertal, the Stratum II structure "was filled up 

with stones and earth containing pottery sherds of the Stratum II horizon. 

All the 1.5 m. -high space above the Stratum II floor was thus raised to the 

height of the upper terrace level. The new levelled unit was paved with 

stones. "265 Also, "On this stony pavement some hearths and installations 

were unearthed together with a large quantity of Stratum IB potsherds 

stuck between the stones, and many animal bones. "266 As regards the 

entrance, according to Zertal, "The Iron Age I-II entrances known so far are 

generally fortified and as narrow as possible. The entrance to the site at 

mount Ebal has a different concept. Its unusual width and lack of 

surrounding defensive walls suggests a ceremonial function. "267 

According to Zertal, Area C of Stratum IB, "consists of the northern open 

ground surrounded by outer enclosure walls 78 and 99 and inner 

enclosure Wall 77. "268 Zertal has interpreted these walls "as enclosure walls 

rather than defensive walls because of the unusual entrance structure, the 

limited height of the walls and the fact that the weakest wall was built on 

the weakest line". 269 Also, "The area C excavations showed that the 

enclosure walls belong to the main phase of the site, Stratum IB, and that 

no regular structures were built inside. In all other Iron Age I sites (with the 

exception of the 'Bull Site'), domestic structures are either part of the wall 

or located inside it. "270 

Area A of stratum IB contained the central complex of Stratum IB. 

According to Zertal, "The central complex of this stratum has five 

architectural elements: the main structure, the surrounding complex of 

263 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 111. 
264 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 119. According to Zertal, the staircase had three steps (Zertal 1986- 
1987, p. 121). 
265 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 119. 
266 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 119. 
267 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 121. 
268 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 121; see also p. 122 Fig. 10. 
269 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 123. 
270 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 123. 
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walls, the courtyards, the double wall between the courtyards (the 'ramps') 

and the installations around the structure. Some of the latter belong to 

Stratum II. "271 Regarding the main structure, 

Built of large unhewn stones, this rectangular structure is located 
on a rocky spine of the ridge in Area A. Erected on bedrock, it rises 
3.27 m. above it. Its corners are oriented towards the four points of 
the compass, the south and north corners with an error of less 
than 1 degree. 272 

Moreover, "The structure is relatively well preserved, perhaps due to the 

support of the surrounding walls and courtyards. However, it suffered from 

an earthquake that partially destroyed its eastern and northern corners. "273 

Furthermore, "The structure was found to be artificially filled with layers 

- containing various combinations of earth, stones, ashes, animal bones and 

potsherds. Four distinct layers (A-D, from bottom to top) were recognized 
(Fig 8, p. 118). Layer A, which consisted of pure black ash containing many 

animal bones and sherds, was laid thinly and evenly over the floor of 
Stratum II in the western and eastern parts of the structure. Layer B, about 
60 cm. thick, contained mostly stones and earth with a few bones and 

sherds. Layer C, consisting of 60 cm. of pure black ash, had the largest 

concentration of animal bones and pottery. The layers sloped diagonally 

downwards from inner Walls 13 and 16, indicating directions from which 

they were poured. "274 Moreover, "In the middle of the northern part of the 

fill [Layer C] some 20 pieces of white plaster about 3 cm. thick were neatly 

arranged in layers. These plaster chunks must have originated in Stratum 

II, and similar traces of plaster were found in Area B in both strata. "275 Says 

Zertal, "To the best of my knowledge, no plaster of any sort has been 

recovered from any other Iron Age I site. "276 Moreover, "The final layer 

[Layer D] of the fill consisted mainly of stones. This may have been the 

remains of a rough paving intended to seal the fill inside. "277 Finally, "The 

layers inside the structure were apparently all laid at the same time, since 

they are evenly spread throughout (except at the sides from which they 

271 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 113. 
272 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 113. See also p. 114, Fig 5 for a drawing of the structure. The outer 
measurements of the main structure are 9m by 7m. 
273 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 113. 
274 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 113. 
275 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 113. 
276 Zertal 1986-1987, pp. 113-114. 
277 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 114. 
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were poured), and the sherds in all of them are homogeneous. Since none 

of the sherds could be fitted together, it is unlikely that this was debris 

from an upper storey, because such debris usually contains at least 

partially restorable vessels. "278 

Furthermore, "An accumulation of material identical in nature to Layer C of 

the fill inside the structure, and likewise containing many cattle bones, was 

found outside near its eastern corner (Loci 101,131). We assume that this 

deposit originated from the fill material inside the structure and spilled out 

when its eastern corner collapsed. If this assumption is correct, Scarab No. 

1, dated to the second half of the reign of Ramesses II (Brandl 1986-1987), 

which came from Locus 101, would give the structure a terminus post quern 

of the mid-thirteenth century B. C. E. The stone seal, also dated to the 13th 

century, found deep down in the northern part of Layer C of the fill (Locus 

249) corroborates this date. "279 

According to Zertal, "In our opinion, this structure was never used as an 

ordinary building. It has no entrance and no floor. The stratum II surface 

could not be used as a floor either, because its western side is partitioned 

into cells and eastern part of the structure stands on irregular bedrock, 50 

cm. lower than surface 61. Finally, installation 94 of Stratum II juts up in 

the direct center of the gap between inner Walls 13 and 16, creating an 

insurmountable obstacle for any movement inside the structure. We 

therefore assume that it was constructed as a high platform, filled with 

stratum II deposits from elsewhere on the site, such as the bone and ash 

material found among the hearths of Locus 81. "280 

Furthermore, "The main structure was bounded on three sides by a 

number of additional walls, all equal in height and all about 80 cm. lower 

than the top of it. "281 The walls also created two courtyards. According to 

Zertal, these courtyards "are open, squarish, paved architectural units 

attached to the main structure. Although they differ slightly in plan, they 

278 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 114. 
279 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 115; see also Brandl 1986-1987, pp. 166-169,170-171. 
280 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 115. 
281 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 115. 
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both seem to be part of the overall design. "282 

Furthermore, according to Zertal, "Two parallel and adjacent walls (Walls 2 

and 7) rise from the southwest to the top of the main structure (Figs 5,6). 

Wall 2 is 7 m. long and 1.2 m. wide like a triangular wedge, with its base 

adjoining Wall 9 of the main structure and its apex on ground level 

perpendicular to Walls 3 and 5 of the courtyards (Fig 6). Its gradient has 

been calculated as 22 degrees. At its highest preserved point (not far from 

the spot where it joins Wall 9), it is one course higher than the main 

structure, from which we assume that the structure is missing about one 

course of its stones. Since Wall 2 is an integral part of Walls 3 and 5, which 

in turn are part of the surrounding wall complex, it appears that all these 

elements were built in the same phase. "283 

In this regard, according to Zertal, "We have interpreted Wall 2 as a ramp 

rather than as an ordinary dividing wall on the following grounds: (1) It is 

the only means of ascent to the top of the main structure; (2) were it an 

ordinary wall, its outer end would have joined walls of approximately the 

same height as the main structure, whereas Walls 3 and 5 are low 

'framewalls', whose function was to retain the floors of the open courtyards. 

If the courtyards had been walled and roofed, their walls would have left 

some evidence, at least at the points where they joined the main structure. 

Not only is such evidence lacking, but the entrance into the northern 

courtyard (and possibly the southern one as well) was by three steps, built 

along the width of the courtyard. Thus Wall 3 is the top step of a broad 

stairway on the same level as the paving of the northern courtyard. "284 

Finally, "The purpose of Wall 7 described above is unclear, since it did not 

serve any constructional purpose. It may have served as a secondary ramp 

leading up to the ledges of the main structure. "285 

According to Zertal, "About 70 to 80 installations were uncovered to the 

north, south and east of the central complex. These consisted of crudely 

arranged stone-bordered circles, squares, or rectangles (and many irregular 

282 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 116. 
283 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 117. 
284 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 117. 
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shapes) with an average diameter or width of 30 cm. to 70 cm. They are 
intermixed and built one upon the other in some cases. They probably 

represent at least two stages of use (Strata II and IB), but their 

stratigraphic relation to each other is not always clear. The upper layer was 
in turn covered by the stone mantle of Stratum IA. "286 According to Zertal, 

"In view of their great number, their concentration around the main 

structure and the presence of votive vessels, we interpret these 

installations as places for visitors to a sacred site to leave their offering 

vessels. "287 

Finally, Zertal describes Stratum IA. According to Zertal, as regards Area A, 

"When excavating the main structure, parts of it were found covered with 

stones. "288 In Zertal's judgment, "These may have been an accumulation 
due to field cleaning in later periods, but we think it is more likely that they 

were deliberately placed there. "289 Further, "If these rocks were indeed 

intended to cover the structure, then what we may have here is an artificial 

'burial' of the place, presumably at the time of its abandonment. However, 

it should be noted that the courtyards were apparently not covered by 

stones but left exposed to the erosional elements that carried away their 

beaten earth floors. "290 In Area B, according to Zertal, covering the 

courtyard paving of Stratum IB and 80 cm. higher there was another layer 

of well arranged medium-sized stones "whose purpose was apparently to 

cover the courtyard or to raise its level". 291 Furthermore, "The external part 

of the western courtyard, mainly above Walls 29 and 28, was found to be in 

its covered state, showing the post-occupational phase at the site. In the 

inner part however, it seems that some of this cover was removed by later 

cultivation. "292 Overall, Zertal makes the conclusion that "before the final 

abandonment the site was deliberately 'buried' by a layer of stones". 293 

285 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 117. 
286 Zertal 1986-1987, pp. 117-118. 
287 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 118, referring on p. 119 also to 1 Sam 1: 24; 10: 3 for the attestation 
of the custom of bringing vessels to a sacred site. Note also that about half of the 
installations contained vessels or parts of vessels (Zertal 1986-1987, p. 118). 
288 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 123. 
289 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 123. 
290 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 124. 
291 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 124. 
292 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 124. 
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Zertal has also made a careful pottery analysis of the site. 294 In summary, 

according to Zertal, "The ceramic inventory at Mt Ebal is a homogeneous, 

well dated and short-lived assemblage. "295 The following material should be 

noted among those points which Zertal emphasizes (quoted selectively from 

Zertal 1986-1987, pp. 142-144): 

1) The pottery of Stratum II is different from that of the 31 Late 
Bronze Age sites explored in the survey of the Manasseh hill 
country or the published material of the four that have been 
excavated in the region (Shechem, Taanach, Tell el-Farah [N], 
Megiddo) and from the general LB assemblages in Canaan. 
Nonetheless, 3% of the total finds are in the Late Bronze Age 
tradition, including two Mycenaean IIIB-C sherds. 
2) The assemblage of Stratum II also differs from that of other Iron 
Age sites by the types of pottery and their relative frequencies. 
Some new and unique types make their appearance: the three- 
handled jar jug, the three-handled jug and the votive vessels. The 
fact that these types are not found at places such as Taanach, Tell 
el-Farah (N), Megiddo, Hazor, Giloh and Izbeth Sartah may be due 
to the cultic nature of the site at Mount Ebal. This may also 
account for the rarity of the cooking pots. 
3) Cooking pots Type A, in the Late Bronze Age tradition, appear in 
Stratum II as 41% of the total number of cooking pots. As we 
learned from the survey, the sites where there is a high percentage 
of cooking pots of this type (25% or more of the total number of 
cooking pots) are concentrated mainly in the eastern half of the 
Shechem syncline (east of a line drawn roughly from Jenin to 
Shechem). 
6) The noticeable continuity between Strata II and I, both in vessel 
types and their relative frequencies, shows that the site continued 
to be occupied and/or visited by the same ethnic groups. 
7) The date of the abandonment of the site or the terminus ante 
quern can be suggested by ceramic comparisons with Stratum IB. 
Because of the regionality of the Iron Age I culture, only sites in the 
general vicinity have been taken into account. The nearest relevant 
sites and levels related to Mount Ebal Stratum IB are Taanach 
Periods IA-IB, Afula Stratum IIIB and Megiddo Strata VIIA-B. All 
these terminate in the middle of the 12th century B. C. E. and do 
not enter into the 11th century. 
8) The stratum IB inventory differs from and predates 11th century 
B. C. E. assemblages such as those of Taanach IIA, Megiddo VI and 
Tell el-Farah (N) VIIA-B. No painted or burnished material was 
recovered. As for the combination jar jug from Tell Qasile Stratum 
X, we tend to see it as an exception at Tell Qasile, as suggested by 
the excavator. 
9) The assemblages of both strata are basically similar to those of 
the surveyed sites in the Manasseh hill country. The pinched 
mouth jar, the thickened-rim ("Manassite") bowl and the vessels 

293 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 124, which see for still more details. 
294 Zertal 1986-1987, pp. 124-147. 
295 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 140. 
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decorated with punctured designs are local and regional products. 
10) There are several vessels, however, that also point towards the 
cultic use of the site, as the small juglets with pointed base and/or 
rounded body (Fig. 18: 1-2) and the small carinated bowl (Fig. 
14: 11-12) are possibly votive vessels, perhaps produced at the site 
itself. The three-handled jar jug, of which six restorable specimens 
were found at Mount Ebal and a parallel in the Philistine temple at 
Tell Qasile, may also be a cultic vessel. 

As far as stone and metal artefacts are concerned, according to Zertal, 

"Conspicuous by their absence are flint sickle blades, so typical of the 

agricultural Iron Age I sites. "296 Moreover, "On the other hand, a number of 
flint knives, which are very rare in Iron Age I sites, were recovered. "297 

According to Zertal, "The site of Mount Ebal is rich in metal objects. Nearly 

fifty bronze, iron, silver and gold items were unearthed and registered in 

seven seasons. "298 These are typical of the Late Bronze-Early Iron Ages. 299 

As far as the interpretation of the finds is concerned, Zertal thinks that the 

Stratum II structure in area A is cultic. According to Zertal, Installation 94 

and Surface 61 "point to ritual activities, related to burning and animal 

sacrifice". 300 Zertal interprets the four-roomed house in Area B to be of 
domestic nature. According to Zertal, "It may have served as a residence for 

the people who were in charge of the cultic place on the ridge above. "301 

Regarding Stratum IB, Zertal points out that "The most difficult obstacle in 

interpreting the finds of the main stage at Mount Ebal is the lack of any 

known parallels in Iron Age I. "302 Also, "Architecturally, four possible 

interpretations can be given to the main complex in Area A of this stratum: 

a domestic building (farmhouse), a storehouse, a tower, a cultic structure 

or a combination of the above. "303 

Zertal then notes that the main complex is completely different 

architecturally from that of any known domestic building from the same 

296 Zertal 1986-1987, p 148. 
297 Zertal 1986-1987, p 148. 
298 Zertal 1986-1987, p 150. 
299 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 150. 
300 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 151. 
301 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 151. 
302 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 151. 
303 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 151. 
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time. 304 Also, the following speak against an interpretation of the structure 

as a farmhouse: 1) Silos or storage bins are missing. 2) No dog or ass bones 

are included, in contrast to most Iron Age Sites. 3) Sickle blades, used to 

harvest winter crops, are missing. 4) There is no evidence for processing of 

other food products, such as olive presses or winepresses. 305 As far as the 

possibility of a storehouse is concerned, Zertal notes that the storehouse at 

Shiloh was full of large storage jars and pithoi, whereas the Mount Ebal 

structure was not. 306 

According to Zertal, there are also good reasons for not taking the structure 

as a tower. First of all, "no tower dating to the Israelite settlement period is 

known so far". 307 Secondly, according to Zertal, watchtowers to guard crops 

appeared only during Iron Age II, when the small IA I settlement sites 

became bigger and fields expanded further away from the village centres. 308 

Thirdly, "Mount Ebal has always been an obstacle to transportation and 

there is no road there for a watchtower to observe". 309 Fourthly, no security 

considerations were taken into account in choosing its location, and the 

site is not surrounded by a defensive wall. 310 Finally, the possibility of a 

tower in a religious context is precluded, since, according to Zertal known 

(seeming) examples at Megiddo and Shechem (from LBA) are architecturally 

"entirely different". 311 Also, according to Zertal, no evidence for any 

superstructure exists. 312 Moreover, the stone debris is insufficient for a 

second storey and no evidence of bricks or brick material exists. 313 Finally, 

"The fill of the main structure was poured in layers and is not the usual 

hodgepodge of destruction debris from an upper storey". 314 

Thus, according to Zertal, "By the process of elimination, we are therefore 

left with the concept of Mount Ebal as a cultic site". 315 Then, according to 

304 Zertal 1986-1987, pp. 151-152. 
305 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 152. 
306 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 153. 
307 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 153 (cf. however below, p. 159n325). 
308 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 153. 
309 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 153. 
310 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 153. 
311 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 153. 
312 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 153 
313 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 153. 
314 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 153. 
315 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 154. 
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Zertal, "The absence of any building in the ordinary sense of the word in 

Stratum IB at Mount Ebal excludes its definition as a temple. "316 Zertal also 

notes that the covering of the site with stones in Stratum IA could have 

taken place because the site was still considered sacred after it was 

abandoned. 317 

Also, according to Zertal, "The limited range of the faunal remains, all 

conforming to Mosaic dietary laws, and all except the fallow deer mentioned 

in the Bible as suitable for burnt offerings, is probably significant, since the 

assemblage differs from that found in Bronze Age and Iron Age domestic 

sites and in Canaanite cultic sites. "318 Moreover, the structure in Stratum 

IB "seems to be designed for a large crowd". 319 According to Zertal, one has 

to note, though, that despite a large number of pottery offerings, "except for 

a few votive vessels, and perhaps the chalices, no cultic vessels were found, 

unless the unique jar jug, which has a parallel in the Philistine temple at 

Tell Qasile, is indeed a cultic vessel. The stone basins, which are not found 

at any other site, may also have had some unknown cultic function. "320 

Finally, Zertal concludes, "The question must be raised as to whether there 

is a connection between the biblical tradition and the finds from the site. 

No conclusive answer can be given, but it should be noted that this is the 

only transitional Late Bronze Age / Iron Age site existing on the mountain. 

It correlates with the biblical tradition by the date of the events, the 

location and general character of the site. "321 

Archaeologists have generally been either cautious322 or negative323 towards 

a cultic interpretation of the site, let alone about connecting it with Joshua. 

However, there has been no satisfactory answer to the problem of what the 

316 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 154. 
317 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 156, referring to scholars who have interpreted certain other finds 

as cultic burials of sacred monuments or sites. 
318 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 157; cf. Horwitz 1986-1987, esp. p. 185 Table 8 and p. 187. 
319 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 157. 
320 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 157. 
321 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 158. Ten years after the excavations, Zertal thinks that the site is 

most likely connected with Joshua's covenant ceremony (A. Zertal, personal communication, 
December 1999). 
322 See Mazar 1990a, p. 350; Finkelstein 1988, pp. 82-85; Hess 1993, pp. 135-137; Gilmour 
1995, pp. 108-120. 
323 Kempinski 1986; Fritz 1993, p. 185; Ahlström 1993, p. 366; Ottosson 1991, p. 241. 
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function of the structure is if it is a settlement building as parallels are 

lacking, 324 and on the other hand, to the problem that if the structure is a 

watchtower why there is no destruction debris, especially around the 

sloping 'ramp' which is supposed to have been formed by the collapse of the 

tower. 325 Further, one should add that when scholars object to the 

possibility of interpreting the site as Joshua's altar based on a reading of 

the book of Joshua, they are not proceeding on an archaeological basis, but 

replacing one literary reading of the biblical text with another. 326 

On the other hand, even if the cultic nature of the site is acknowledged, it 

is by no means certain that the site belonged to the Israelites at the time 

concerned. 327 Yet, if one were to assume a thirteenth century 

exodus/ settlement as most scholars do, the impression given in the biblical 

sources is that the Shechem area was at least under a strong influence of 

the Israelites at the time. But here again, one comes back to the literary 

sources. 

Also, Finkelstein has challenged the dating of Mount Ebal remains based 

on pottery analysis. According to Finkelstein, there are two similar 

specimens at Shiloh and one at Tell Qasile Stratum X (11th century) to the 

six storage jars with three handles found at Mount Ebal. 328 Due to the 

parallels, Finkelstein suggests a later date for Mount Ebal than Zertal. 329 

However, if Late Bronze vessels were still attested at Mount Ebal, it is 

324 Note however that Gilmour (1995, pp. 116-117) suggests that the installations (cf. above, 
p. 154f. ) around the main structure should be interpreted as small silos (but cf. Zertal 1986- 
1987, p. 152, according to whom, "The installations surrounding the main structure were 
definitely not used for grain storage since neither their size nor construction is suitable for 

such a function"). 
325 Cf. esp. Kempinski 1986, p. 45 vs Zertal 1986, pp. 50-51 concerning destruction debris. 
On the other hand, it has to be pointed out that an Iron I watchtower has been found at 
Giloh since Zertal's report on Mt Ebal, and, moreover, this tower evidently was not located 
inside a defensive wall, even though evidence of a defensive wall exists elsewhere at the site 
(see Mazar 1990, incl. p. 78 fig 1, p. 92). It is also worth noting that the Iron I tower at Giloh 

was not located on the highest point of the hill (see Mazar 1990, incl p. 78 fig 1, pp. 83-84). 
Finally, the measurements of the tower, (roughly 11 in square; see Mazar 1990, p. 79) are 
fairly similar to the main structure at mount Ebal (7 in by 9 m), even though on the other 
hand, the Giloh structure has a solid foundation (the foundation IA II tower is similar to the 
main structure at Mt Ebal; see Mazar 1990, p. 97 fig 10), and nothing comparable to 
Installation 94, the fill of the main structure, and the surrounding wall complex exists at 
Giloh. 
326 See esp. Kempinski 1986, pp. 48-49, criticised by Zertal 1986, pp. 52-53. 
327 Cf. Hess 1993, p. 136. 
328 Bunimovitz and Finkelstein 1993, p. 158; Finkelstein 1988, p. 85. 
329 Bunimovitz and Finkelstein 1993, p. 158. 
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conceivable that the combination jar jug in question had a reasonably long 

period of use even though it is rare among finds. 

A clear difficulty about connecting the site with Joshua's covenant 

ceremony is that deer bones were found among the animal remains. 330 As 

deer evidently is not one of the sacrificial animals in the Bible, this makes 
it more difficult to associate the site with the biblical testimony (Ex 20: 22- 

26; Josh 8: 30-35). 331 To harmonize, one would have to be able to show that 

the deer remains could originate from the outside of the main structure 

itself, 332 and think that they are remains of ceremonial eating. 333 

Moreover, if one were to suppose that the site might be connected with 

Joshua, a number of further detailed questions would remain. A major 

problem is the relation of Strata II and I. The first issue to point out is that 

there is clear evidence that both Strata I and II may have involved cultic 

activity. In fact, Stratum II gives very strong evidence of burning, as the 

stones of Installation 94 were charred, and ash containing animal bones 

was found directly by it334 and inside it, 335 and moreover, the fill of the main 

structure which contains ash originates from Stratum 11.336 Also, as there 

were hearths and installations on the stony pavement of the courtyard in 

area B in Stratum IB together with "a large quantity of Stratum IB 

potsherds stuck between the stones" and "many animal bones", 337 and 

burnt bones belonging to Stratum IB seem to have been found around the 

330 Fallow deer comprised 10% of the total diagnostic bone sample (Horwitz 1986-1987, p. 
174). Also, fallow deer forms 21% of the diagnostic material in the main structure, whereas it 
forms 5% of the of the diagnostic material in all the other areas combined (Horwitz 1986- 
1987, p. 174). Note also that deer bones were found even inside Installation 94 of Stratum II 
(A. Zertal, personal communication, December 1999). 
331 Cf. Horwitz 1986-1987, pp. 183,186. 
332 Le. the deer remains should be thought to be a part of an artificial fill which was inserted 

when the monumental structure of Stratum IB was constructed. 
333 Cf. also Dt 27: 7; Dt 12: 7,17-18 concerning ceremonial eating, and note that 
Deuteronomy explicitly allows the eating of deer (Dt 14: 5). On the other hand, according to 
Zertal, B. Mazar thought that deer was still accepted as a sacrificial animal at the time of the 
Ebal ritual, and was only in the process of being removed from that role at the time (A. 
Zertal, personal communication, December 1999). One might perhaps also try to 

ask/speculate whether Ex 20: 22-26, Lev 17; Dt 27 and Josh 8: 30-35 exclude the possibility 
that deer could be offered on a local altar (i. e. outside the central sanctuary regulated by the 
Priestly offering rules) on a special occasion, even if this were not the normal practice. 
334 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 109. 
335 So A. Zertal, personal communication, December 1999. 
336 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 113, and A. Zertal, personal communication, December 1999. 
337 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 119. 
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main structure, 338 there seems to have been cultic activity associated with 

Stratum IB as well. Also, it is interesting in this regard that the "ramp" 

leading to the top of the main structure of Stratum IB was only 1.2 meters 

wide, 339 and it would thus be difficult to bring animals up to the top of the 

main structure, as Kempinski observes. 340 Yet, on the other hand, if the 

structure was an altar, it is by no means certain that the killing of animals 

would have occurred on the top of the structure (cf. Lev 1: 3-9 etc. ). 

Another important issue in regard to the relation of Strata II and I is that 

the main structure of Stratum IB has been built so that Installation 94 of 

Stratum II is at the exact centre of it. 341 This very strongly suggests that the 

two belong together. On the other hand, if we were to take at least 

reasonably at face value the biblical tradition of a conquest which included 

a programme to eliminate Canaanite cultic practices, it would be hard to 

think that Joshua, the ardent Yahwist, would have built the altar on a 

Canaanite cultic structure so that the altar was left partly standing neatly 

in the centre (cf. also Dt 12: 3). We would not expect either that he would fill 

the new structure with debris from the previous structure, nor leave the 

situation as it is until he would produce debris with which he could fill the 

structure. Rather, even if the structure were not a cultic one, we would 

expect that he would carefully destroy all of the structures of the previous 

place or build on a previously unused place. 342 And, the biblical tradition 

naturally indicates that it was the first time when the Israelites were at the 

site, since they had just crossed the Jordan. Thus, supposing that Stratum 

IB was Joshua's altar, it would be difficult to think that Stratum II could 

have been Israelite. In other words, it is hard to square the circumstances 

of Stratum IB so that it was the altar of Joshua's covenant ceremony. 

On the other hand, as indicated above, there is very good reason to think 

that installation 94 in Stratum II was an altar. 343 Then, if we think that the 

exodus / early settlement happened in the thirteenth century, it should 

338 See Horwitz 1986-1987, p. 177 Fig. 3. 
339 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 117. 
340 Kempinski 1986, p. 45. 
341 Cf. Zertal 1986-1987, p. 110 (including Fig. 3 on that page). 
342 Note also the installations around the main structure which seem to have been used in 
both strata (Zertal 1986-1987, pp. 117-119; cf. above, p. 154f. ). 
343 Cf. again Zertal 1986-1987, pp. 110-111. 
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rather be this altar which should be associated with Joshua, if anything. 344 

Then, why would the second structure have been built? The most natural 

possibility is that Stratum IB was an improved version of the altar, and has 

been built on top of Stratum II. If so, one could think of a possibility that 

the new construction was used also as a monument. 345 In this regard, we 
know that according to Josh 4, stones were to be set up at Gilgal as a 

monument for the future generations. We also know that according to Josh 

22: 9-34, the Transjordanian altar was a big monument (Josh 22: 10). 346 

That the altar was a monument could be corroborated by the fact that no 
living quarters have been found for Stratum IB so far. 347 Rather, an 

entrance and a courtyard was built on top of Stratum II living quarters of 

area B. 348 Yet, that animal bones were found in Stratum IB may suggest 

cultic activity in association with Stratum IB as well. 349 

One also has to remember that the site as a whole was soon abandoned. 

Was the site buried intentionally? The matter is not certain, especially as 

the whole of the Stratum IA was not covered with stones. But if the site was 
buried intentionally, it is possible that the site was buried in order to avoid 

its abuse. One might even think that the site was abandoned in favour of 
Shiloh. 35° 

Then, what about the plastered stones? First of all, no writing was found on 

them. 351 Yet, Zertal thinks that there could have been writing on them 

originally. 352 Also, one has to stress the fact that finding plaster at the site 

344 Zertal thinks that the older altar was part of a foundation ceremony before the building of 
the actual altar (A. Zertal, personal communication, December 1999). Also, except for the 
living quarters (for which see Zertal 1986-1987, pp. 111-112), it is not certain how long 
Stratum II lasted. According to Zertal, Stratum II could even have been very short-lived (A. 
Zertal, personal communication, December 1999). On the other hand, there was evidence of 
layering in Stratum IB, which indicates some time of use (A. Zertal, personal 
communication, December 1999). 
345 Cf. Zertal 1986-1987, p. 160. 
346 See below, Chapter 111.4 for a detailed treatment of Josh 22: 9-34. 
347 Cf. Zertal 1986-1987, p. 123. 
348 Cf. Zertal 1986-1987, pp. 119-121. Yet one has to remember that the whole site has not 
been excavated (A. Zertal, personal communication, December 1999). 
349 Cf. above, p. 161. 
350 Thus also Zertal (A. Zertal, personal communication, December 1999). For considerations 
of the role of Shiloh during the last days of Joshua and the period of Judges, see below, 

chapters 111.4 and 111.5. 
351 A. Zertal, personal communication, December 1999. 
352 A. Zertal, personal communication, December 1999. 
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is extraordinary. 353 As the pieces of plaster seem to have been arranged 

neatly, 354 this suggests that they could have been set there ceremonially. 
One could even imagine that the pieces are plaster from the first structure 

which had fallen off due to weathering. 355 

In this regard, if one thinks of the possibility of linking the structure with 
Joshua, one may ask the question of where the associated standing stones 

should be. No trace of such stones has been found. Yet, as the whole site 
has not been excavated, one might think of the possibility that they lie 

buried elsewhere nearby. 356 One might also think that the stones were 

carried off or otherwise eliminated when the site was abandoned. 

Finally, Zertal suggests that it might be possible that the current location of 
Mt Gerizim is not the same as in Joshua's time. According to Zertal, it has 

been suggested that one of the mountains which faces the altar could be 

the Mt Gerizim of Joshua. 357 On the other hand, if the location of Mt 

Gerizim is what is currently thought, even though the structure excavated 
by Zertal is not visible from there, it would not necessarily preclude the 

possibility of a connection of the site at Mt Ebal with Joshua. The curses 

ceremony need not be thought to have taken place at the site of the altar. 

We may conclude that Zertal has given good reasons to suggest that the Mt 

Ebal site as a whole could be of cultic nature, but on the other hand, the 

matter is by no means certain. It is also possible that the site could relate 

to the Israelites, and even the covenant ceremony of Joshua, even though it 

has to be emphasized that this is by no means certain, and specifically, a 

number of the details of the site are at least somewhat problematic when 

one compares them with the testimony of Dt 27 and Josh 8: 30-35. 

353 Cf. again Zertal 1986-1987, pp. 113-114: "To the best of my knowledge, no plaster of any 
sort has been recovered from any other Iron Age I site. " Also, according to Zertal, only two 
other examples of plastered finds are known otherwise: Tell Deir Alla and Kuntillet Ajrud in 
Sinai (A. Zertal, personal communication, December 1999; cf. Tigay 1996, p. 248; Boling- 
Wright 1982, p. 248). 
354 Zertal 1986-1987, p. 113. 
355 Note however that traces of plaster were also found in Area B in both Strata II and IB (cf. 

above, p. 151). 
356 So A. Zertal, personal communication, December 1999. In fact, Zertal notes that about 
50 m West there is a big pile of rocks (30 long and 5m high), and that a cut was made into 
the pile, revealing a beginning of walls underneath. 
357 A. Zertal, personal communication, December 1999. 
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Moreover, even if the archaeological and literary data could be made to fit, 

at times one has to at least somewhat try to stretch one's imagination in 

order to think how they could be correlated in detail. All in all, we may 

conclude that based on the available evidence, the interpretation of the 

structure found on Mount Ebal cannot be considered as settled, and we 

must reserve final judgment, noting also that whether or not the site is 

"Joshua's altar" does not essentially affect the conclusions of this study. 

However, in any case, the uniqueness of the main structure with its 

surrounding wall complex and its possible connections with Joshua make 

the question of the nature of the site at Mount Ebal not less than 

intriguing. Also, the fact that no structure has been found from Mt Ebal 

during Iron Age II rather speaks for the antiquity of the Joshua tradition, as 

there is no evidence of a cultic centre at Mt Ebal during the time of the 

monarchy from which to draw the tradition. 358 Moreover, it is doubtful that 

a late writer would have created a story about an important ceremony 

outside Jerusalem in the territory of Joseph if he were promoting the 

centrality of Jerusalem, even if the story refers to a time before the building 

of Solomon's temple. 359 

358 Note however also that based on Dt 27; Josh 8: 30-35, it is possible to think that the altar 
was used only for the one-time event of covenant renewal (cf. Tigay 1996, p. 249; Levine 
1974, p. 40), and consequently, one may think that it is entirely possible that no remains of 
the altar, which basically could have been located anywhere on the mountain, would have 

survived in any case. On the other hand, the erecting of stones (Dt 27: 1-4; cf. above, p. 
140f. ) would suggest monumental usage, and thus an appropriation beyond a one-time 
ceremony. 
359 Cf. Zertal 1986-1987, p. 158; Soggin 1972, pp. 241,243-244; Anbar 1985, p. 309; Gray 
1986, pp. 94-95. 
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4. THE TRANSJORDANIAN ALTAR (JOSH 22: 9-34) AND THE LAST DAYS 

OF JOSHUA 

In order to appreciate how the book of Joshua portrays centralization of 

worship in the last days of Joshua, we will take Josh 22: 9-34 as the basis 

of our discussion. We will then relate the passage and its view of 

centralization with the rest of the material in the latter part of the book of 
Joshua. The message and literary composition of Josh 22: 9-34 will also 
lead us to take issue with such larger questions as the date and 

provenance of the book of Joshua as a whole and the relationship of the 

book of Joshua to the Pentateuch and to Judges-2 Kings. 

Joshua 22: 9-34 describes an incident regarding the Transjordanian tribes 

of Reuben, Gad and Half-Manasseh. When the Transjordanians return from 

the conquest to their allotted territory, they build a big altar at the side of 
Jordan (v. 10). 360 Upon hearing this, the rest of the Israelites see the matter 

as a cultic violation and send a delegation to confront the Transjordanians 

(vv. 11-20). However, the Transjordanians explain that the altar is not to be 

for sacrifice, but it is to serve only as a memorial and a reminder for proper 

worship in front of the altar of the Lord which is before his tabernacle (pw ; 

vv. 21-29). The Israelite delegation, led by Phinehas ben Eleazar accepts 

this explanation and returns back home to Cisjordan (vv. 30-34). 

According to J. S. Kloppenborg, 

The story of the departure of the two and one-half Transjordanian 
tribes following the completion of the conquest and the building of 
their altar remains a puzzle in spite of the attention which it has 
received. Viewed in the context of Joshua, chap 22 is anomalous 
on several counts. It relates action of the confederacy not against 
the Canaanite inhabitants of the land but against another Israelite 
group. In this it resembles the attack on Benjamin (and Jabesh- 
Gilead) in Jgs 19-21. The dispute does not appear to be primarily 
political or territorial but cultic, and it presupposes 
(anachronistically) the legitimacy of a single cult-center. 
Accordingly it is not Joshua, but a priest, Phinehas son of Eleazar 
who is the central actor. Equally remarkable is the solution to the 

360 Concerning the problems involved in determining the exact location (vv. 10-11) and the 
name (v. 34) of the altar, see Snaith 1978, pp. 330-335; Kloppenborg 1981, pp. 368-369. 
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dispute: the Transjordanian altar is no altar at all, but only a 
"witness stone". It is perhaps these and other problems that 
explain the general uneasiness felt with this chapter and the 
reluctance of the standard histories of Israel to treat it in any depth 
(or even to suggest an appropriate chronological framework for the 
events narrated). 361 

Considering these comments by Kloppenborg in regard to Joshua 22: 9-34, 

it should come as no surprise that scholarly interpretation of the passage is 

very diverse. Various opinions exist as to the purpose and setting of the 

narrative and its traditio-historical formation. Kloppenborg summarizes 

Noth, Steuernagel, Herzberg and Möhlenbrink as follows: 

Noth sees an old aetiological legend explaining the now-missing 
name in v. 34, although he hesitates to say more in view of the 
thorough re-editing of the chapter. Steuernagel posits an old story 
of an altar named "witness" (-w) at a cultic city with a stone circle 
(n*, 5ý), perhaps near Gilgal. To this Herzberg adds that behind the 
deuteronomistic theology of centralization of the cult lies an old 
story whose purpose it was to attest the unity in worship of the 
Trans- and Cis-Jordanian tribes. Möhlenbrink goes much beyond 
these reconstructions: Jos 22: 9-34 is a cult-polemic legend from 
the period of the judges which reveals the conflict of two 
amphictyonic centers, Gilgal, the cult center for a Reubenite- 
Gadite-Benjaminite confederacy, and the Israelite (Ephraimite) 

sanctuary at Shiloh. 362 

Also, 

Perhaps the most radical thesis is that of J. Dus who recognizes 
both P and Dtr editing but dates both to the period of Judges! In 
his view, during the period of judges the ark was periodically 
placed upon a wagon pulled by cows and allowed to go wherever 
the cows took it. It was by this method that the "place which 
Yahweh himself shall choose among the tribes" (Dt 12: 5) was 
determined. Since Jordan formed a barrier to the cows, Reuben 

and Gad felt it necessary to build their own sanctuary. This 

provoked hostilities and eventually led to the decision to keep the 
ark at Shiloh. 363 

Kloppenborg himself thinks that Josh 22: 9-34 is based on an old tradition 

of a Yahwistic altar which a postexilic Priestly writer has changed into a 

nonsacrificial altar and added the elements of conflict in the story. 364 De 

Vaux writes that all that he would venture to say is that the story preserves 

361 Kloppenborg 1981, p. 347. 
362 Kloppenborg 1981, pp. 347-348. 
363 Kloppenborg 1981, pp. 348-349. 
364 Kloppenborg 1981, pp. 365-370. 
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the memory of conflicting cults. 365 According to Eissfeldt, Josh 22 presents 
"eine Erzählung über einen Angriff auf das Kultmonopol des Heiligtums von 
Silo und seine Zurückschlagung". 366 Moreover, for Eissfeldt, "Die Erzählung 

Jos 22 betrifft wenigstens in ihrer Grundlage nicht kultische Strömungen 

der drei Jahrhunderte 700 bis 400 v. Chr., sondern Vorgänge des 12. 

Jahrhunderts v. Chr., die Silo zum Mittelpunkt haben und erst nachträglich 

zu den Kultproblemen jener drei Jahrhunderte in Beziehung gesetzt 

worden sind. °367 Butler thinks that the tradition originally restricted 

sacrificial worship to Shiloh, and was forbidden at Gilgal, the place where 
the rival altar stood. According to Butler, the original tradition which comes 
from the time prior to Samuel was taken up in the book of Joshua in the 

postexilic era to speak to the Babylonian exiles concerning worship outside 

the land of Israel. However, Butler leaves open the extent of editing of the 

ancient tradition in the postexilic period, noting: "Did the tradition as a 

whole gain its contours at the time of Shiloh's dominance? "368 Finally, 

according to McConville, "at least the core of the present narrative belongs 

to a time before the period of the monarchy, when the centrality of Shiloh 

in Israel was in fact being asserted (cf. Jdg 21: 21; 1 Sa 1-3)". 369 

All the above scholars think that Joshua 22: 9-34 is based on an old 

tradition which has undergone more or less extensive editing to reach its 

present form. Yet, in Kloppenborg's words, 
While most critics admit either Deuteronomistic or Priestly editing 
of the passage (or both), some insist that Jos 22 is a retrojection of 
Priestly and post-exilic concerns into the period of the conquest. 
No early tradition is present at all. A. Menes, for example, sought 
to show that the passage is an aetiology for the synagogue ("an 
altar without sacrifice"). The exiles, for whom worship outside 
Israel was necessary (Ez 11: 14-16), solved their dilemma by 
regarding the synagogue as a "copy" (Jos 22: 28; cf. Ez 11: 16) of the 
altar in Jerusalem, but they avoided sacrifice' in accordance with 
the post-deuteronomistic understanding of the cult. Jos 22: 9-34 
was therefore to be regarded as a legitimation of the synagogue and 
an exilic creation. Likewise rejecting the presence of ancient 
tradition in this chapter, J. G. Vink believes that Jos 22 is a late 
post-exilic aetiology which, far from warning against illegitimate 
sanctuaries, actually legitimates limited cultic use of altars outside 

365 De Vaux 1978/1971, p. 583. 
366 Eissfeldt 1962-1979b/ 1973, p. 14. 
367 Ibid. 

368 Butler 1983, pp. 243-244. 
369 McConville 1993, p. 100. 
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Palestine, such as the one at Yeb mentioned in the Elephantine 
Papyri (EP 32). 370 

Kloppenborg has argued well against the interpretation of Menes. In 

Kloppenborg's words, 

"It seems most unlikely that an aetiology for the synagogue would 
involve an altar, since that was not a usual part of the synagogue 
furnishings. Had the tribes built a bet el not for sacrifice, or a place 
of assembly (byt hknst) or had the account mentioned "prayer" 
there would be more justification in seeing an aetiology for the 
synagogue. 371 

Against Vink, one may say that the priests at Yeb in their letter to Judah 

(EA 30, lines 24-28; 372 the letter dated 408 BC373), say that they would like 

to get the temple rebuilt as formerly374 so that they could offer there on the 

altar (Nns-in 5y) meal-offering (rtnnn375), incense (xrn ) and sacrifice 

(KntSv, Imn [line 28]). 376 The answer from Judah (EA 32; 377 dated about 408 

BC378) authorizes the building of a new temple in place of the former, and 

offering meal offering (rcnn)n) and incense (Kn=5) on the altar (Kntnn) "as 

formerly was done" ('imvnn mit p n' ' t). Whatever one thinks of the 

disposition and knowledge of the Judean writers as regards to the legal 

requirements of the Pentateuch, 379 especially bearing in mind that the 

correspondence is between the priests of Elephantine and the political 

establishment of Judah, 38° the disposition and knowledge are not the same 

as that indicated by Joshua 22: 9-34. Based on Joshua 22: 9-34, there 

should have been no cultic activity on the Elephantine altar whatsoever. In 

relation to this, Joshua 22: 23,29 specifically excludes meal offerings (r it ) 

which the reply from Judah to Elephantine explicitly authorizes. Thus, it is 

370 Kloppenborg 1981, p. 349. 
371 Kloppenborg 1981; p. 363. 
372 See PORTEN-YARDENI, vol 1, pp. 68-69 for the text, including a copy of the original 
manuscript; cf. Cowley 1967/1923, pp. 111-113. 

373 See Cowley 1967/1923, p. 108. 
374 Lines 4-13 tell how the temple was destroyed by Egyptians three years earlier. 
375 According to Cowley 1967/1923, p. 117, "a mistake for Knnin". 
376 Note also that lines 20-22 lament that meal-offering, incense or sacrifice had not been 

able to be offered since the temple was destroyed (cf. lines 4-6). 
377 See PORTEN-YARDENI, vol 1, pp. 76-77 for the text, including a copy of the original 
manuscript; cf. Cowley 1967/1923, p. 123. 

378 See Cowley 1967/1923, p. 122. 
379 Cf. Cowley 1967/1923, pp. xix-xxii. 
380 EA 30 was addressed to Bigvai, (Persian) governor of Judah (EA 30, line 1), and the reply 
in EA 32 (line 1) is a memorandum from Bigvai, and Delaiah, son of Sanballat governor of 
Samaria (cf. EA 30, line 29). 
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hardly likely that Joshua 22 can be interpreted based on the evidence of 

the Elephantine papyri as an aetiology which legitimates the Elephantine 

temple. 381 

Another scholar who has argued for a purely post-exilic setting of the 

narrative is Fritz. According to Fritz, "Die Bildung paßt in die 

Auseinandersetzungen der nachexilischen Zeit, als der Tempel von 
Jerusalem zum Mittelpunkt des israelitischen Kultes geworden war und die 

Frage der Zugehörigkeit von Juden außerhalb Judäas zum rechtmäßigen 
Israel dringend wurde. "382 

However, Fritz's interpretation has immediate problems. Simply, why would 

the Jews outside Judea, either in Samaria, or more probably in Babylonia 

be addressed via the appellation of Reubenites, Gadites and Manassites? 

Moreover, for the Judeans of the postexilic time, the Transjordanians have 

been deported some 300 years earlier, and have not returned (1 Chr 5: 26). 

Thus, to speak about the Transjordanians already suggests a historical 

reminiscence of past days, a matter which Fritz's approach excludes. 

Further, who would have thought that Babylonia or Egypt, where the 

Elephantine colony is, is a land which the Israelites have inherited (Josh 

22: 19)? What meaning would an altar at the side of Jordan have either for 

the Babylonians, for the people of Elephantine, or even for the Samaritans 

(Josh 22: 10,23-27)? Moreover, in Josh 22, it is only the land east of 

Jordan which may be unclean, not Samaria or Egypt (Josh 22: 19; cf. the 

importance of the river Jordan in Josh 22: 25). Why would a possible 

settlement to Judah be mentioned (Josh 22: 19) if it were not in any way 

necessary for those Jews who live in Samaria, or even for those who live in 

Elephantine? There simply are too many things that do not make sense if 

one wishes to suggest that Josh 22 was composed to address Jews outside 

Judah in the postexilic era. 

Thus, it is not easy to find a post-exilic Sitz-im-Leben for the narrative as a 

whole. As regards the views of those scholars who think that there was an 

original story which was substantially different from its present form, the 

381 Cf. Kloppenborg 1981, p. 364. 
382 Fritz 1994, p. 222. 
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fact that practically all of them disagree concerning what the original form 

of the story was underlines the problem of trying to discover one from the 

present form of the narrative. The problem is even more underlined 

especially when none of these scholars, except for Dus, have ventured even 

to do a source-critical analysis of the text, even if every one of them agrees 

that the passage has gone through either Deuteronomistic or Priestly 

editing, or both. 383 The problem of separating the passage into sources is 

also demonstrated by the fact that one can conveniently describe the 

passage by a palistrophic model, as indicated by Jobling: 

(a) Transjordanians build the altar (v. 10) 
(b) Cisjordanians threaten war (v. 12) 

(c) Cisjordanians send an embassy (vv. 13-15) 
(d) Accusatory speech by the embassy (vv. 15b-20) 

(e) Transjordanians' reply (vv. 21-29) 
(d') Accepting speech by the embassy (vv. 30-3 1) 

(c') Return of the embassy to Cisjordan (v. 32) 
(b') Withdrawal of the Cisjordanian threat of war (v. 33) 

(a') Transjordanians name the altar (v. 34)384 

In any case, those scholars who think that the original form of the account 

was at least reasonably similar to its present form all broadly agree that the 

passage is about the cultic hegemony of Shiloh in the premonarchic 

period. 385 Especially, it is notable that according to Eissfeldt, 

Die Erzählung Jos 22 betrifft wenigstens in ihrer Grundlage nicht 
kultische Strömungen der drei Jahrhunderte 700 bis 400 v. Chr., 
sondern Vorgänge des 12. Jahrhunderts v. Chr., die Silo zum 
Mittelpunkt haben und erst nachträglich zu den Kultproblemen 
jener drei Jahrhunderte in Beziehung gesetzt worden sind. 386 

Thus, it is not at all unnatural or unreasonable to see at least the basic 

form of Joshua 22: 9-34 to concern the premonarchic period, in line with 

the narrative's self-presentation. Then, a major issue is the Priestly and 

Deuteronomic features of the narrative and their implications on the 

dating, provenance and the interpretation of the narrative. 

383 See Kloppenborg 1981, p. 349 (quoted above, p. 167); Eissfeldt 1962-1979b/ 1973, pp. 
10-14; Dus 1964, pp. 539-545. Cf. Noth, according to whom the passage "cannot be divided 
into sources" (Noth 1953, p. 134). 
384 Jobling 1980, p. 191. 
385 Eissfeldt (1962-1979b/1973, p. 14), Butler (1983, p. 243) and McConville (1993, p. 100). 
Dus and Möhlenbrink can also be included in this group. 
386 Eissfeldt 1962-1979b/1973, p. 14 (also quoted above, p. 167). Cf. Ottosson 1991, p. 35: 
"Det rör sig har om gammalt material, som kanske rent av gär tillbaka pä Sauls tid (There is 

170 



Even though critical scholars have not been able to divide the chapter into 

sources, D. G. Schley has listed the following Priestly expressions in Josh 

22: 9-34: 

Imn ynx: vv. 9a, 1Oa, 11,32 
r vj: vv. 9a, 12b 

rTtnm: vv. 9,19 (with verb Trm) 
i iw --v n1m, V. 9 

Smnfz'-'= n v-5n *mpn: v. 12 (cf. Josh 18: 2 [sic; actually 18: 1]) 
nnn, ni 5.: ): v. 15b [sic; actually v. 16] 
Innn nmy w1m or : vv. 13b, 31a, 32a 
Innn onrD: v. 30a 
mm, n-=-nc im i: v. 27 
Qnn rn y': K rn r: v. 19a 
n'th z ner: v. 23 
-mm: v. 22 
-m : vv. 16,18,19,29 
5vn 

... 
5yn: vv. 16,20,31 

K'fvý: vv. 14 (3x), 30a, 32a (cf. Num 17: 17,21; Josh 22: 14a; Num 
4: 34; Josh 22: 30a) 

vvt m: v. 17 
[mim] j: )vfn: vv. 19,29387 

It is clear from Schley's list that the passage has many affinities with 
Priestly language and ideas. 388 Deuteronomic features are more difficult to 
find. However, McConville has pointed out that the unity of Israel, which is 

one of the great themes of Deuteronomy, is affirmed in Joshua 22: 9-34.389 

Clearly a main thrust of the' narrative is to affirm the unity of the 

Transjordanians with the rest of Israel. 390 

As regards the unity of worship in the passage, all commentators agree that 

such a concept is advocated by the narrative in its final form. On the other 
hand, even though Wellhausen thought that the passage attests Priestly 

old material included here which perhaps even goes back to the time of Saul). " 
387 Schley 1989, p. 205, Table S. 
388 Se also Noth 1987/1943, p. 118; 1953, p. 133; Eissfeldt 1962-1979b/1973, pp. 10-12; 
Kloppenborg 1981, pp. 356,361; Dus 1964, pp. 542-544; de Vaux 1978/1971, pp. 581- 
582; Weinfeld, 1972, p. 181; Gray 1986, pp. 52,171-172; Wellhausen 1905/1878, pp. 37- 
38. 
389 McConville 1993, pp. 99-100. Cf. McConville's reference to von Rad on the concept of 
unity of Israel as a great concept of Deuteronomy in ibid., p. 99n84. Cf also Wenham 1971b, 
pp. 144-145. 
390 We have also indicated above, Chapter 11.2 that the unity of Israel is part of Priestly 
concerns as well. However, the Priestly concept is rather implicit, whereas the Deuteronomic 
concept is rather explicit. 
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concerns of the unity of worship, 391 later commentators have not agreed 

whether a Priestly or a Deuteronomistic conception of unity of worship 

underlies the passage. A number of commentators think that the 

conception of the unity of worship is Deuteronomistic. 392 Others think that 

it is Priestly. 393 Some do not indicate either way or do not at least make the 

matter clear. 394 The reason for this uncertainty is undoubtedly the fact that 

on the one hand, the passage contains many Priestly features, and Josh 

22: 29 explicitly states that, 

-i: 6m nvt5i nnro5 nhv5 mtrz nnmv rnm -imme Qrn nwhi mir m -mm$ imn n$ n5, $rr 

: i»ýin nm$ 7trirt ýrý5rt mrr mmm 
"Far be it from us that we would rebel against Yahweh and turn away from 

following Yahweh to build an altar for burnt offering, meal offering, or 

sacrifice in addition to the altar of Yahweh our God which is in front of his 

tabernacle. " In other words, the passage clearly seems to affirm that all 

sacrifices should be centralized to the tent of meeting. Then, if one follows 

the Wellhausenian interpretation of Lev 17,395 one can naturally think that 

the concept of worship in the passage is Priestly. On the other hand, as the 

passage as a whole attests the unity of Israel, a great Deuteronomic theme, 

it is also easy to think that the centralization requirement is 

Deuteronomic. 396 

However, this problem is easily solved based on our previous 

considerations. We have suggested that the centralization requirement of 

Lev 17 was only paradigmatically valid after the wilderness period. 397 Thus, 

the centralization requirement in Josh 22: 9-34 is not Priestly. On the other 

hand, if we look at the narrative in the book of Joshua which surrounds 

391 See Wellhausen 1905/1878, pp. 37-38. 
392 See esp. Snaith 1978, p. 330; Soggin 1972, p. 214; de Vaux 1978/1971, p. 581. 
393 Schley 1989, p. 125; Weinfeld 1972, p. 181; Dus 1964, p. 542; Kloppenborg 1981, p. 
359. 
394 Eissfeldt 1962-1979b/ 1973, p. 14. Also, Eissfeldt thinks that the concept was originally 
neither Priestly nor Deuteronomistic, even though he states that, "Gewiß ist unsere 
Erzählung im Sinne von D und P ausgelegt, wie sie denn Elemente der Vorstellungswelt und 
des Sprachgebrauchs von D und P aufweist. " (Eissfeldt 1962-1979b/ 1973, p. 14). Noth 
1953, p. 133 seems to indicate a Deuteronomistic concept, but one cannot be absolutely 
certain. Gray 1986, p. 52 seems to lean on a Priestly appropriation. 
395 Cf. above, Introduction, p. 7, incl. n41. 
396 According to McConville 1993, p. 100, "The 'Deuteronomic' character of the issues here 

are beyond dispute. " 
397 See above, Chapter 11.2; cf also the early period of Joshua, as discussed above, Chapter 
111.3. 
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Josh 22: 9-34, according to Josh 21: 43-45, 

: n: 1: 1V> I "I en= rnn ! 7_-.: ;: rt j" , rcn-S. -nK arc ý ý5 mrn Inn 

cn"vK-5-- rx cn-rrc-ý= cn -. m ncý`tiý31 Cnl_6 ýcý: -"ýýrc 5. ý ýýcoc orr5 nom nri 
11T ýf1) 

:? t: f'3'ý. 'ti m; v Li ýýii :ni: i i Sit] ii 5ý7'it5 

And Yahweh gave to Israel all the land which he swore to their fathers to 

give, and they took possession of it and settled in it. And Yahweh gave rest 

to them till around as he swore to their fathers and not one of their enemies 

could titand before them, Yahweh gave all their enemies to their hands. 

Nothing failed of all the good words which Yahwch had said to the house of 
Israel, all came to pass. " Moreover, according to Josh 22: 4, when Joshua 

Icts the Transjordanians back, just before the incident of Josh 22: 9-34, 

CCJIt�K i"'? t. ý7? t Cý`ý?: 1K5 CCS L51 uc nru, I C. 15 ̂ r1 '=KC crnx$ CD"I' K n1r rr n rinn 

: ill6111 1n22,611: 11 Inv 1-:; n nn5 iru -I: iK 

And now, Yahwch your God has given rest to your brothers as he spoke to 

them, and now, turn and go to your dwellings to the land of your 
inheritance which Moses the servant of Yahweh gave to you on the other 

side of Jordan. " Furthermore, according to Josh 23: 1, 
K: pt :: 11`1 "`r .N Cý1`. `. ̀K'ý?:: ýM-it $ 111` rrvi-ax -inK o`n-: o`n`n -1'1 

"And it happened after many clays after Yahweh had given rest to Israel 

from all their enemies and Joshua had become old in years... ". 

h1orcovcr, if one looks at the book of Dcuteronomy, according to Dt 12: 9- 
11 378 

: 1$ jrv , i': x ism ýýrc ý;. ý: z-ý, "xý znuW 'N mrw, -"7, u cnmm-mS "c 
ý"ýc: cý"c"x"ýicc cc5 n1ml cý^x ý"n: c c: '. * nýn" , ýý. i., KS cnnz, i Im, orrnm Cmzm 

: n-"=-cri i 

c: rx n_fc "c: K :: rc-; c r. s "ac"_n : cý :: ý 1cc5 cc"nýrc mný ý, c"-ý: rc cýýýnn n"ný 

: nzn"ý ý- ,n -crc cc" , -u `, = cri, rwnrn cý"n ; ýýn cn"n_n cc"n5w 
"... since you havc not yet come to the rest and the inheritance that 

Yahweh your God will I; ivc to you. 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. And may it be so that you bring all that I have commanded you, 

3114 Rccall ubovc. Chuptcr 11.3. 
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your burnt offcringi, your sacrificcs, your tithes and the gifts of your hands 

and all the best of your votive offerings that you have vowed to Yahweh to 

the place that Yahwch your God will choose for himself to make his name 
dwell there". Furthermore, according to Dt 26: 1,399 

: 7ý n. ý lr? "j nom ý5 j+v -ýn;, c nýný ýýK i" ; rci-Sx rcýýnýý n, ný 
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 it 

Thus, Dt 12: 10 contains a promise that the Israelites will cross the Jordan 

and settle (: ) in the land, and that Yahweh will also give them rest from 

all their enemies (r::: c. ": "x",: c: 5 mim). Moreover, according to Dt 26: 1, 

Yahweh will give the land to the Israelites as an inheritance and they will 

take possession of it (ý ;) and settle (: ý) in it. On the other hand, according 

to the book of Joshua, this promise is actually fulfilled. According to Josh 

21: 43, the Israelite; had taken possession (Vv) of the land and had settled 

(cr) in it, and Yahweh had given them rest all around (: =n wl$ mrm' n3, ) 

from all their enemies (am. "x-ci_ý) so that the enemies could not stand 
before the Israelites. This rest is also referred to in Josh 22: 4 and Josh 

23: 1. Thus, Joshua 21: 43-45; 22: 4; 23: 1 refer back to concepts expressed 
by Dt 12: 10 and Dt 26: 1,400 and Josh 21: 45 indicates that the settlement, 

re-; t and inhcritancc4om promised by Yahweh in the book of Deuteronomy 

has now come to pa:;.;. Moreover, everything in the book of Joshua 

indicatct; that Josh 21: 43-45; Josh 22-24 occur many days after the events 

portrayed in the bcginning of the book of Joshua (see esp. Josh 11: 18; 

13: 1; 22: 3; 23: 1), +° and one should also compare this self-presentation of 

the book of Joshua with Dt 7: 22-23 (cf. Ex 23: 27-30), according to which 

the conquest would not happen all at once but gradually. 403 

Thcn, Jovh 21: 43-45; 22: 4; 23: 1 affirm that the Deuteronomic conditions 

required for the centralization of worship were achieved during the last days 

3"'0 Recall ubovc, Chapter 11.3. 
' Cf. also Josh 21: 44 va Dt 7: 24. 
*°I Note the corrcnpondcncc of ný -., in Dt 12: 10; 26: 1 and the distribution of the land in 
Joshua 1: 1-19 ctc.. including Josh 23: 4. 
'w Sec below for special considerations of Josh 24. 
; 113 Cf. above, Chapter 11.3. 
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of Joshua. 404 This fits pcrfcctly with the portrayal of the events of Josh 

22: 9-34. The Transjordanian altar threatened to be a violation of the 

injunctions in Deuteronomy to centralize worship to a place which Yahweh 

would choose. On the other hand, as the book of Joshua indicates that the 

tent of meeting was in Shiloh during the time (Josh 18: 1; 19: 51; 22: 9), it 

follows that the author of Joshua indicates that during the last days of 

Joshua, Shiloh was the place where Yahweh's name dwelt in the way 

expressed by Dt 12, and that consequently, all worship should have been 

ccntralizcd to Shiloh. 

We should also talke note of von Rad's study of the biblical conception of 

rest licre. 0 Von Rad notes that in the Deuteronomistic History, there are 

three major time:; when it is expressed that the Israelites achieved rest. 

First, rest is achieved in the time of Joshua (Josh 21: 43-45; cf. Josh 1: 13, 

15; 22: 4; 23: 1). 4% The second occasion is in the time of David (2 Sam 7: 1, 

11). 407 The third time is during Solomon's reign (1 Ki 8: 56). 408 Von Rad also 

notes that in Chronicles, it is expressed that God gave rest to Icings Asa (2 

Chr 15: 15) and Jchosaphat (2 Chr 20: 30) as WC11.409 However, according to 

von Rad, the Chronicler's concept of rest differs from that expressed in the 

Dcutcronomiutic 1i tory. 41° 

All this fits very well with our considerations. The times of rest are 

connected with the choice of a chosen place and centralization. In the last 

+04 Cf. Riley 1993,1a. 82, 'The Dcutcronomist ... specifics that the granting of Israel's rest will 
signify that the central sanctuary must be used exclusively. This rest is actually granted to 
Israel under Joshua (. loch 21: 44; 22: 4; 23: 1)'. Similarly Tigay 1996, p. 123; cf. Kaufmann 
1985/1953, p. 18. As regards the problem of complete vs. incomplete conquest (for the 
problem anti suggested solutions. sec llcss 1996, pp. 284-286; Younger 1990, pp. 241-243; 

cf. Kaufmann 1985/ 1953, pp. 91-95), the main point for us is that the author of Joshua 
indicates that the conditions required for centralization have been obtained. In this respect, 
nations have been dispossessed, but not necessarily all nations in the land (see esp. Josh 
23: 9; 24: 11-12 vs rap. Josh 23: 5.13, and compare these with Ex 23: 28; 34: 24), and note 
that Ex 34: 24 does not necessarily need to be taken to indicate that all nations must be 
dispossessed before conditions can be considered peaceful enough for pilgrimage, even 
though, undoubtedly, the dispossessing of all nations is the ultimate promise and goal. 

Von Rad 1965b/ 1933. 
Von Rad 1965b/ 1933, p. 96. 

*07 Von Rad 1965b/1933, p. 96. 
'1104 Von Riad 1965b/1933, p. 96. 
"09 Von Rid 1965b/1933. p. 97. 
"ºa Von Rad 1965b/ 1933, p. 97. Note also the connection in the ancient Near East between 
divine rent und temple-building. its summarized by Hurowitz (1992, pp. 330-331), and how 

the books of Chronicles speak also of the rest of Yahweh in relation to the building of the 

temple (t Cllr 6: 16; 28: 2.2 Chr 6.41; cf. Ps 132: 8; see Riley 1993. pp. 64-66,71). 
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days of Joshua, people achieved rest and Shiloh became the chosen place, 

as suggested by Josh 21: 43-45; 22: 4; 23: 1 and the incident of the 

Transjordanian altar (Josh 22: 9-34). On the other hand, David achieved 

rest, but only his son Solomon could build the temple since according to 

the Bible, David still had the "stamp" of war on him (1 Ki 5: 17-19; 1 Chr 

22: 7-10; 28: 2-6). Rest was continued during the days of Solomon (1 Ki 5: 4- 

5) and the temple built (1 Ki 6-8). However, even though, as von Rad 

suggests, it might be true that, "Actually, the state of rest may be more 

truly ascribed to the time of Solomon than to any other", 411 the picture from 

biblical sources is that centralization was better achieved during the last 

days of Joshua than in the days of Solomon. Whereas according to Josh 

22: 9-34, centralization was imposed on the Transjordanians during the 

days of Joshua, Solomon the king is explicitly castigated by 1 Ki 3: 2-3 for 

sacrificing at bamoth. 412 

Having said all of the above, we must however note that there still exists a 

passage which raises problems as regards to centralization during the last 

days of Joshua and needs treatment before we can say that our 
interpretation of the last days of Joshua is complete. If one looks at Josh 

24,413 it portrays a covenant renewal at Shechem. Joshua gathers the 

Israelites to Shechem and exhorts them to follow Yahweh. The passage 

undoubtedly belongs to the last days of Joshua in its literary context, 
judging both from its setting at the end of the book of Joshua and from the 

statement in Josh 24: 18 that Yahweh has driven out all nations before 

Israel (wwwmn ... o'nvrr5n-nrt mril Moreover, according to Josh 24: 29, 

Joshua dies after the events portrayed in Josh 24, or at least after the 

events portrayed at the latter part of the book of Joshua. Then, it is logical 

to think that, seen from the context of the book of Joshua as a whole, the 

occasion belongs to a time when all worship should be centralized. 

However, according to Josh 24: 26, there is a sanctuary of Yahweh 

(mim, viipn) at Shechem where the events of Josh 24 which include making a 

covenant take place. What should be thought about the matter? 

411 Von Rad 1965b/1933, p. 96. 
412 Cf. also above, p. 137f. 
413 The literature on Josh 24 is immense. The most extensive treatment is Koopmans 1990 
which covers all aspects of scholarship on the chapter, including an extensive review of past 
scholarship and bibliography. 
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First of all, it has to be noted that sacrifices are not mentioned in the 

chapter, whereas both the covenant ceremony at Sinai (Ex 24: 1-8) and the 

covenant ceremony at Mount Ebal (Dt 27; Josh 8: 30-35) explicitly describe 

sacrifices as part of the proceedings. 414 Thus, keeping in mind that the 

Deuteronomic covenant per se does not include a sacrificial element (cf. 

esp. Dt 29), 415 that the language of at least a number of verses of the 

passage have clear Deuteronomic affinities, 416 and that the passage is set in 

its present literary setting at the last days of Joshua, it is entirely possible 

that sacrifices were not part of the ceremony, and that the author of 

Joshua understood the matter to be so. Moreover, it is by no means certain 

that the author of the book of Joshua thought that the sanctuary in Josh 

24: 26 was in sacrificial use overall at the time portrayed by Josh 24. That 

the concept of a nonsacrificial czh n is an entirely logical possibility is also 

suggested by Lohfink, according to whom, 

"Ferner belegen die Ausgrabungen von Arad, so schwer die 
Zerstörungsschichten absolut zu datieren sind, vor der endgültigen 
Profanüberbauung des zerstörten Jahweheiligtums eine - 

414 Cf. above, Chapter 111.3. 
415 Cf. Weinfeld 1972, p. 103. In fact, according to Levine (1974, p. 37), "As far as the 
enactment of covenants is concerned, the use of sacrifice, where attested, represented only 
one of several means available for the celebration of a covenant. A clear example is Genesis 
31: 54, where a mw was offered to Yahweh in the course of enacting a covenant, but only 
subsequent to the treaty oath (verse 53), and to the erection of a stela commemorating the 

occasion (verses 44-52). " Moreover, according to Levine (1974, p. 37n93), "In descriptions of 
covenants in the Bible where some amount of detail is provided, it is most often the case that 

no sacrificial activity is recorded. This allows for the conclusion that sacrifice was not 
essential to the process of covenant enactment, itself. Cf. the following records: a) Gen 
21: 27-32, the covenant between Abraham and Abimelech, where only the (rrii 'proof and the 

rvnavi 'oath' are mentioned. b) 1 Sam 18: 3-5, the covenant between David and Jonathan, 

where personal garments and weapons belonging to Jonathan were given to David to 

symbolize the finalizing of the covenant. c) 1 Sam 20: 16-17, a further covenant between 
Jonathan and the house of David, where only an oath is mentioned. d) 2 Kings 11: 4, the 

covenant between Jehoiada and officials in the temple on the matter of the legitimate heir, 

where only an oath is mentioned. e) Josh 9: 15, the covenant with the Gibeonites, under 
Joshua's leadership, where only an oath is mentioned. 1) Josh 24: 25-27, the covenant 
between Yahweh and Israel, negotiated by Joshua, where a commemorative stela, oath, and 
written record are mentioned, but no sacrifice. g) 2 Kings ch. 23, the covenant between 
Yahweh and Israel, under Josiah's leadership, enacted 'in the presence of Yahweh', where an 
oath is implied, and a written document mentioned, but no sacrifice. h) Dt, ch. 29, the 

covenant between Yahweh and Israel, under Moses' leadership, where a written document is 

mentioned (v. 19) and oaths (vs. 18,26), but no sacrifice. i) Gen ch. 15, the covenant 
between Yahweh and the family of Abraham. What was executed on that occasion bore 
definite connections to sacrifice, but not in the accepted manner of Israelite sacrifice. " Levine 

also notes 2 Sam 3, "the covenant between Abner and David, where we find the covenant 
oath followed by a feast (v. 20), but no sacrifice, proper" (Levine 1974, p. 38n94). 
416 See Koopmans 1990, pp. 1-83,104-145 and passim (including the views of 
commentators listed therein, including Wellhausen, Eissfeldt, Noth, von Rad etc. ); Ottosson 
1991, pp. 147-155. 
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Zwischenphase, in der zwar noch das Heiligtum, aber nicht mehr 
die große 'Altar' stand. "417 

Moreover, 

"die Ältere Schicht (des Deuteronomiums) noch nicht 'von 
Heiligtümern sprach und daß der Tempel von Jerusalem auch im 
definitiven Text für die Gestalt des Kultes Israels eher als einzige 
Opferstätte thematisiert wird, nicht als einziges Heiligtum. "418 

Furthermore, according to Lohfink, 

Mann kann sagen, das Deuteronomium formuliere von einem 
Standpunkt aus, der vor der Landnahme liegt. Es siehe also die 
Errichtung verschiedener Heiligtümer gar nicht vor. 419 

In other words, as Lohfink suggests, from the standpoint of Deuteronomy it 

would be possible to conceive that there could have existed a sanctuary (or 

sanctuaries) without a sacrificial altar in a situation where centralization of 

all sacrifices is required. This would then suggest the possibility of a "holy 

place" of Yahweh420 without an altar or even without much external 

paraphernalia. In other words, it is entirely possible that the author of 
Joshua thought that the sanctuary at Shechem in Josh 24 was a "holy 

place" without sacrifices, 421 at least during the time which it portrays, 422 

and that the ceremony in Josh 24 did not involve sacrifices. Moreover, 

when one takes into account the fact that according to the testimony of the 

417 Lohfink 1995, pp. 220-221. Naturally, Lohfink bases his deliberations essentially on a 
seventh-century date of Deuteronomy. 
418 Lohfink 1995, p. 221. 
419 Lohfink 1995, p. 221. 
420 Cf. Haran 1978, p. 50, "the term Vipt of Yahweh mentioned in this narrative does not 
mean a temple, but only a 'holy place"'. Haran (1978, p. 50; 1981, p. 36) further suggests 
that the site of Josh 24 was a "cultic open area", and mentions other possible cultic open 
places, especially pointing out most of the places where the patriarchs worshipped, plus 
Gideon's altars in Jdg 6 (ibid., pp. 48-57); As far as archaeology is concerned, cf. Mt Ebal (if 
cultic), and the "bull site" (see Mazar, BASOR 247 [1982], pp. 27-41; cf. Mazar 1990, pp. 
350-352; Gilmour 1995, pp. 89-92; Mettinger 1995, pp. 153-155; Finkelstein 1988, pp. 86- 
87; cf. Fritz 1993, pp. 185-186 for a more critical view) which may have been a cultic open 
area. Cf. also Fritz 1993 on separate open-air altars and cult places found in prehistoric 
Europe and pre-classical Greece and Hägg 1993 for open cult places found in Bronze Age 
Aegean. 
421 In fact, if the msn p'K (perhaps "the oak of the pillar"; cf. HAL, p. 587) in Jdg 9: 6 refers to 
the same place as the nu il ? 'y»5 7viK i1 KJ1 in Josh 24: 26, as is very possible (according to 
Ottosson 1991, p. 156, regarding Gen 12: 6; 35: 4; Josh 24: 26; Jdg 9: 6, "Det torde knappast 
räda nägon tvekan om att samma träd avses [there should hardly be any doubt that the 
same tree is meant]"; similarly Koopmans 1990, p. 379; Cundall 1968, p. 127, who also 
points out the similarity of Jdg 9: 6 with 1 Ki 12: 1; Keil 1983/1861-1865, Joshua, p. 233), 
both the books of Joshua and Judges suggest that the place was both intended and kept 
rather as a monument during the premonarchical time. 
422 So Keil 1983/1861-1865, Joshua, p. 233. 
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Old Testament, Yahweh is free to manifest his presence on earth at various 

places at his will and depending on the occasion outside the context of the 

ark, the central sanctuary, local altars, or a cult object, 423 it follows that it 

is entirely possible that the writer of Joshua indicates that Yahweh could 

manifest his presence at the sanctuary in Shechem even though no 

sacrifices were made and no altar or cult object as a seat of Yahweh424 

existed. Thus, Josh 24: 1 could state that the people "stood before God" 

(o+, -i' rI nmt immn). An expressly memorial function of the sanctuary at 

Shechem in the book of Joshua is also fully compatible with Josh 4 and 
Josh 22: 9-34, as according to these passages the stones at Gilgal are 

expressly intended as memorials (n im; Josh 4: 6) without mention of any 

accompanying structure let alone an altar in association with them, 425 and 

the Transjordanian altar expressly was to serve as a witness (-ui; Josh 

22: 27,28,34) for later generations. 426 Thus, we may conclude that from the 

narrative standpoint, Joshua essentially gathered the people to an ancient 

memorial which commemorated the act of Jacob making his family put 

away their gods (Gen 35: 1-4), and Joshua exhorted the people of his 

generation to do basically the same as Jacob's family did. 427 

In this respect, if we look at the Exodus altar law, according to Ex 20: 24b, 

Yahweh says that, "In every place where I will cause my name to be 

remembered, I will come to you and bless you". Then, it would be logical to 

think that Shechem and Gilgal where important events occurred and 

monuments commemorating them were set in place would be places where 

Yahweh had caused his name to be remembered. Furthermore, especially 

as Ex 20: 24b follows v. 24a somewhat abruptly and fits to the context 

423 E. g. Gen 18; 1 Ki 19: 9-18. For the stone of witness in vv. 26-27 from the context of its 

role in contrast to masseboth, cf. above, Chapter I. 2B (p. 54). 
424 Cf. above, Chapter I. 2B. 
425 The problems of the narrative of Josh 4 as to where (perhaps even to more than one 
place) the stones were actually erected nonwithstanding (see e. g. Butler 1983, pp. 41-44 for 

a description of the difficulties in making sense of the exact flow of the narrative of Josh 3-4). 
426 Ottosson (1991, p. 155) makes a connection between Josh 24: 27 and Josh 22: 9-34 (esp. 

v. 34). 
427 It also has to be noted that the text implies that the covenant ceremony was a one-off 
occasion; cf. Levine 1974, p. 40, "There is really no evidence in biblical literature for 

regularly scheduled covenant renewals, as part of the ongoing cult. Those occasions of 
covenant renewal, or the reaffirmation of earlier covenants through entering into a new one, 
relate to particular moments of transition, crisis, or radical change in Israel's history, and 
are always portrayed as one-time events necessitated or warranted by particular 
circumstances. " Comparative material of covenants from the rest of the ancient Near East 
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slightly loosely, 428 one may even think that the passage might transcend 

the altar law, and thus it could be taken to mean that in conditions where 

all sacrifices are centralized, a place where Yahweh has caused his "name 

to be remembered" could still continue as a "holy place" where Yahweh 

might continue to manifest his presence on occasions. 429 This would 

reinforce the idea that Yahweh could manifest himself at Shechem and 
Gilgal, and perhaps even at the site of the Transjordanian altar even if 

sacrifices were not offered at these places. 430 In fact, one may think that an 

association with an important event in Israel's history which generally 

would also include an original self-manifestation of Yahweh could warrant 

calling a place aW Tpm in its own right. 

We have now interpreted Josh 22: 9-34 in its context as a part of the final 

form of the book of Joshua based on its view of centralization, 

concentrating on what the text says in itself, with the exception of 

suggesting that it is difficult to deny that the passage is at least derived 

from ancient tradition. However, let us next look at the question of the 

possible date and provenance of the passage in detail. An important part of 

our considerations will also be to confirm that Josh 22: 9-34 can be thought 

to be an integral part of the book of Joshua from a literary standpoint. 
Moreover, we will see if the considerations of the date and provenance of 
Josh 22: 9-34 might conveniently bring about special implications to at 
least some of the critical questions surrounding the book of Joshua as a 

whole and even beyond. In this, we will also draw on the results of our 

exegesis of Josh 22: 9-34 and other results we have obtained so far in this 

study, especially those relating to the mutual relationship of Shiloh and 
Jerusalem and North and South as discussed in Chapter 111.2. To begin 

with, the first issue concerning the provenance of Josh 22: 9-34 is that the 

passage overall attests Deuteronomic concerns, including a Deuteronomic 

requirement of centralization of worship. On the other hand, the passage 
has strong Priestly features as well. Then, if one thinks that the Priestly 

features were simply taken in as part of the narrative and the book of 

also makes this point clear, as Levine notes (ibid., pp. 39-40). 
428 So also Robertson 1948, pp. 13,20. 
429 A later synagogue could perhaps be imagined to fit to this category (cf, also above, p. 
136n201). 
430 Cf. again esp. 1 Ki 19: 9-18 where Yahweh comes to be present with Elijah at Horeb even 
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Joshua by a Deuteronomic editor, it is very natural to imagine how the 

passage came into being. In this respect, as we have seen above, the 

passage fits perfectly with the Deuteronomic portrayal of the conditions. of 

conquest and settlement which the latter part of the book of Joshua 

attests. Also, that the Priestly material in Josh 22: 9-34 has been used to 

support a Deuteronomic purpose fits perfectly with our earlier 

considerations of the altar laws, according to which Deuteronomy draws on 

Priestly material. 431 

On the other hand, if one " thinks that Priestly material in general is later 

than Deuteronomy, one runs into formidable difficulties. As we have 

indicated above, scholars have found it very difficult to divide the passage 

into sources. 432 Moreover, the view of worship in the passage is 

Deuteronomic. Thus, one will have to postulate a later Priestly redaction of 

the passage which is difficult to separate from the overall narrative and for 

which it is difficult to give a good motivation as 'the earlier version already 

basically includes all the information necessary to argue for the 

centralization of worship, the main thrust of the narrative. 

To confirm further the idea that Priestly material has been taken in to 

support a Deuteronomic purpose, it is also useful to look at how the 

passage relates to its literary environment, both in the book of Joshua and 

outside of it. Then, except for the Deuteronomic concern of centralization 

during the last days of Joshua with which Josh 22: 9-34 perfectly fits, let us 

start by observing that if one reads Josh 22 as a whole, vv. 9-34 naturally 

continue the story of vv. 1-8, and both narratives fit together very well, even 

though there are differences between them. Even though Josh 22: 1-8 is 

Deuteronomic both in language and content, 433 and Josh 22: 9-34 includes 

a number of Priestly features, both narratives at least can be thought to be 

Deuteronomic as a whole. Moreover, even though both narratives are 

though the narrative implies that no altar is involved and no sacrifices are offered. 
431 See above, Part II. 
432 See above, p. 169f. 
433 See Noth 1953, p. 133; de Vaux 1978/1971, p. 581; Gray 1986, p. 169; Soggin 1972, p. 
212; Kloppenborg 1981, p. 351. To be precise, verses 1-6 would be enough to be taken as a 
unit. According to Noth (1953, p. 133), Joshua 22: 1-6, together with Josh 21: 43-45 and 
Josh 23: 1-16 forms the Deuteronomistic conclusion of the occupation tradition, and vv. 7-8 

are a "redactional link". 
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intelligible on their own, 434 they nevertheless make a perfectly connected 

and intelligible story together. Finally, even though, as Kloppenborg points 

out, "The central character in 1-8 is Joshua but Phinehas and the nesi'im in 

9-34", 435 this does not mean that the two do not fit together. 

Also, Josh 22: 20 directly refers back to Joshua 7, the narrative about the 

Achan incident in association with the conquest of Ai. 436 It is especially 

noteworthy that the Priestly word 5. = used to describe Achan in Josh 7: 1 

occurs also in Joshua 22: 20 (cf. also Josh 22: 3 1). Moreover, the concept of 
divine retribution based on L, is similar in Josh 22 and Josh 7. In both 

cases, the whole congregation of the Israelites would suffer because of a sin 

of an individual or a part of the community. As Joosten points out, this 

concept of divine retribution is Priestly. 437 Then, this in fact suggests that 

both Josh 22: 9-34 and Josh 7 draw on Priestly concepts. 438 

It is also interesting to compare this concept of divine retribution in Joshua 

22: 9-34 and Josh 7 with 1 Chr S. In 1 Chr 5: 25 it is said that the 

Transjordanians "became faithless (53 n) against the God of their fathers and 

played the harlot after the gods of the nations which God destroyed before 

them". However, whereas in Joshua 22: 31 it would have been the Israelites 

who would have suffered because of the sin of the Transjordanians, in 1 

Chr 5: 25 it is the Transjordanians themselves who suffer because of their 

sin. Thus, the postexilic Chronicles emphasizes a different concept of divine 

434 According to Kloppenborg (1981, p. 351), "Vv. 1-8, while in their present state serving as 
an introduction to 9-34, anticipate none of the hostilities of the latter. On-the other hand, 9- 
34 are completely intelligible without 1-8. " 
435 Kloppenborg 1981, p. 351. 
436 According to Noth 1991/1943, p. 63, Dtr (who of course wrote before the postexilic time) 
received the Ai story (Josh 7-8) as such, making only a very minor modification in Josh 8: 1. 
437 Joosten 1996, pp. 41-42; 86-87. 
438 Cf. Ottosson 1991, p. 26, "Jos 7 är klart icke-deuteronomistiskt stilistiskt sett. Det 
originella i sammanhanget är, att man kan känna igen 'P-spräk' i 7: 1 och vv. 6 if. (Josh 7 is 

clearly arranged stylistically in a non-deuteronomistic way. In relation to this, it is 

remarkable that one can again recognize P-style in 7: 1 and vv. 6 fi)' . Note in this respect that 
according to Noth 1991/1943, p. 63, Dtr received the Ai story (Josh 7-8) as such, making 
only a very minor modification in Josh 8: 1. Noth (1953, p. 43) even stresses that Josh 7: 1 is 

not a later addition but belongs to the original Ai story. Also, even though Fritz (1994, p. 79) 
thinks that there are a number of minor additions in Josh 7, such as the Priestly and thus 
postexilic addition of 5vn in 7: 1, he nevertheless thinks that these additions have not 
changed the character of the story of Joshua 7, which according to him is the composition of 
the Deuteronomistic historian as its structure, style and didactic character show. 

182 



retribution from the book of Joshua, 439 and when one couples this with the 

impression that around the time of the exile, the previously more dominant 

concept of collective guilt moved towards the concept of individual guilt (cf. 

Jer 31: 29-30; Ez 18: 2 ff. ), this further suggests a preexilic setting for Josh 

22: 9-34.440 Furthermore, whereas in Josh 22: 31, the Transjordanians are 

cleared of faithlessness (' 2tß), according to 1 Chr 5: 25, the Transjordanians 

were faithless, and went to exile for that reason. 

Another passage which may attest the concept of divine retribution on the 

whole congregation is Josh 22: 17. According to Josh 22: 17, punishment 

fell on the congregation (mir, n`ii ) because of the Peor incident and 

moreover, the people have not yet purified themselves of it (%nn vvinri rt5). 

Whatever the case, what is clear is that the verse refers back to Num 25. 

On conventional source criticism, Num 25: 1-5 belongs to JE, and Num 

25: 6-18 belong to P, 441 and the passage could thus refer back to either the 

JE or P version of the events. On the other hand, as Josh 22: 9-34 contains 

many Priestly features and vv. 1-5 present nothing particular in themselves 

in addition to vv. 6-18, it is entirely possible to think that the passage 

refers to Num 25 as a whole. 

A further feature which ties Joshua 22: 9-34 to the rest of Joshua, and to 

the Pentateuch is the existence in Josh 22: 24 of a variant of the 

"catechetical" formula which recurs several times in the Hexateuch, as 

follows: 

Ex 12: 26 (Passover rites): 
Ex 13: 14 (firstborn dedication): 
Dt 6: 20 (the law): 
Jos 4: 6 (stones at Gilgal): 
Jos 4: 21 (stones at Gilgal): 
Jos 22: 24 (altar of witness): 

nKr-nn 7nKý inn -p 1SKVý'-, ý . 1'm 
mvn-nn 7mrc5 -inn j)m I5rc¢i'-, z rrm 
o')MR11 1112 7nrc5 "Inn On'= j15KV1, -, D 

m, mm nn -InxS Qnl=m-nx -Irin Qv)n j*xtj' -hire 
1 li1,14S1 Qn5-fit) -IMM5 1)')ý5 Q7')n 1713K' 1nß]442 

Now, Ex 12: 26 and 13: 14 can be assigned to D, 443 and there is no doubt 

about the Deuteronomic character of Josh 4: 6,21,444 This then suggests 

439 Cf. Riley 1993, pp. 42-53,147-148 for more use of Svn in Chronicles. 

440 Cf. Joosten 1996, pp. 121-122. 
441 See e. g. Wenham 1981, p. 19 for this. 
442 Kloppenborg 1981, p. 369, referring to Soggin, VT 10 (1960), pp. 341-347. 
443 So Childs 1974, p. 184. 
444 Cf. Noth 1987/ 1943, p. 111. 
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that Josh 22: 24 is also a Deuteronomic feature, tying Joshua 22: 9-34 to 

the rest of the book of Joshua. 445 Furthermore, the existence of this 

"catechetical" formula strongly implies that the altar of witness was 
intended to serve an important role in Israelite tradition, and this 

underlines the importance of the narrative of Josh 22: 9-34 for the original 

audience of the book of Joshua. In this context we would also like to add 
that the existence of the catechetical formula in Josh 4: 6,21 makes it 

extremely unlikely that the Gilgal narratives (Josh 4-5) serve as an 

aetiology to legitimate a sanctuary446 at Gilgal, at least if the author wrote 
from a Jerusalemite perspective, as the catechetical formula is part of the 

idea that the stones are to be signs for ever" (o5tv-1v; 4: 7). It is hard to 

believe that a Jerusalemite Deuteronomic author would have promoted a 

rival sanctuary to be valid "for ever". 447 Thus, it is entirely possible, and in 

fact more logical that the author of Joshua understood the stones at Gilgal 

to act purely as signs, and yet as objects of religious pilgrimage. 448 

Joshua 22: 9-34 also has similarities to Judges 19-21. In both cases the 

narratives involve an action taken by the Israelite confederacy against 

another Israelite group (Benjamin, Jabesh-Gilead). 449 In both narratives 

Phinehas ben Eleazar features. In both narratives there is a trip to 

Transjordan involved (Jdg 21: 10-12). Shiloh features in both narratives 

(Josh 22: 9,12; Jdg 21: 12), as does the expression w r-ibt (Josh 22: 9; Jdg 

21: 12; in both of these cases the expression is actually 1. wn p- x: i -ivirt ýthw). 450 

And, both narratives purport to describe the period of conquest / early 

period of Judges. Then, this speaks against detaching Josh 22: 9-34 from 

the rest of the book of Joshua. 

Finally, there is yet another important issue to consider in the literary 

setting and provenance of Joshua 22: 9-34. If one compares Josh 22: 9-34 

with Num 32, one can find a number of important similarities in the 

445 Note also that, certainly, the usage of the formula in 22: 24 serves to specifically 
emphasize the unity of Israel in Josh 22: 9-34. 
446 I, e. a sacrificial sanctuary. 
447 Our considerations above, p. 81f, regarding the meaning and validity of such an 
expression nonwithstanding. 
448 Cf. above, p. 179 on the stones at Gilgal. 
449 So also Kloppenborg 1981, p. 347 (quoted above, p. 165f. ). 
450 Cf. Schley 1989, p. 132. 
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storylines of these two passages as follows, as pointed out by Jobling: 

(a) A transjordanian initiative sets the story in motion (Num 32: 1-5; 
Jos 22: 10). 
(b) Moses / the Cisjordanian embassy express anger at the 
initiative. Each (particularly in the second case) goes to some 
lengths of implausibility to put the worst possible construction 
upon it. And each makes allusions to the past to establish the case 
(and to help introduce Yahweh. ) 
(c) The Transjordanians make a suggestion / response which is 
satisfactory, and in fact provides the substance of a bargain (Num 
32: 16-19; Jos 22: 22-29) 
(d) Acceptance by Moses / the Cisjordanian embassy (Num 32: 20- 
24, Jos 22: 30-31). 45' 

Furthermore, 

(e) In both accounts there is hint of a possible settlement of the 

Transjordanians to the West as part of the argumentation (Num 32: 30; 

Josh 22: 19). 452 

(f) In both accounts the Transjordanians have a concern for their children 

(Num 32: 16,17,26; Josh 22: 24-28; cf. Num 32: 11-13). 453 

(g) "In both stories, the Transjordanians undertake to cross the Jordan for 

the service of Yahweh. "454 

Moreover, one may arrange the passages which concern the 

Transjordanians in the Hexateuch in the following way: 

A. Num 32: Intro to the Transjordanian issue with conflict-resolution 
B. Deut 3: 12-16: obligation to the Transjordanians 
[Deut 29: 6-8: review of Tranjordanian issue] 
B. Josh 1: 12-18: repeat obligation to the Transjordanians 
[Josh 4: 12: honouring of obligation by the Transjordanians] 
[Josh 13: 8-31: review of allotment of territory to the Transjordanians] 
B' Josh 22: 1-8: obligation to the Transjordanians fulfilled 

A' Josh 22: 9-34: Final story with conflict-resolution 

Even though everything does not fit neatly into to a chiasm, it is clear that 

in the final form of the "Hexateuch", A is the introduction to the 

Transjordanian issue and A' is its conclusion. Also, if one ignores AA' which 

contain Priestly material, BB' forms a bracket of a Deuteronomic 

introduction and conclusion. 

451 Jobling 1980, p. 192. 
452 See Jobling 1980, p. 193. 
453 See Jobling 1980, p. 196. 
454 Jobling 1980, p. 196. 
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Moreover, that Josh 22: 9-34 and Num 32 are connected is further 

confirmed by the following considerations. According to Noth, Numbers 32 

can be divided to sources as follows: Verses 32: * 1-5,16a, 39-42 belong to 

older sources (J or E), 32: 16,17,24,33-38 belong to Deuteronomistic 

redaction, and the rest is Priestly redaction. 455 Moreover, Noth notes 

concerning the Priestly redaction: "These are admittedly reminiscent of the 

language and style of P but they do not represent this language and style in 

its pure form. Above all, they are so clearly dependent, from a literary point 

of view, on the older text that they cannot be regarded as elements of a 

once independent narrative tradition. "456 Other commentators, before and 

after Noth, have held similar, even if not exactly same opinions. 457 It is also 

worth noting that G. B. Gray thought of Num 32 that "a strict analysis of the 

chapter as between JE and P cannot be satisfactorily carried through". 458 

Then, according to customary source division, "conflict-resolution" is 

missing in both JE and D versions of Numbers 32. In other words, the 

conflict-resolution plot is the creation of Priestly editing according to 

source-critical theory. Then, if the conflict-resolution plot is not the 

creation of Priestly editing in Joshua 22: 9-34, it is most likely that Josh 

22: 9-34 is primary, and that Num 32 is based on it. On the other hand, if 

the conflict-resolution plot is the creation of Priestly editing in Joshua 

22: 9-34, it would be easy to postulate that both Josh 22: 9-34 and Num 32 

come from the same hand, or at least that their present arrangement has 

been carefully thought out. This then implies that the Priestly tradition 

deliberately connects Josh 22: 9-34 and Num 32, and, remembering also 

the connection of Josh 22: 17 to Num 25,459 suggests that Josh 22: 9-34 is 

aware of the conquest tradition of Numbers. 

These issues then naturally bring us to the problem of the literary 

composition and provenance of the book of Joshua. Especially since 

Wellhausen it was generally thought that Joshua formed part of the 

45 Noth 1987/1943, pp. 128-129. See also Noth 1968, pp. 235-236. 
456 Noth 1987/1943, p. 129. 
457 Cf. the helpful summary in Budd 1984, pp. 337-342. 
458 Gray 1903, p. 426. 
459 See above, p. 183. 
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Hexateuch, which meant that the book was to be seen together with the 

Pentateuch and as having been composed from the Pentateuchal sources. 

However, since Noth's Überlieferungsgeschichtliche Studien, 460 Joshua has 

generally been seen as a part of the Deuteronomistic History rather than as 
belonging to the Pentateuch. The major tantalizing issue concerning the 

theories of the Hexateuch and the Deuteronomistic history is that, on one 
hand, when one reads Joshua in its final form, it is quite natural to see 
Joshua as the fulfilment of the Exodus/Sinai tradition as depicted in 

Exodus-Numbers. Especially, it is clear that Numbers 32 links to Joshua 

1: 12-18; 4: 12; 13: 8-33; 22: 1-8,9-34, that Numbers 33: 50-34: 29 link to 

Joshua 13-19, and that Numbers 35 links to Joshua 20-21.461 

Furthermore, Numbers 32 and 33: 50-56 are recognized to contain Priestly 

material, and Numbers 34 and 35 have often been assigned to P. 462 What is 

more, Joshua 13-19 contain at least some Priestly material, and, as we 
have seen, Joshua 22: 9-34 are clearly influenced by Priestly material. 

There are also other connecting features between Numbers and Joshua. 

For instance, as Noth points out, in Numbers 14: 24 (assigned to JE), "there 

is a reference forward to Caleb's occupation of the land". 463 Thus, it is easy 

to think that Joshua is firmly connected with Numbers. Then, if one would 

see those parts in Joshua which connect to Priestly material in Numbers as 

Priestly (esp. Josh 13-19 and 22: 9-34), one would naturally lean towards a 

theory of a Hexateuch, with Joshua being a logical continuation of the 

conquest tradition(s) in Numbers. 

On the other hand, as opposed to the theory of the Hexateuch, the overall 

theology of Joshua is clearly Deuteronomic. As Wenham has specifically 

pointed out, the theological concepts of holy war, the land and its 

distribution, the unity of Israel, the role of Joshua and the covenant and 

the law of Moses are the main conceptual links between Joshua and 

Deuteronomy. 464 In relation to these, Joshua includes much Deuteronomic 

460 Noth 1991/1943 and Noth 1987/1943. 
461 Cf. Ottosson 1991, pp. 11-37, esp pp. 29-31 for overall literary connections between 
Joshua and Numbers. 
462 See e. g. Wenham 1981, p. 19. Note also that, according to Wenham (ibid. ), "In chapters 
32 and 33 G. B. Gray believes both JE and P are present, but he does not think they can be 
disentangled convincingly". 
463 Noth 1987/1943, p. 140. 
464 Wenham 1971b, pp. 141-148. 
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vocabulary and phraseology, and we have also seen in this and the 

previous chapter that the Ebal account and Josh 22: 9-34 are fully in 

accord with concepts advocated by the book of Deuteronomy. Moreover, 

Joshua is the direct continuation of Dt 31-34, and not of Numbers. Thus, 

seen from this angle, Joshua seems to be firmly connected with 

Deuteronomy rather than with Numbers. Furthermore, being Deuteronomic 

in its general character, Joshua is similar to the historical books Judges- 

Kings which from the narrative standpoint continue from where Joshua 

leaves off, and also, like Deuteronomy, seem to include little if any Priestly 

material. 
f 

Martin Noth, whose views are still largely followed at present, 465 suggested 

a solution to this problem by starting from the premise that the conquest 

tradition was an independent unit in the beginning. The book of Joshua 

was built around this tradition. Noth also argued that there was originally 

no P account of the conquest, but P concluded his account with the death 

of Moses. 466 Noth based this argument on basically arguing as much as 

possible that those features which exist in Numbers and relate to the 

conquest are not Priestly. Noth succeeded in eliminating so much material 

which has commonly been attributed to P that he could argue that those 

parts which are indisputably Priestly are the result of secondary additions 

and do not stem from aP narrative. 467 On the other hand, Noth argued that 

the older literary sources J and E "culminated in the theme of the 

conquest". 468 However, according to Noth, "when they were fitted into the 

framework provided by the P narrative it was the Pentateuch which 

emerged, with the theme of the conquest of the land to the west of the 

Jordan dropping away completely. The conquest narrative in the book of 

Joshua, on the other hand, was part of the work of Dtr. from the start, and 

this developed completely independently of the Pentateuch. "469 Finally, 

during the postexilic period, the Pentateuch and the Deuteronomistic 

history were joined together, and more connecting links were added 

465 Cf. Ottosson (1991, p. 13), according to whom "Fortfarande far Noth betraktas som 
exegetlikaren, ehuru det ibland skymtar tendenser att tidigarelägga P (Noth may 
continuously be considered as exegetical standard, even though sometimes there are seen 
inclinations to put P earlier)". 
466 Noth 1987/1943, p. 135. 
4e7 Noth 1987/1943, pp. 121-134. 
468 Noth 1987/1943, p. 141. 
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between Numbers and Deuteronomy on one hand, and Numbers and 

Joshua on the other, and these connections were, as Noth seems to 

indicate, made in Priestly style. 470 

Noth did not have a very high regard for Joshua 22: 9-34 as a part of the 

book of Joshua. According to Noth, the language and content of Josh 22: 9- 

34 "are reminiscent of P", but on the other hand "there are such clear 

deviations in language and content from P, that this peculiar passage ... 
is 

no longer ascribed to the 'Hexateuchal' source p". 471 Joshua 22: 9-34 "must 

obviously be a very late isolated supplement to the book of Joshua". 472 It is 

obvious why Noth thought this way. The existence of a Priestly account in 

Joshua, especially if it is well grafted into the book, would indicate that a 

Priestly author was interested in the conquest tradition, which in turn 

casts doubt on the validity of Noth's denial of Priestly material in the books 

of Numbers and Joshua. 

However, we have seen that Josh 22: 9-34 is an integral part of the book of 

Joshua, and that it is also explicitly connected to the Priestly parts of Num 

32. Thus, it is difficult to believe Noth's theory of the Deuteronomistic 

history in its present form, especially when Noth has already been criticized 

for eliminating Priestly material from Numbers and Joshua in a way which 

has a stamp of dubiousness about it. 473 Moreover, Noth's theory is simply 

too complicated. Too many redactions, combinations, and accretions are 

postulated, and Noth treats literary works in a piecemeal and mechanical 

way (but nevertheless cannot divide Josh 22: 9-34 into sources). Also, it is 

hard to think that P would have concluded his account with the death of 

Moses without any regard to the wider context to which that death relates, 

that is, entering into the promised land. The idea of cutting off the conquest 

tradition of the older Pentateuchal sources, especially when the their 

accounts "culminated in the theme of the conquest", is also problematic. 

On the other hand, if one sees the Priestly material of the Pentateuch as 

469 Noth 1987/ 1943, p. 141. 
470 Noth 1987/1943, pp. 143-148. 
471 Noth 1987/1943, p. 118. 
472 Noth 1987/1943, p. 118. 
473 See Weinfeld 1972, p. 182n1, according to whom Noth's "attempts to disprove the Priestly 
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earlier than Deuteronomy, 474 and the Priestly material in Joshua as 

material which was taken over and used by the Deuteronomic editor of 
Joshua, all these problems disappear completely. 475 The author of Joshua 

drew both on Priestly and Deuteronomic tradition. This then naturally 
implies that all parts of the book of Joshua are exilic at the latest. 476 

Moreover, the connections from Joshua back to the Priestly tradition of 
Numbers and to the Exodus motif in the Pentateuch477 imply that there was 

no "Deuteronomistic history" in the sense Noth has suggested. 
Furthermore, the literary composition of Joshua also implies that the 

reason why the books of Judges, Samuel and Kings do not include much 
Priestly material is not that Priestly material did not exist during the time 

these books were written, but that there must have been some other reason 

why they did not include much Priestly material. As we have already 

suggested above, 478 it is possible to conceive that since the Priestly material 
is associated with the tent of meeting which is most at home in Shiloh, the 

Judahite and Jerusalemite writer of the books of Samuel did not wish to 

emphasize the role of the old order of Shiloh and Ephraim which had 

passed away, and the same would apply to the book of Judges as well, as it 

origin of Num 32-6 and Josh 14-22" are "unconvincing". 
474 Cf. above, Part II for reasons to see the Priestly altar law of Lev 17 as earlier than the 
altar law of Dt 12. 
475 Cf. Ottosson 1991, esp. pp. 11-37, for other reasons to see Priestly material in Joshua as 
prior to Deuteronomic material. 
476 Cf. Ottosson 1991, who dates the book to the time of Josiah and states (pp. 36-37), "En 
exilsk eller efterexilsk avfattningstid, vilket i allmänhet antas, är jag mycket skeptisk till (I 
am very skeptical regarding the generally followed view of an exilic or postexilic time of 
composition)"; for Ottosson's specific reasons, see ibid., pp. 11-37. 
477 In this respect, according to Westermann (1994, p. 39), "Das Exodusmotiv kommt in den 
Geschichtsbüchern 27 mal vor, mit den Summarien in Dtn zusammen 30-32 mal. " 
Westermann then lists major occurrences in speeches, including a comment on Josh 24: 2-8, 
"In Jos 24: 2-8 ist es ein ausführlicher Rückblick auf die Geschichte, eine Weiterbildung der 
kurzen Summarien in Dtn" (ibid. ). After this, Westermann comments, "Alle diese Stellen 
werden übereinstimmend als dtr. angesehen. Das bedeutet aber, daß der Autor oder der 
abschließende Redaktor das Exodusmotiv gekannt haben muß; er selbst gebraucht es 
häufig. Damit wird die Frage, warum er dann sein Werk nicht mit dem Exodusgeschehen 
eingeleitet und angefangen hat, sehr schwierig zu beantworten. Ich kenne keinen einzigen 
Versuch in der Literatur. Eine Antwort auf diese Frage ist wohl kaum zu finden. Das 
Problem das sich hier stellt, ist gelöst, wenn man die Hypothese eines DtrG aufgibt. An seine 
Stelle tritt dann eine mit Ex + Num beginnende Reihe von Geschichtsbüchern, die an zwei 
Stellen von Gesetzsammlungen unterbrochen sind. In dieser Reihe beginnt die Geschichte 
Israels mit dem Buch Exodus und sie erstreckt sich bis zum Ende dieser Geschichte in 2 
Könige. Die Reihe wird dadurch zusammengehalten, sie wird dadurch einheitlich, daß jedes 
einzelne Buch einen Abschnitt der Geschichte Israels behandelt, die beiden eingefügten 
Gesetzsammlungen nicht. " (ibid., pp. 39-40) Westermann also points out Josh 2: 8-11; 5: 1; 
9: 9, speeches by non-Israelites which refer back to the Exodus motif (ibid., p. 40). Finally, 
one should also recall the connections of the narrative of the crossing of Jordan in Joshua as 
a whole with the crossing of the Sea of Reeds in Exodus (see above, p. 144n231). 
478 See above, Chapter 111.2. 
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also attests Judahite concerns. 479 If Jerusalem wanted to emphasize its 

election over Shiloh, and the role of the temple over that of the tent of 

meeting as Ps 78 attests, it is difficult to think that the Priestly material 

would originate from Jerusalem. 480 Moreover, as the Priestly material 
directly concerns the tent of meeting and its cult, it cannot have been 

applied directly for the Jerusalemite temple and cult, but only indirectly. 48' 

Thus, the Priestly material does not fit well conceptually in the time of the 

Monarchy. 482 

For this reason, as the composition of the book of Joshua and the priority 

of Lev 17 to Dt 12483 imply that the Priestly material is preexilic, 484 it is 

most logical to think that the Priestly material, or at least substantial parts 

of it, dates not from the time of the Monarchy, but from the premonarchical 

period, and as Shiloh was rejected and its importance taken away after the 

disaster at Aphek (1 Sam 4), this then naturally suggests a time before the 

disaster. 485 

479 For more details regarding the book of Judges, see below, Chapter 111.5. Also, it has to be 

remembered that the motif of the covenant, and thus Deuteronomic material and style would 
be fitting for historical recollection in Israelite history (cf. above, p. 107, incl. n45). 
480 Also, in view of Jeroboam's actions in the north, as described in 1 Ki 12: 26-33, it is 

unlikely that the Priestly material has its provenance in the North after the division of the 
kingdom. 
481 The books of Chronicles explicitly describe how David rearranged the cult in Jerusalem 
(see esp. 1 Chr 16; 23-26; 28). To say that the Priestly material is historical fiction does not 
take away the incompatibility between the Priestly material and the monarchic situation. 
482 It would be logical to think that the Priestly material would come back into vogue with the 
priest Ezekiel and his vision of the restoration of the temple and its cult, and during the 
postexilic period when both the old order of Shiloh and the new order of Jerusalem had 
failed and the community had-to reflect on and reinvent its identity. As far as the exilic book 

of Kings is concerned, the interest of the author (during whose time there is good reason to 
think that the Priestly material already was in existence) is not in the exact details of the 
Jerusalemite cult or other related technicalities, but on the failure of the Israelites to worship 
Yahweh which goes hand in hand with the Deuteronomic concerns about worship at bamoth 

after the building of Solomon's temple and the resulting historical catastrophes of the exile of 
the Northern and Southern kingdoms. It is also conceivable that the author is also 
influenced with a Deuteronomic tradition current in Judah before the exile (cf. the 
considerations above in Chapter III. 1). The author then interprets his fairly nontechnical 
sources from a Deuteronomic viewpoint (note however that some Priestly features are 
nevertheless included in his sources as well, e. g. in 1 Ki 8: 1-11; Deuteronomic sources may 
also be included). In this respect, a new style would then be reflected in Chronicles in the 
new situation of the community after the exile, including attesting both Priestly and 
Deuteronomic concerns of past history. 
483 Recall above, Chapters 11.2 and 11.3 for the priority of Lev 17 to Dt 12. 
484 Cf. also Haran 1978, pp. 5-12; Weinfeld 1972, pp. 179-189; and Hurvitz 1982 who 
argues on linguistic grounds that P predates Ezekiel. 
485 Cf. Milgrom 1991, pp. 30-35, who dates the origins of P to the premonarchical period 
during the prominence of Shiloh. Note also that according to Milgrom (1983a), the word rrw 
does not occur in postexilic texts, and on the other hand is replaced by 5np in postexilic texts 
(Milgrom 1983a, pp. 2-12; note that 2 Chr 5: 6 is practically the same as 1 Ki 8: 5, suggesting 
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When one couples these observations with the fact that Shiloh as the 

location of the tent of meeting plays a prominent part in the end part of the 

book of Joshua, both from a Priestly and a Deuteronomic standpoint, this 

then suggests that it is logical to think that at least a substantial part of 

the book of Joshua dates from the premonarchic period when Shiloh was 

the main sanctuary in Israel. 486 

Koorevaar has come to a similar conclusion about the provenance of the 

book of Joshua based on a structural examination of the book as a 

whole. 487 According to Koorevaar, the book of Joshua as a whole divides 

into four sections: 

1: 1-5: 12 5: 13-12: 24 13: 1-21: 45 22: 1-24: 33 
cross take divide serve 
-13v np p5n i=y488 

According to Koorevaar, "The structural-theological purpose is found in the 

third main section: cross+take=divide". Moreover, Koorevaar sees chapters 

14: 6-19: 51 as a concentric-chiastic structure, as follows: 489 

1. 14: 6-15 Beginning: Caleb's inheritance 
2. 15: 1-17: 18 The lot for Judah and Joseph 
3. 18: 1-10 The tent of meeting taken to Shiloh and 

the apportioning of the land 
4. 18: 11-19: 48 The lot for seven remaining tribes 
5. 19: 49-51 Ending: Joshua's inheritance49° 

that it was directly copied from there), the word nc: n in the sense of 'tribe' does not occur in 

postexilic documents, and not even in Deuteronomy, Jeremiah or Ezekiel (Milgrom 1983a, 

pp. 12-15; the occurrences in Chronicles are in texts copied from older sources), and that 
uiri in conjunction with 5K': t2' '& "goes back to the time when the clan structure was fully 

operative" (Milgrom 1983a, pp. 15-17). Milgrom concludes that the temporal distribution of 
these Priestly terms supports "the view that the Priestly account of the wilderness sojourn 
has accurately preserved a host of institutions that accurately reflect the social and political 
realities of Israel's pre-monarchic age" (Milgrom 1983a, p. 17). It is also worth pointing out 
that these terms all occur in Josh 22: 9-34 in their early meanings (22: 12,16 22: 14 
[ncýn]; 22: 14 [SX1tT' 'DSM'... tax']), rather suggesting an early date for Josh 22: 9-34. 
486 Cf. also Ottosson 1991, p. 36, "Men det är ofränkomlight, att lokalfärgen i det prästerliga 
materialet är nordlig i mänga fall. Hit hör inte minst Silo-traditionerna. (However, it is clear 
that the local colour in the Priestly material [of Joshua] is Northern in many cases. Here 
belong not the least the Shiloh traditions. )" 
487 Koorevaar 1990. 
488 Koorevaar 1990, p. 283. 
489 In fact, I have taken only the inner part of Koorevaar's larger chiasm which would cover 
13: 8-21: 42. 
490 Koorevaar 1990, p. 289. 
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Koorevaar explains the connection between Josh 14: 6-15 and 19: 49-51, 
The profane division by the lot is sandwiched between Caleb's 
inheritance and Joshua's inheritance.... These two men were the 
only ones from that (military) generation that entered the land of 
Canaan. Through their faithfulness the division of the land was 
made possible in every respect. 491 

Moreover, Koorevaar explains the linkage of Josh 15: 1-17: 18 and 18: 11- 

19: 48, 

'The lot for Judah and Joseph' stands in contrast to 'The lot for the 
seven remaining tribes'. The profane designation by means of the 
lot took place in two phases and in two different places. Between 
those two portions one finds the portion 'The tent of meeting taken 
to Shiloh and the apportioning of the land'. In this way the two 
'head' tribes are separated from the other seven. 492 

Regarding the central section Josh 18: 1-10, 

The portion 'The tent of meeting taken to Shiloh and the 
apportioning of the land' is placed in the center. In 18: 2-9 the rest 
of the land of Canaan is not only apportioned, but all the preceding 
divisions and regulations are authorized at Shiloh. This portion is 
introduced by 18: 1. 'The whole assembly of the Israelites gathered 
at Shiloh and set up the Tent of Meeting there. The country was 
brought under their control'. Therefore the Tent of Meeting at 
Shiloh is situated in the center of the third main section and 
expresses the structural purpose of the whole book of Joshua. The 
erection of the Tent of Meeting at Shiloh is the fulfillment of an 
important promise in the Pentateuch. 'I will put my dwelling place 
among you, and I will not abhor you. I will walk among you and be 
your God, and you will be my people', Lev 26: 11-12.493 

Whether or not one fully agrees with Koorevaar's analysis of Joshua 14: 6- 

19: 51, one may nevertheless take note of Koorevaar's conclusion: 
The editor [of the book of Joshua] knows nothing of the destruction 
and rejection of Shiloh. Quite contrary; Shiloh is the goal that 
must be accentuated. This is a deciding bit of evidence for dating 
the final theological structure of the book of Joshua. It must be 
placed before the rejection and destruction of the sanctuary in 
Shiloh. 494 

According to Koorevaar, 

It is difficult to imagine that an editor would bring such a 

491 Koorevaar 1990, p. 289. 
492 Koorevaar 1990, pp. 289-290. 
493 Koorevaar 1990, p. 290. 
49' Koorevaar 1990, p. 292. 
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theological structure to the book [of Joshua] if Shiloh had already 
been rejected and laid waste and another city had come in her 
place: Zion-Jerusalem. 495 

Koorevaar also gives the following reasons why it is difficult to think that 

the glorification of Shiloh in Joshua is actually veiled argumentation for the 
importance of Jerusalem: 

1. The author is in no way indicating that Shiloh has been rejected and 

superseded. Rather, "Shiloh is not rejected, but is even glorified in a 

structural-theological manner". 496 

2. From a rhetorical standpoint, "the editor would have a structural- 
theological message [for his contemporaries] that would not only have been 

superseded at the moment of writing, but it would also have been 

reprehensible". 
497 

3. "The problem is wanting to see Jerusalem at all! For example, the 

Jerusalem of the time of the Judean king Josiah in 622 BC is the city that 

has been chosen by Jhwh for the promises of the royal house of David. In 

the view of the book of Joshua Jerusalem is the city of the Canaanite king 

Adoni-Zedek that had established a southern coalition with four other 
kings against Israel in Joshua 10. Although he is defeated there is no 

mention in that chapter concerning the possession of Jerusalem by Israel. 

On the contrary, one reads in 15: 63, 'Judah could not dislodge the 

Jebusites, who were living in Jerusalem; to this day the Jebusites live there 

with the people of Judah'. Jerusalem is the city where Israel (Judah) had 

failed! But the city received no special meaning in this way. Previously just 

such a failure can be seen with the tribes east of the Jordan in 13: 13 and 
thereafter one sees the same thing with Manasseh in 17: 12-13. Jerusalem 

is a foreign place for Israel and Judah. There is absolutely no evidence that 

Jerusalem possessed a special theological position or that Israel had a 

special theological task in regard to Jerusalem. The editor has neither 

openly nor in veiled terms placed such a message in the book of Joshua. 

495 Koorevaar 1990, p. 292. 
496 Koorevaar 1990, p. 292. 
497 Koorevaar 1990, p. 292. 
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The Jerusalem of the time of Josiah with its theological purpose is actually 

a completely different Jerusalem and bears no resemblance to the 

Jerusalem of the book of Joshua. "498 Further, "How strange it is to want to 

see the Jerusalem of Josiah behind the Shiloh of Joshua, while there is the 

Jerusalem of Joshua alongside the Shiloh of Joshual"499 

There are also other reasons for a non-Judahite and non-Jerusalemite 

perspective and indications for an early rather than a late date for the book 

of Joshua. The first of these is the fact that the indisputable leader of Israel 

is Joshua ben Nun the Ephraimite (cf. Num 13: 8). Thus, the facts that the 

tent of meeting was set at Shiloh and that Joshua ben Nun, the 

undisputable leader of the Israelites in the book of Joshua is an Ephraimite 

indicate that ultimately both political and religious leadership of the nation 

was in the North. 500 The situation in the book of Joshua is in fact 

essentially the same as in Genesis where Judah together with his brothers 

is subordinate to Joseph at the conclusion of the book (Gen 37-50; see esp. 

37: 5-11; 50: 18 where Joseph's brothers bow down before him; cf. also 

49: 22-26), even though Judah and the South at least in places feature 

prominently in the Genesis narratives. Moreover, one has to note that if one 

excludes the cities of Judah in. Josh 15,5°1 all that really remains of the 

activities of the Judahites in the book of Joshua is the description of Caleb 

and his conquest of Hebron, 502 an account of his family describing 

allotment of land to Acsah and Othniel (vv. 13-19) and the mention about 

Jerusalem in v. 63.503 In fact, that Judah fails to conquer Jerusalem in 

Josh 15: 63 and that the allotment of Judah is deemed too big for them 

(Josh 19: 9)504 imply that except for Caleb, the Judahites were not very 

proficient in settling their allotment. 505 Mention should also be made of the 

498 Koorevaar 1990, pp. 292-293. Cf. Kaufmann 1985/1953, pp. 44-45. 
499 Koorevaar 1990, p. 293. 
500 That Joshua is an Ephraimite also casts doubt to the idea that he is construed as an 
ideal for Judahite kingship during the time of the monarchy (contra Ottosson 1991, pp. 23- 
24 and passim). 
501 See below for the city lists. 
502 Note that Hebron is portrayed as important also at around the time of the beginning of 
the Davidic monarchy (2 Sam 2: 1; 5: 1-5; cf. Noth 1930, p. 107). 
503 Note that Jerusalem was a significant city in the second millennium BC, attested by the 
fact that it is mentioned in the Egyptian Execration Texts from the 19th-18th centuries BC 

and in the Amarna letters (see e. g. P. J. King, ABD III, p. 751; cf. ibid., p. 753). 
504 Cf. Hawk 1991, p. 156n12. 
soy Cf. also our discussion above, p. 130f. regarding the archaeological evidence of the 
Israelite settlement. 
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fact that according to Josh 7, Achan, the covenant-breaker is a Judahite 

(w. 16-1s). 

Moreover, the Transjordanians are also strongly emphasized in the book of 
Joshua. As we have seen, the unity of the Transjordanians with Israel is 

emphasized in Josh 22: 9-34. Also, as we have seen, 506 the Transjordanian 

issue is strongly emphasized in the overall conquest tradition of Numbers- 

Joshua. In the book of Joshua itself, the Transjordanians come first in the 

tribal allotments of Joshua 13-21, and this is consistent with Numbers 32- 

35 in which the Transjordanians already have received their share. 507 The 

emphasis on the Transjordanians is heightened by the statement that the 

Transjordanians cross over Jordan in front of the Israelites (SK1tr 3n = ), 

armed and ready to take part in the conquest of Cisjordan (Josh 4: 12; cf. 
Josh 1: 14). 

Furthermore, if one considers that neither the Transjordanians nor the 

Levites received an inheritance in the land of Canaan (i. e. west of Jordan), 

one may think that the Transjordanian allotments in Josh 13 and the 

Levitical cities in Josh 21 frame the allotments in the book of Joshua, and 

this may emphasize that provisions were made for those who were not part 

of the tribal inheritance of the land of Canaan. 508 If so, the arrangement of 

the Transjordanians and the Levites then emphasizes the unity of Israel, 

one of the great Deuteronomic themes of the book of Joshua. In any case, it 

is obvious that the depiction of the Transjordanians in the book of Joshua 

emphasizes the unity of Israel both in the conquest (Josh 1: 12-18; 4: 12; 

22: 1-6) and in the worship of Yahweh (Josh 22: 9-34). 

The strong emphasis on the Transjordanians in the book of Joshua fits best 

in the time before the eighth century when the Transjordanians and the 

people of the Northern kingdom were deported by the Assyrians (see 1 Chr 

5: 26). In fact, that Transjordan features prominently in the Judges 

narratives (e. g. Jdg 5: 14-17; 8: 4-17; 11: 1-12: 7), and is still relevant for the 

506 Cf. above, p. 185. 
507 In the book of Joshua itself, Josh 1: 15 suggests that the Transjordanian conquest has 
been achieved, and Josh 1: 12-18 as a whole naturally points back to the book of Numbers, 

esp. Num 32. 
508 As suggested by Koorevaar 1990, p. 289; cf. the emphasis of Polzin 1980 on the issue of 
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time of David according to the lists of the Chronicles (see esp. 1 Chr 12), 

but does not feature much afterwards (cf. 2 Ki 10: 33), supports the idea 

that the book of Joshua is early rather than late. Specifically, it is hardly 

likely that the Transjordanian issue would have been current between the 

time of the Assyrian deportation and the exile. 509 Another factor which 

supports an early rather than a late date is that whereas the 

Transjordanian issue is strongly emphasized, there is little if any hint 

about the North-South divide in the book of Joshua. 510 In fact, the more 

one goes back in time, the easier it is to think how the emphasis on the 

Transjordanians would speak to the audience of the book of Joshua, 

including during the time of the United Monarchy and the premonarchic 

period. 

Besides these considerations, there are other indications for the antiquity 

of the book of Joshua. First of all, one must remember that the book of 

Joshua presents itself as an ancient book. As Kaufmann points out, "A 

straightforward examination of Josh reveals that the latest event explicitly 

mentioned in it is the conquest of Leshem (Laish) by the Danites (Josh 

19: 47). "511 A number of cities include their archaic names, such as 

Jebus/Jerusalem (Josh 15: 63; 18: 28), Kiriath-arbah/Hebron (15: 54) and 

Kiriath Baal/Kiriath Jearim (Josh 15: 60). 512 Both Jerusalem513 and Gezer 

(Josh 16: 10; cf. 1 Ki 9: 16) are presented as not yet conquered. 514 The 

Danites are assigned land from the south, not from the north where they 

are described as migrating later (Josh 19: 40-48). 515 The Anakim, rather 

than the Philistines, are living in Gaza, Ashdod and Ashkelon (Josh 

11: 22). 516 

In addition to these, Hess lists the following features in the book of Joshua 

which are best explained by a second-millennium provenance. (1) The 

"insiders" and "outsiders" in Israel in the book of Joshua as a whole. 
509 Recall also that based on various considerations in this chapter, it is difficult to think 
that Josh 22: 9-34 was composed in the postexilic time. 
sio Cf. McConville 1993, pp. 100-101. 
511 Kaufmann 1985/1953, p. 21. 
512 Kaufmann 1985/1953, p. 44. 
513 Cf. above, p. 194f. 
514 Kaufmann 1985/1953, pp. 44-45. 
515 Kaufmann 1985/ 1953, pp. 33-35. 
516 Kaufmann 1985/ 1953, p. 76. 
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description of the borders of Canaan in Joshua 1: 4 (and in the Pentateuch) 

"matches the Egyptian understanding of Canaan in the second-millennium 

BC sources, where the cities of Byblos, Tyre, Sidon, Acco and Hazor form 

part of the land". 517 In relation to this, "The northern boundary never was 

clear because the Egyptians, who saw Canaan as part of their empire, were 

in conflict with the Hittites on the northern border of the land. The 

Mediterranean sea formed the western border of Canaan and the Jordan 

River formed the eastern border (though north of the Sea of Galilee the 

region included areas farther east). "518 (2) The plot of Joshua 2 accords with 

second-millennium ANE culture. 519 (3) The Hivites, Perizzites and the 

Girgashites (Josh 3: 10) have a distinctive association with the second 

millennium BC. 520 (4) The act of God bringing down the walls of Jericho 

(Jos 6: 20) has a parallel in a Hittite text. 521 (5) The list of items that Achan 

stole fits best in the latter half of the second millennium BC. 522 (6) The role 

of the Gibeonites in Josh 9 seems to fit well with the archaeology of their 

region. 523 (7) The names of a number of the original inhabitants of Canaan 

fit the context expressed by the fourteenth-century Amarna letters and 

second millennium Egyptian sources. 524 (8) The names of the three 

Anakites in Josh 15: 14 indicate a mixed population in the region around 

Hebron, which is compatible with what is known from extrabiblical 

evidence. 525 (9) The covenant in Josh 24: 2-27 in its form and content most 

closely resembles the Hittite vassal-treaty structure which is unique to the 

second millennium BC. 526 

Hess also notes that, "There are difficulties with assumptions that 

Deuteronomistic theology must be confined to the period of Josiah and 

with the analysis of the Joshua narratives divorced from their Ancient Near 

Eastern context". 527 As Hess summarizes, "Block has argued that many of 

the theological ideas traditionally associated with Deuteronomistic themes 

517 Hess 1996, p. 26. 
518 Hess 1996, p. 26. 
519 See Hess 1996, pp. 26-27. 
520 See Hess 1996, pp. 27-28. 
521 See Hess 1996, p. 28, including the Hittite text (in English translation). 
522 See Hess 1996, pp. 28-29. 
523 See Hess 1996, p. 29. 
524 See Hess 1996, pp. 29-30. 
525 See Hess 1996, p. 30. 
526 See Hess 1996, pp. 30-31. 
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are not distinctive to Israel or confined to the seventh century, but are 

common in countries throughout the ancient Near East. "528 Moreover, the 

attitude to the divine in the book of Joshua is compatible with what is 

known from Israel's surrounding cultures. As Hess summarizes, "Younger 

has demonstrated that the relationship of the central historical section of 

Joshua 9-12 is too close to that of contemporary (1300-600 BC) conquest 

accounts (which themselves are normally used as historical sources - 
though biased - by historians of the Ancient Near East) to allow certainty of 

identification of later insertions. Thus statements about the work and 

words of God are not later insertions into a battle chronicle, but are an 

essential feature of all Ancient Near Eastern battle accounts. The theology 

and the narrative should not be separated. "529 

In dating the book of Joshua, one also needs to take account of the 

currently prevailing philosophical presuppositions regarding Israelite 

historiography. As van Seters points out, "The issues involved in the 

current discussion of history writing in ancient Israel arise primarily out of 

the views developed by H. Gunkel and H. Gressmann. "530 According to 

Gunkel and Gressmann, "history writing arises only under certain social 

and political conditions at the height of a culture". 531 In relation to this, 

according to Gunkel and Gressmann, Israelite historiography "evolved from 

early preliterate forms of the tradition to a sophisticated way of thinking 

and writing about the past, whether recent or more distant, by the time of 

the United Monarchy". 532 However, as Younger's comparative study of the 

ancient Near Eastern evidence indicates, this need not be the case. As 

Younger has shown, the genre of Josh 9-12 is perfectly compatible with 

other ancient Near Eastern conquest accounts, which demonstrably do not 

in any way result from a long oral tradition. 533 Moreover, many of these 

527 Hess 1996, p. 33. 
528 Hess 1996, p. 33, referring to Block 1988, which see for details. 
529 Hess 1996, p. 33, referring to Younger 1990, which see for details. Recall also above, 
Introduction, p. 18. 
53° Van Seters 1983, pp. 209-210. 
531 Van Seters 1983, p. 210. 
532 Van Seters 1983, p. 246. 
533 See Younger 1990, especially pp. 200-204 for his treatment of the account of the 
Gibeonites Posh-9), which generally has been seen as a relatively late aetiology which 
explains the presence of the Gibeonites (see Younger 1990, p. 201). Younger gives examples 
from Assyrian, Hittite and Egyptian sources of attempts to gain favour without fight from 

conquerors. Especially, the account from the Ten Year Annals of Mursili indicates how 
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accounts date from the second millennium BC. 534 Thus, one may question 

the validity of a "traditio-historical" interpretation for the rest of the book of 

Joshua as well, 535 and consequently there exists no prima facie reason to 

postulate a late dating for the Joshua narratives. Furthermore, as 
Westermann has pointed out, the period of the exile was hardly a moment 

of high culture in Israel, and yet scholarship generally thinks that the 

Deuteronomistic history was written during that time, 536 and thus it is not 
impossible to imagine that significant writing could have been done in 

Israel during the premonarchical period. 537 In this respect, one also needs 

to remember that the alphabet was known in Palestine at least from the 

middle of the second millennium BC, 538 and that we possess a reasonably 

extensive corpus of alphabetic texts from Ugarit from ca. 1400-1200 BC, 

including literary compositions. 539 

However, there are also features which may suggest a Judahite emphasis 

in the book of Joshua. First of all, even though Judah is listed after the 

Transjordanians in Josh 13-19, it nevertheless is listed first among the 

Cisjordanian tribes. Moreover, Judah clearly has the biggest number of 

Manapa-Datta, the ruler of Scha River land sent forth his mother, old men, and old women 
to meet Mursili in order to gain his favour. Mursili indicates that when the women bowed 
down at his feet, he treated them as they wished (Younger 1990, p. 202; incidentally, cf. also 
Gen 32-33). 
534 See Younger 1990. 
535 Note also the following problems which are involved with the traditio-historical approach, 
as noted by Whybray (see Whybray 1987, pp. 133-219 for details): 
1. According to the traditio-historical approach, writing was not used in the ancient Near 
East for producing such material as exists in the Pentateuch until a late period. (Whybray 
1987, pp. 215-216) 
2. Attempts to establish the originally oral nature of the Pentateuchal material and its oral 
transmission over a long period of time on the basis of analogies drawn from the practice of 
oral tradition among other peoples and in different periods have, despite their acceptance by 

a large number of Old Testament scholars, been shown to lack cogency in several respects". 
(Whybray 1987, p. 216) 
3. There is no evidence of a class of professional storytellers in ancient Israel. (Whybray 
1987, p. 218) 
4. "It has been shown that no satisfactory techniques have yet been developed for detecting 
the origins of written narratives from evidence provided by the texts themselves. " (Whybray 
1987, p. 218) 
536 See Westermann 1994, p. 19. 
537 We must also note that scholars often have interpreted the view of the book of Judges 

about the premonarchical period quite uncritically and thus assumed that the period was in 

actuality so confused that nothing organized, including serious writing, could have been 
done during it and that no serious institutions could have existed (see also below, Chapter 
111.5, including p. 221n637). 
538 For examples, see Albright 1966, esp. pp. 10-15, incl. figs 1-11. Cf. also Jdg 8: 14. 
539 See e. g. U7, M. Yon, D. Pardee and P. Bordreuil, ABD VI, pp. 695-721, and the plethora of 
specialized works on Ugarit and Ugaritic. 
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cities which even have been divided into "districts" and its border is 

described most comprehensively. Another tribe whose allotment is 

described comprehensively is Benjamin, 54° whereas one sees less detail in 

the description of the allotments the further one goes from Judah and 

Benjamin. 541 Especially, there are practically no cities listed for Ephraim 

and Manasseh and their borders are described less carefully, even though 

there is every reason to think that they were the most dominant political 

force in the period of the Judges. 542 Moreover, some tribes lack a boundary 

description (eg. Simeon and Dan), and the boundary and city lists are 

seemingly garbled for the Galilean tribes (Josh 19: 10-39). Furthermore, the 

emphasis on Judean cities contrasts with the present state of 

archaeological knowledge from the hill country of Judea which suggests 

that there was much less settlement there than in the Northern hill country 

during Iron Age I, and that on the other hand, settlement in the South 

increased strongly from about the time of the beginning of kingship. 543 In 

fact, what makes the matter even more intriguing is that the large number 

of cities in Judah even contrasts with Josh 15 itself which only records 

Caleb's success at Hebron (Josh 15: 13-15), the giving of land by Caleb to 

his daughter (Josh 15: 16-19) and the failure of the Judahites to conquer 

Jerusalem (Josh 15: 63). 544 

If one looks at the history of research, the major driving force behind the 

modern study of the boundary and city lists of Josh 13-19 was Alt, sas 

whose views were accepted in principle by Noth who also connected 

Transjordan to the scheme suggested by Alt. 546 Alt distinguished a list of 

boundaries and two different lists of cities in Joshua 13-19, all of them 

official documents. The list of boundaries divides the whole western 

territory from the River of Egypt to the Ladder of Tyre between seven tribes: 

Judah, Benjamin, Ephraim, Manasseh, Zebulun, Asher, Naphtali, 

'540 Benjamin has a detailed boundary description and a city list divided into two "districts". 
541 See Hawk 1991, pp. 111-113. 
542 Cf. also above, Chapter 111.2, esp. p. 130f. 
543 See above, p. 130f. 
544 Cf. above, p. 195. This also casts doubt on Hawk's (1991, pp. 109-110) suggestion that 
Caleb's priority in the narrative order and success in taking his allotment contrasts with the 
failure of the Josephites in Josh 17: 14-18 in their progress and thus emphasizes the role of 
Judah. 
545 See esp. Alt 1953a/ 1925; Alt 1953b/ 1927; Alt 1927. 
546 See Noth 1935; Noth 1953. 
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excluding Simeon, Dan and Issachar. 547 One of the city lists includes 

Judah (and Simeon), Benjamin and Dan, and the other includes the 

Galilean tribes as given in Josh 19: 10-39.548 According to Alt, the boundary 

list comes from the pre-monarchic period, independent of the twelve tribe 

system, 549 and on the other hand, the city lists derive from the time of 
Josiah, reflecting the sociopolitical and geographical conditions of the 

kingdom of Josiah. 550 

The theories of Alt and Noth were criticised by Mowinckel, who rejected 

their documentary analysis of Josh 13-19.551 According to Mowinckel, there 

existed no list of either Judean or Galilean cities. 552 Also, Mowinckel 

rejected the view that the boundary list originated in the period of the 

Judges. 553 Overall, Mowinckel suggested that the city and boundary lists of 
Joshua 13-19 are a postexilic creation by a Priestly writer, albeit drawing 

on older tradition stemming from different times between Solomon and the 

postexilic period. 554 One point where Mowinckel essentially agreed with Alt 

and Noth was that according to him, the list of the cities of Judah, Simeon, 

Benjamin and Dan is based upon tradition reflecting the conditions of 
Josiah's kingdom. 555 

Kaufmann has pointed out the basic problems involved with the 

reconstructions of Alt, Noth and Mowinckel. 556 Moreover, when one looks at 

research after Alt, Noth and Mowinckel, even though there have been many 

attempts at solution, 557 none are without problems, and none have been 

able to create a scholarly consensus. In fact, it may even be impossible to 

solve these problems in a definitive way. Thus, and as a detailed 

examination is beyond the scope of this study, we will limit ourselves to a 

547 As summarized by Kaufmann 1985/1953, p. 23; see Alt 1953b/ 1927. 
548 See Alt 1953a/ 1925; Alt 1927. 
549 See Alt 1953b/ 1927, including pp. 197,199. 
sso See Alt 1953a/ 1925, esp. pp. 279-284. 
551 See Mowinckel 1946; cf. Kaufmann 1985/1953, pp. 26-29. 
552 Mowinckel 1946, pp. 7-11. 
sss Mowinckel 1946, pp. 11-20. 
s54 See Mowinckel 1946, esp. pp. 7-11,27-36. 
sss Mowinckel 1946, p. 7. 

5s6 See Kaufmann 1985/1953, pp. 30-64. 
557 Suggested dates for the lists generally range from the time of the United Monarchy to the 
time of Josiah. For more details, see esp. Kallai 1986, Ottosson 1991, Svensson 1994, the 
appropriate sections of the commentaries of Boling-Wright 1982, Butler 1983, Fritz 1994 
and Hess 1996, and the many monographs and articles mentioned in the bibliographies of 
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limited number of observations. 

Let us start by looking at Joshua 13-19 from the context of the order of the 

tribes in the genealogical/ tribal lists in the Old Testament, as follows 

(Figure 2): 558 

Gn 29-30; 35: 16-20: Rai SL2 Lia JUu Din Nee Gzi Am ILS ZL6 JRi Biz2 
Gen 35: 23-26: Ruu SL2 Lu JUL4 Ir. s Zi JRi Buz Dai Nee Gzi Az2 
Gen 46: Ri, i St, Lcs JUL4 Ii, s ZL6 Gzi Am JRi Bi Dai Nat 
Gen 49: Ri, i SL2 Lu JULA Zw ILs Dai Gzi Am NB2 JR1 Bg2 
Ex 1: 1-6: RLt SL2 Lia JUz4 Its Zw Bi Dai Nat Gzi Az2 JR1 

------------------------ 
Num 1: 5-16: 

---------------------------------------------------------------- 
RLu SL2 JUTA Its Zw JRI(ERI1 MRi2) BRZ Dai Am Gzi Nee 

Num 1: 17-54: RLu SL2 Gzi JUL4 ILs Zw JRi(ERI1 MR12) Br2 Dan Az2 Nat Lu 
Num 2: 1-31: JUL4 Its ZI, s RLI Su Gzi Lu ERii MR12 Br DBi Am Nat 
Num 7: JUL4 Iis Zt Ru SLZ Gzi Erui MR12 BR2 Dai Am Nee 
Num 10: JUL4 ILS Zis Rai SL2 Gzi ERI1 MR12 Br2 Dai Az2 Nat 
Num 13: RLu SL2 JUL4 Iºs ERii BR2 ZL6 MRI2 Dai Az2 Nat Gzi 
Num 26: Rut SL2 Gzi JUL4 It, s ZLo JRI(MR12 ERli) Bi Dai Az2 Nat 

Num 34: Ru Gzi MR12r JUL4 SL2 Bit DBi JRi(MR12c ER11) ZL6 Iss Az2 NB2559 
Dt 4: 43: RLi Gzi MRI2T 
Dt 27: 12-13: SL2 Lia JUS Ii, s Jei Ba (bless) Rt. i Gzi An Zw Din Nee (curse) 
Deut 33: Rºa JUM Lia BRZ JRI(ER11 MR12) Zu) IL5 Gzi Dsi Ns2 An -SL2 
Josh 13-19: Rai Gzi MR12T Lu JUL4 JR1(ERii MRi2c) Brit SLa ZL6 Its AZ2 Nß2 DB1 
Josh 20: 7-8: NB2 ER11 JUTA Rai Gzi MR12r 
Josh 21: 4-7: JUM Sie Bat ERii Dsi MR12C IL5 Az2 N82 MRuT Ru Gzi Zi 
Josh 21: 9-40: JUL4 SL2 BR2 ERii DBi MR12C MR12T Iss Az2 NB2 Zw Rai Gzi 

- ---------------------------- -------------------------- 
Jdg 1: 

---- ------------------------ -- 
JUTA SL2 Btz2 JR1 MRI2c ERI1 ZL6 Az2 NB2 DBi -RL1 -Gzi -MR12r -IL5 

Judges deliverers: JUia B1 NB2 MR12 IL5 Gilead Gilead Zw? /JUta? ZL6 ERII Din 
Judges 5: ER1i Bt Machir Zw IL5 RLl Gilead DHi An Zu N52 -JUL4 -SL2 -Gzi 
2 Sam 2: 8-9: Gilead Az2 Jezreel ER1I Bi 

------------------------- 
Ezek 48: 1-28: 

------------------------------------------------------------ 
DBi Az2 NB2 MR12 ERii Rai JUM L Bi Sie Ics ZL6 Gzi 

Ezek 48: 31-34: RLl JUL4 Lcs JRI Bat Dß1 SL2 Its ZL6 Gzi AZ2 NB2 
1 Chr 2: 1-2: Rai SL2 Lia JUIA Iss ZL6 DB1 JRi Bg Na2 Gzi Az2 
1 Chr 2-9: 560 JUTA Sie Ru Gzi MRizr Lu ILS BR2 NB2 MRizc ERii Am -Dei -ZLo 
1 Chr 6: 39-48: JUi, 4 BR ERii Dui MRI2c IL5 Az2 Nee MR12T RM Gzi ZL6 -Su 
1 Chr 6: 49-66: JULA SL2 Bj ERii MR12c MRI2T Iss Az2 NB2 ZL6 Rol Gzi -DBI 
1 Chr 12: 24-38: JUu SL2 Lia Bii2 ERii MR12C I[s Zu NB2 D8i Az2 Ru Gzi MR12T 
1 Chr 27: 16-22: Rat SL2 Lu JUL4 ZL6 ERii MR12C MR12T Dim -Gzi -Az2 -Iu -NR2 -Br2 
2 Chr 31: 1: JULA BR2 Eiui MRI2 

Legend: * (in subscript: ) L=Leah; R=Rachel; B=Bilhah; Z=Zilpah 
* (in subscript: ) L1= Leah's firstborn; L2=Leah's second, etc. 
* RLi=Reuben, SL2=Simeon, Lca=Levi; JUL4=Judah; Dai=Dan; NB2=Naphtali; Gzi=Gad; 

these works. 
558 Cf. Noth 1930, pp. 7-28; Weippert 1973, pp. 76-78; Kallai 1997, esp. p. 90. 
559 Note that Joshua the Ephraimite and Eleazar the Priest are mentioned after Reuben, Gad 
and Transjordanian Manasseh. However, I have not mentioned them as they are spoken of 
as overseers of the land assignment. Reuben, Gad and Transjordanian Manasseh belong to 
the context, as they are mentioned first as tribes who already have received their share, even 
though they do not belong to the sublist which contains the men who would divide 
Cisjordan. 
560 Note that 1 Chr 8 picks Benjamin again and introduces the family of Saul, and Chapter 9 
lists the inhabitants of Jerusalem, with Judah listed first, then Benjamin, Ephraim, 
Manasseh (v. 3), then Priests (vv. 10-13), then Levites (vv. 14-44). 
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Az2=Asher; Ii. s=Issachar; Zt, e=Zebulun; JRi=Joseph; Erzei=Ephraim; 
Mais=Manasseh; Bat=Benjamin; MR12T=Transjordanian Manasseh; 
MR12c=Cisjordanian Manasseh 

* non-mention of tribe is indicated by a minus sign (e. g. -SL2 means that Simeon is 
not mentioned), except in the case of Levi 

Figure 2: Tribal lists in the Old Testament 

Only in Josh 20: 7-8, the list of the six cities of refuge, is Ephraim 

mentioned before Judah. Ezekiel 48 is arranged chiastically, with Judah 

and the sanctuary in the centre. Also, Judah is not mentioned in Judges 5 

(the Song of Deborah and Barak). 2 Sam 2: 8-9 is a list of tribes which 

supported Ish-Bosheth, and naturally Judah does not belong to the group. 

In all other places Judah always comes before Ephraim. This is also 

consistent with the presentations of the lists in Genesis-Exodus, where the 

Leah tribes are always listed first and thus Judah always comes before 

Ephraim. 561 The listing of the Leah tribes comes first also in Numbers 1,13, 

26, and in the same order as in Genesis-Exodus, with minor exceptions, 

and with Levi missing or last in the lists due to the subject matter. The 

Leah tribes come first also in Numbers 2: 1-31; 7 and 10, though in 

different order. Judah leads the way in the wilderness (Num 10), and is also 

listed first in the camp order in Num 2: 1-31.562 The dedicatory gifts of the 

princes in Num 7 follow the order of Num 2: 1-31 and Num 10. Issachar and 

Zebulun have been lifted together with Judah in these passages. Leah 

tribes are also listed first in Dt 27: 12-13, except that Reuben heads the list 

of tribes who are to curse on Mt Ebal, and Zebulun is quite far at the back. 

Dan, Asher and Naphtali, the sons of the slave maids, always come last in 

Num 1-26 and in Deuteronomy 27 and 33. Gad, the remaining son of a 

slave maid sometimes comes somewhat early and sometimes together with 

the three other sons of slave maids. In Dt 33, Benjamin, Ephraim and 

Manasseh have moved toward the start of the list, yet Reuben, Judah and 

Levi head the list, with Simeon missing. 

In the conquest and settlement tradition of Num 34 and Josh 13-19, the 

Transjordanian tribes stand at the head of the list. Judah comes next. After 

that, in Num 34, Simeon, Benjamin and Dan stand before Ephraim and 

561 Note also that even though the sons of the slave maids are generally listed latest in 
Genesis-Exodus, sometimes Joseph and Benjamin are also listed latest. 
562 Cf. Jobling 1980, p. 199. 
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Manasseh, whereas in Joshua 13-19 Ephraim and Manasseh come before 

Benjamin and Simeon. The Galilean tribes Zebulun, Issachar, Asher and 
Naphtali come last in both cases, except that Dan comes even after them in 

Josh 13-19. 

Thus, one should not be too surprised that Judah is mentioned before 

Ephraim in Josh 15-17.563 On the other hand, seen from the standpoint of 

comparison with the order of presentation of the tribes elsewhere in 

Genesis-Joshua, the fact that Ephraim stands closer to the head in Joshua 

13-19 may be taken as an additional confirmation of a heightened 

importance for Ephraim in the conquest/ settlement tradition of Joshua. 

One also has to remember that the inheritance of the Cisjordanian tribes is 

framed by the inheritance of Caleb (Josh 14) and the inheritance of Joshua 

(Josh 19: 49-50), the faithful spies (Num 14), 564 and that this accords well 

with the fact that the share of Judah and Joseph are listed together 

separately from the rest of the tribes (Josh 15-17). In this respect, Caleb 

comes before Joshua in Num 13: 2-16; 14: 30; 32: 12; Dt 1: 36-38 (cf. Num 

13: 30-33 which only mentions Caleb as actively trying to pacify the people, 

and Num 14: 24; Dt 1: 36-38 which explicitly mention only Caleb's 

faithfulness), " even though this is balanced by the fact that Joshua is 

mentioned before Caleb in Num 14: 6,38 and that Eleazar and Joshua lead 

the allotment process in Numbers and Joshua (Num 34: 17; Josh 14: 1; 

19: 51; 21: 1; cf. also Josh 14: 6,13 where Judah and Caleb are explicitly 

subordinate to Joshua). Thus, both Judah and Ephraim are prominent in 

the conquest tradition, with Joshua the Ephraimite the overall leader 

(together with the Priest Eleazar), but Judah is listed first before Ephraim 

in accord with the general practice of tribal lists. Moreover, one must note 

that the order of the tribes in Josh 13-19 is compatible with the order of 

563 Note also that according to Noth "die Liste Num 26 einen vor David liegenden Stand der 
Dinge wiedergibt" (Noth 1930, p 129; similarly Milgrom 1989, p. 224). The main reason why 
Noth and Milgrom suggest such an early date for the list is that according to them, it lists 
localities in the hill country of Manasseh as belonging to Israel, but not in the plain, thus 
suggesting that it originates from a time when the hill country was already 
conquered/assimilated into Israel, but not yet the plain; see Noth 1930, pp. 122-132 and 
Milgrom 1989, p. 224 for details. Another reason for an early dating for Noth is the 
extraordinary fact that Gad comes between Simeon and Judah in the list, and that there is 
the order Manasseh-Ephraim instead of Ephraim-Manasseh, whereas later lists are more 
standardized (Noth 1930, p. 17). Then, if one accepts Noth's (and Milgrom's) view, it means 
that the original order of the list of Num 26 has not been changed, and thus Judah comes. 
before Ephraim in a list which originates from before the time of David. 
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the all-Israelite conquest in the book of Joshua, that is, Transjordan - 
South - North (Josh 1: 15; Josh 10-11). 565 

The situation is quite different in 1 Chronicles 2-9. Judah comes first, 566 

including David and his descendants, then Simeon followed by the 

Transjordanians, but Ephraim and Cisjordanian Manasseh stand almost at 

the end of the list. Thus, if one compares 1 Chr 2-9 with Joshua 13-19, it 

seems that the influence of the Judean postexilic setting is clear: Judah is 

first and Ephraim and Cisjordanian Manasseh are not important. The 

situation is somewhat different with the other lists of the Chronicles, but 1 

Chr 2: 1-2 is based on the system attested in Genesis-Exodus, 1 Chr 12 and 
27: 16-22 are most naturally understood to derive from preexilic lists, and 
the lists of Levitical cities in 1 Chr 6 may be based on the book of 
Joshua, 567 whereas 1 Chr 2-9 is most naturally taken as a freer 

composition. A comparison with Chronicles thus implies that it is difficult 

to square Joshua 13-19 with postexilic conditions from a rhetorical 

standpoint. 

As regards Judges 1, Judah and Simeon come first in the chapter, followed 

by Benjamin, Manasseh and Ephraim and three Galilean tribes, Zebulun, 

Asher and Naphtali. That the Transjordanian tribes have been omitted568 

and that Judah and Ephraim are not connected together as they are in 

Josh 13-19 (Simeon and Benjamin are brought to the fore in Jdg 1) 

suggests a different rhetorical setting in Judges 1 from that in Joshua 13- 

19 and the conquest tradition. Moreover, a Judahite perspective is evident 

in Jdg 1 as Judah is listed first, and half of Jdg 1 (vv. 3-20 vs. 21-36) is 

devoted to the activities of Judah, even though on the other hand, the 

tribes are in an almost perfect South-North order. We may also add at this 

point that in the book of Judges as a whole, Judah is first in conquest (Jdg 

1: 2), has the first Judge (Jdg 3: 7-11), and leads the way in an (according to 

the narrative itself) early intertribal conflict (Jdg 20: 18). 569 Moreover, not 

only does Jdg 1 give for the description of Judah much more room than for 

564 Cf. above, p. 192f. 
56 Cf. Ottosson 1991, p. 27; Kallai 1997. 
566 Cf. Jobling 1980, p. 199. 
567 See below, p. 207f. concerning Levitical cities. 
568 Issachar is also missing, but this may simply be due to oversight. 
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the other tribes and record Judah's successes, but more or less criticises 

all other tribes which it lists. 570 On the other hand, for most of the Judges 

period, Ephraim and the northern and Transjordanian tribes feature most 

prominently. 571 However, this prominence, and a relative silence concerning 
Judah may also be partly due to the editorial strategy of the book of Judges 

which sees the period of judges as confused and apostate. Whereas the 

activities of Judah are emphasized during the early settlement when people 

still followed Yahweh (Jdg 1: 1-2: 5), the activities of the Northern tribes are 

emphasized during the time when the people were apostate. 572 Then, the 

clear emphasis on Judah in the book of Judges as a" whole contrasts with 
the concerns of the book of Joshua which is based on the overall leadership 

of Ephraim, the importance of the Transjordanians and the unity of Israel, 

even though Judah is listed first in the Cisjordanian allotments (Josh 13- 

19). 

However, we still need to point out that if we look at the allotment of 
Levitical cities in Josh 21, they have been assigned in a South-North order, 

with Priestly cities having been assigned from the South (Judah, Simeon 

and Benjamin). This is especially intriguing at least at first sight, as the 

tent of meeting itself was set at Shiloh according to the book of Joshua, 

and thus one would expect that it would rather be convenient to assign the 

Priestly cities around Shiloh and thus from the North. 

As far as scholarship is concerned, even though most scholars have dated 

the Levitical cities to the time of the monarchy or later, 573 Kaufmann 

interprets the list of Levitical cities as an "ancient utopia"574 and dates it to 

569 Cf. O'Connell 1996, p. 270. 
570 See O'Connell 1996, pp. 58-72; Amit 1999, pp. 146-152. Jdg 1: 19 records a failure by 
Judah, but nevertheless remains on the positive side in its estimation of Judah (cf. 
O'Connell 1996, p. 64; Amit 1999, p. 147). 
571 Cf. above, p. 130f. 
572 Cf. Amit 1999, pp. 147-150; cf, also above, p. 130f. One also should note that in any 
case, the area occupied by or assigned to Judah is quite large, and thus it would be 
surprising that Judah would not be considered of any importance during the settlement and 
Judges period, especially as Judah's territory also occupies almost all area southward from 
the entrance point of the tribes to Cisjordan (Gilgal and Jericho) according to the conquest 
tradition. Moreover, one should note that right before and after the monarchy of David and 
Solomon, Judah stood separate from the rest of the tribes (2 Sam 2-3; 1 Ki 12; cf. also 
above, p. 121). 
573 See e. g. Peterson 1980, pp. 1-18 for an overview of the history of scholarship on the 
Levitical cities. 
574 Kaufmann 1985/1953, pp. 65-71. Kaufmann suggests that the division of the country 
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the premonarchical period. 575 In any case, those who date the list late (the 

postexilic time, and conceivably at least for the time after the Assyrian 

deportation during the divided monarchy) must also take the list as 

programmatic. 576 Moreover, an early date is conceivable based on ancient 
Near Eastern parallels. As Hess has pointed out, the list has a parallel with 
land grants and the sale of properties found in texts from Alalakh. 577 

Further, Milgrom points out that the word ri in the list of Levitical cities is 

a term which is attested with the meaning 'tribe' in early, but not in late 

biblical documents. 578 As far as archaeology is concerned, only a half a 
dozen or so of the Levitical cities have been excavated to date, 579 and all of 

these attest occupation from Late Bronze Age or earlier. 580 Also, surveys 
have found pottery remains from almost all possible sites for Levitical cities 

at least from Iron Age I on, 581 and when one combines these finds with the 

problems of identification of the sites, which are at times considerable, 582 

and the fact that no pottery sherds from earlier than 8th century have been 

found at suggested sites for Geba and Jattir, 583 even though Geba and 

Jattir are mentioned in the books of Samuel584 which generally have been 

thought to give a reliable picture about the time they portray, 585 one may 

into two where one part is reserved for priests and the other for Levites only, and that the 
system was never implemented in practice reflect the utopian character of the list. In this 
respect, as Haran (1978, pp. 84-85,128 incl. n27) points out, there hardly would have been 
enough Aaronides to populate thirteen cities right after the settlement, as Aaron's family 
could not have multiplied much in one or two generations from only Eleazar and Ithamar. 
575 According to Kaufmann (1985/1953, pp. 68-69), that the Levitical cities of Dan were 
assigned from the South, but not from the North whither the Danites later migrated attests 
the early date of the list of the Levitical cities. 
576 So Wellhausen 1905/1878, pp. 153-158; cf. e. g. Svensson 1994, p. 89. 
577 Hess 1996, p. 281; see Wiseman 1953, texts 1,76-80,86-88. Cf. Milgrom 1989, p. 504, 
who points out that the Akkadian word tawwertum/tamenu means extramural land (see also 
AHw, p. 1341, which lists also the second millennium as a period of use for the word). 
578 Milgrom 1983a, pp. 12-15 (cf. also above, p. 191n485). According to Milgrom, the word 
nor: is not attested after the ninth century in the meaning 'tribe', and that in this respect, the 
occurrence of the term in Chronicles (including the Levitical city list in Chronicles) always 
comes in material which the Chronicler took directly from early sources available to him. 
579 A. Mazar informally noted Beth Shemesh, Gibeon, Shechem, Gezer, Taanach and 
Heshbon in a personal communication, September 1999; cf. Peterson 1977. Peterson also 
notes minor excavations at Hebron (Peterson 1977, pp. 447-448) and excavations at Tell 
Jerishe, which is one of two places seen as candidates for Gath Rimmon (Peterson 1977, pp. 
372-375). 
580 Cf. Peterson 1977 under cities listed above, n. 579. 
581 See Peterson 1977 under each city and suggested site. 
582 See Peterson 1977 under each city and suggested site. 
583 See Peterson 1977, pp. 405-408,496-499. 
584 1 Sam 13-14; II Sam 5: 25 (cf. Jdg 20: 33); 1 Sam 30: 27; see Peterson 1977, pp. 398-399, 
491. 
585 See e. g. the comments in Hertzberg 1964, pp. 17-20. Note also that we have given added 
reasons above for thinking that the picture which the biblical sources present about the time 
which the books of Samuel portray is historically reliable (see above, Chapter 111.2, including 
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conclude that based on archaeological evidence, the Levitical cities could be 

dated to any period from the settlement on. 586 

Moreover, assigning the Priestly cities to the South is compatible with the 

Priestly tradition that Judah led in the wilderness (Num 2; Num 7), the 

South-North order of the Cisjordanian conquest, 587 and with Num 34 

(assigned to P) which lists the representatives of the tribes who would allot 

Cisjordan. One might also even speculate that the assignment of the 

Priestly cities to the South would contrast with the setting of the tent of 

meeting at Shiloh and thus create a balance of religious power between 

North and South, serving to emphasize the all-Israelite character of the 

book of Joshua. Yet, one must also remember that Josh 21 emphasizes 

that the Levitical cities were divided by lot (vv. 4-8,10; cf. also Josh 14: 1-2; 

19: 51; Num 26: 55-56; 33: 54). 

Thus, we may suggest that the conquest tradition saw matters in a South- 

North order, but this is not necessarily an indication of an overall Judahite 

perspective. An earlier date than the monarchy is conceivable for the 

conquest and settlement tradition, and thus for the book of Joshua as well. 

Finally, it is entirely possible that the city and boundary lists of Judah and 

Benjamin are extensive because their city lists were updated or expanded 

and the boundary lists sharpened during the period of the monarchy, 

including the divided monarchy. In fact, this is very logical, as it is clearly 

most natural to think that the text of Joshua was transmitted in the 

Southern Kingdom after the split with the North, and on the other hand, 

the knowledge of areas outside Judah and Benjamin would evidently have 

been more difficult to update after the split, and even more so after the 

Assyrian conquest. It is even possible that whereas the city and boundary 

lists of Judah and Benjamin were updated, expanded and sharpened, lists 

outside these suffered corruption. Especially, the fact that the boundary 

p. 138, and also the treatment of the archaeology of Shiloh included in Chapter 111.1). 
586 One should also note that if the list is programmatic, a number of sites may have been 

selected even though Israelite occupation and/or settlement followed only later. In this 
respect, as Millard points out, even uninhabited places may have names (A. R. Millard, 

personal communication, May 2000). 
587 Cf. above, p. 205f. As Transjordan was a somewhat "dubious" part of Israel, it would be 
listed last and one would not expect to settle priests there. 
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and city lists of the Galilean tribes (Josh 19: 10-39) which are far from 

Judah and Benjamin are garbled suggests that the text has been 

corrupted. In this respect, it is also possible that an original list of cities of 
Ephraim and Manasseh was dropped out, as Kaufmann suggests. 588 

Whether these updates, corruptions and possible excisions were intentional 

or not and if intentional, whatever their motive, the result would emphasize 

the role of Judah and Benjamin and naturally strengthen the impression of 

their relative importance in the final form of the book of Joshua. 589 

However, if there was updating or expansion in Judah during the 

monarchy, 590 it must nevertheless have been conservative overall, as the 

order. of the tribes in Joshua 13-19 has not been changed to reflect the 

composition of the Southern Kingdom of Judah and Benjamin. Moreover, 

whereas Judah is lauded in various ways in Jdg 1 and spoken of much 

more than the other tribes, all that really is spoken of Judah in Josh 15 

besides the city lists is the Caleb tradition in vv. 13-19 and the mention of 
Jerusalem in v. 63.591 In this respect, that Josh 15: 63 records the failure of 
Judah to conquer Jerusalem further suggests that there is no strong 
intentional pro-Judahite redaction in the book of Joshua, not even at the 

time of the monarchy if Josh 15: 63 originates from that time. This becomes 

especially clear when one contrasts Josh 15: 63 with the facts that 

according to the book of Joshua itself, Jerusalem is at the border of Judah 

and Benjamin but the city proper just belongs to Benjamin (Josh 15: 8; 

18: 16,28), 592 that according to Judges 1: 21 it was Benjamin who failed to 

conquer Jerusalem, and that the book of Judges (Jdg 1: 8) adds that Judah 

actually conquered Jerusalem during the early period of the conquest. 593 

588 Kaufmann 1985/1953, pp. 57-59. Kaufmann suggests that "scars" remain, especially in 
Josh 16: 9 and 17: 11. Kaufmann also suggests that portions of the Galilean lists were 
intentionally abridged (ibid., p. 59). 
589 Cf. Hawk 1991, pp. 111-113. 
590 Cf. also our comments above, Chapter 111.1, including p. 107n39. 
591 Cf. above, pp. 195,201. 
592 Cf. Hawk 1991, pp. 104-105. However, as Kallai (1958, pp. 146-148; cf. Peterson 1977, 
pp. 294-295) points out, a city may occupy a territory, even a reasonably considerable one. 
Thus, even though the border strictly speaking leaves the city of Jerusalem itself to 
Benjamin, when one considers the possibility of territories outside the city proper, Jerusalem 
could be a true border city between Judah and Benjamin. 
593 It is possible that Josh 15: 63 knew about the activity of Judah against Jerusalem and 
thus spoke about Judah rather than Benjamin in relation to Jerusalem (cf. also n. 592 
above), knowing that Judah's activity, even though relatively successful, did not result in 
driving out the inhabitants of Jerusalem. Besides the issue of Jerusalem, Amit (1999, p. 146) 
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To conclude, one may consider the following comment by Hess concerning 
the boundary and city lists: 

The form of the boundary descriptions and town lists reflects both 
the ideal of the early settlement and their usage as legal and 
administrative documents in later periods. The early origin that the 
text assigns to these documents is supported by their 
topographical similarity with Late Bronze age city states of 
Palestine, by the need for some sort of boundaries - given the 
sociological dynamics present in the settlement of the land, and by 
archaeological evidence of settlement in the hill country of 
Palestine from 1200 BC. 594 

Thus, we may summarize that according to the book of Joshua, 

Deuteronomic conditions for bringing all sacrifices to the central sanctuary 

were attained during the last days of Joshua, and that Shiloh was the 

central sanctuary at the time. Josh 22: 9-34 describes an incident where 

centralization was actually demanded from the Transjordanians. When we 

combine the results obtained in this chapter with the results of the 

previous chapter (Chapter 111.3 above), we may also point out that the 

picture of centralization of worship that the book of Joshua presents fits 

together with the picture of centralization in Pentateuchal legislation. 

Moreover, the depiction of centralization in the book of Joshua need not be 

a late creation, but an early, even a premonarchical (before the disaster at 
Aphek) provenance of the book of Joshua at least in its basic form is a real 

possibility, including chapters 13-19 and 22: 9-34. Such an early dating is 

in fact quite logical, as the emphasis on Shiloh in the book of Joshua does 

not fit with the conditions of the Judean-led monarchy for which Shiloh 

had been rejected and Jerusalem had taken its place. In this respect, the 

adds further features in Jdg 1 which emphasize Judah as opposed to the presentation of the 
book of Joshua: "Judah conquered Hebron and smote the three giants, Sheshai, Ahiman 
and Talmai (v. 10), while Caleb drove the three giants out of Hebron. Similarly, Caleb was 
given Hebron by the tribe of Judah, who conquered the hill-country (v. 19), whereas the 
testimonies given in Joshua are quite different (cf. Josh 10: 36-37; 12: 10; 14: 6-15; 15: 13-14). 
Debir was conquered by Othniel son of Kenaz within a campaign by the tribe of Judah (vv. 
11-13) rather than by one led by Joshua (cf. Josh 10: 38-39; 12: 13; 15: 15-17). " In this 
respect, Judges 1 also includes Judahite successes and activity not recorded in the book of 
Joshua (besides Jdg 1: 8 in this respect, see Amit 1999, pp. 145-146). It also has to be added 
here that even though a detailed examination of the matter is beyond the scope of this study, 
the differing attribution of conquests (esp. Judah vs Joshua) need not necessarily be a sign 
of contradiction, but only of differing emphasis (note also that [if referring to the same 
events) Josh 11: 21-22 attributes victories at Hebron and Debir to Joshua, Josh 15: 13-17 to 
Caleb and Othniel, and Jdg 1: 10-11 to Judah and Othniel; cf. Younger 1994, p. 226). 
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existence of Priestly material in the book of Joshua and on the other hand 

the existence of little Priestly material in Judges-Kings speaks for the same 
idea. An early dating for the book of Joshua also fits with the image of the 
book as an all-Israelite document, contrasting with the later historical 

books Judges, Samuel, Kings and Chronicles which more or less attest 
Judean concerns. Moreover, the connections that the book of Joshua has 

with the conquest tradition in Numbers and the Priestly flavour of the 

conquest tradition in Numbers suggest that the conquest tradition of 
Numbers is early as well. Further, as the book of Joshua is heavily 

Deuteronomic overall, an early provenance of the book of Joshua would 
imply an early provenance for at least the core of the book of Deuteronomy 

as well. Naturally, such an early dating of the book of Joshua, the Priestly 

material, the conquest tradition of Numbers and the book of Deuteronomy 

would have important implications as regards the reliability of the picture 
they present about the early history of Israel. However, we must emphasize 
that our basic results concerning the view of centralization that the book of 
Joshua presents are not dependent on the date of the book. 

594 Hess 1996, p. 40. 
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5. JUDGES 17-21 AND THE PERIOD OF JUDGES 

We have now covered the history of the central sanctuary and 

centralization for the period between the settlement and the building of 
Solomon's temple, except for the period portrayed by the book of Judges. In 

order to investigate the picture that the book of Judges presents about the 

central sanctuary and centralization, we will take Judges 17-21 as the 

basis for our discussion, simply for the reason that Jdg 17-21 contains 

references to Shiloh (Jdg 18: 31), the ark (Jdg 20: 27-28) and Phinehas the 

son of Eleazar son of Aaron (Jdg 20: 28), and on the other hand, no such 

references exist outside these chapters in the book of Judges. We will start 
by discussing relevant aspects of the literary setting, structure and 

provenance of Jdg 17-2 1, also in relation to the book of Judges as a whole, 

and will then proceed to matters relating to what kind of picture Jdg 17-21 

give regarding the central sanctuary and the centralization of worship, and 
how this picture relates to the rest of the book of Judges. 

The overall structure of the book of Judges can naturally be divided into a 

prologue (1: 1-3: 6 which further divides logically into two parts, 1: 1-2: 5595 

and 2: 6-3: 6)596, a main body consisting of the deliverer accounts of the 

book (3: 7-16: 31), and a conclusion (Chapters 17-21 which consists of two 

different accounts, chapters 17-18 and 19-21). 597 The main body which is 

at the heart of the book of Judges consists of a cyclical representation of 

Israel's history in the premonarchical era. The cycles, as is well known, 

consist of Israel's fall into idolatry, the resulting anger of Yahweh and 

subsequent enemy oppression, Israel's repentance and cry to Yahweh, 

Yahweh raising a deliverer who liberates Israel from enemy oppression, and 

resulting peace. On the other hand, neither the prologue nor the 

conclusion attest this cyclical pattern. The prologue consists of a limited 

conquest account (1: 1-2: 5) a lot of whose material can also be found in 

Joshua 13-21, and an introduction to the cyclical pattern of history in the 

period as depicted in the main body (2: 6-3: 6). The conclusion relates a pair 

595 Even though 2: 1-5 is rather slightly detached from both Ch. 1 and 2: 6-3: 6; cf. Amit 1999, 
pp. 152-153. 
596 See O'Connell 1996; Amit 1999; Weinfeld 1967 et al. 
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of events (17-18 and 19-21) which according to the writer happened in the 

period of the Judges. 

If one looks at the scholarship on the book of Judges, 598 one notices that, 

before Noth, most academic discussion treated Judges from a source- 

critical viewpoint-599 On the other hand, since Noth, Judges generally has 

been seen as a part of the Deuteronomistic History. 600 However, as we have 

seen above, 60' there is good reason to think that such a history does not 

exist, and consequently, the book of Judges is not part of it either. This 

observation is confirmed by the fact that the presentation of history is very 

different in Judges from that in Joshua, in fact so much that the two books 

are in many ways complete opposites of each other. 602 Joshua is essentially 

optimistic, whereas Judges is essentially pessimistic. Joshua sees that the 

land has essentially been conquered during the last days of the life of the 

man Joshua and rather looks at the future finalization of this conquest, 

whereas Judges emphasizes the incompleteness of the conquest. Israel is 

dominant over its neighbours in the book of Joshua, whereas there are 

foreign oppressions in the book of Judges. There is peace at the end of the 

book of Joshua, whereas there rather is no peace in the book of Judges. In 

the book of Joshua, the people follow Yahweh, whereas in the book of 

Judges, the people are apostate and follow other gods. Finally, Joshua is 

written from an all-Israelite perspective, whereas Judges is written from a 

Judahite perspective. 603 

It is also recognized that the book of Judges has notably different concerns 

from the books of Kings. As von Rad stated it, "a new section begins for the 

Deuteronomist with Solomon". 604 According to O'Connell, von Rad has 

noted the following rhetorical incongruities between Judges and Kings: 

"cycles of apostasy and repentance versus an essentially downward trend of 

apostasy; idealization of the monarchy versus the idea that monarchy 

usually corrupts the nation; tacit assessment of the judges versus explicit 

597 Cf. O'Connell 1996, p. 2. 
598 See O'Connell 1996, pp. 345-368 for an excellent summary. 
599 See O'Connell 1996, pp. 347-354. 
600 See O'Connell 1996, pp. 355-368; cf. McConville 1997. 
601 See above, Chapter 111.4. 
602 Cf. Weinfeld 1967, pp. 105-113. 
603 Cf. above, Chapter III. 4. 
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judgment against the kings; YHWH's controlling of history through judges' 

charismata versus history as the fulfilment of YHWH's prophetic word; guilt 

of those opposed to judges (2: 17) versus guilt of the moral disposition of 

kings". 605 

Naturally, if the book of Judges is at least basically an independent literary 

work, the considerations regarding the provenance of the book become very 

different from the case when the book is seen as a part of the 

Deuteronomistic History. In the latter case, all considerations naturally 

point to the exile as the basic time of composition of the book, whereas in 

the former case the dating of the book is much more open. Moreover, as 

O'Connell, who sees Judges as a product of the early monarchy, points out, 

the only textual evidence which could clearly imply a late date of 

composition is the mention p"Krt m5a oi-v in Judges 18: 30, as one could 

infer that this refers to the Assyrian deportation (734 or 722 BC). 606 

This then in fact has introduced us specifically to the question of the dating 

of Judges 17-21. Even though the note in 18: 30 fits very well with the 

Assyrian deportation (see 2 Ki 15: 29 where the land of Naphtali to, which 

the city of Dan belonged, is taken into captivity), there are other 

possibilities as well. Some other earlier captivity, even one for which no 

historical information remains may be referred to. 607 Also, it has been 

suggested that there has been a textual error which has changed the word 

jrtt to p'irc, and that the reference was thus originally to the disaster of 

Aphek (1 Sam 4) where the ark was taken captive by the Philistines (recall 

Sxnfvn `n= -65 in 1 Sam 4: 22). 608 Be that as it may, the dating of 18: 30-31 

604 Von Rad 1953/1948, p. 75n2. 
605 O'Connell 1996, p. 360. 
606 O'Connell 1996, p. 337. See e. g. Gray 1986, p. 347; Soggin 1981, p. 278; Boling 1975, p. 
266 for interpreting the verse as referring to the Assyrian deportation. 
607 As noted by many conservative commentators time and again; cf. e. g. Cundall 1968, p. 
192. 
608 See O'Connell 1996, pp. 481-483 for detailed argumentation in favour of this view. See 

also Schley 1989, p. 34 for the history of this line of interpretation. In fact, Keil (1983/1861- 

1865, Judges, p. 441), and Satterthwaite (1989, pp. 117-121) argue for a reference to the 
disaster at Aphek without suggesting textual emendation. Satterthwaite argues that verses 
30 and 31 are parallel, and that both verses should thus refer to events of the same time. 
Moreover, Satterthwaite points out the fact that there is archaeological evidence for a 
destruction in Dan at the second half of the 11th century; for details of the archaeological 
evidence, see Biran 1994, pp. 125-146,155, esp. pp. 135-138; cf. also Biran 1992, p. 14; 
Finkelstein 1988, pp. 102-103. 
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may not be quite as important for our considerations as it might seem at 

first sight. This is because chapters 17-21 indicate that they portray an 

early period of Judges. According to 20: 28, the events in chapters 19-21 

happened within about a generation of the settlement, as they refer to 

Phinehas ben Eleazar ben Aaron, who also features in the Pentateuch and 

in Joshua (see Ex 6: 25; Nu 25: 7,11; 31: 6; Josh 22: 13,30,31,32; 24: 33). 

Similarly, according to 18: 30, Jonathan ben Gershom ben Moses609 was the 

first priest of the Danites. Even though Jonathan might be a later 

descendant than grandson of Moses, as' the usage of ben does not 

necessarily demand direct descent, 610, the fact that the Danite migration is 

mentioned in Joshua 19: 47 suggests that at least a relatively early period of 

Judges is indicated. Then, even if Judges 17-21 was incorporated into the 

book of Judges as early as the time of David, if the accounts have any real 

historical basis, they must in any case have already been transmitted for 

up to 200-400 years before having been incorporated to the book of Judges, 

depending on whether one thinks of a 13th or 15th century settlement. 

Furthermore, it is clear that the 'no king' formulae in 17: 6; 18: 1; 19: 1 and 

20: 25 date from a time after kingship has been established, and thus are 

additions which are later than the first composition (written or oral) of the 

chapters. Similarly, it is clear that 18: 30 and 18: 31 are later editorial 

comments as they look back to the events from a viewpoint which is 

detached from them. 611 

Nevertheless, there are a number of aspects worth clarifying as regards the 

provenance of Jdg 17-2 1, and these will also lead us to the interpretation of 

the chapters, and will naturally help us to interpret the rest of the book of 

the Judges as well. A tricky and important, even though less readily 

apparent, question in the interpretation of Jdg 17-21 is whether there is 

implied polemic in the chapters. In this respect, one may point out that the 

localities Bethel and Dan which are heavily involved in the narratives of 

both chapters 17-18 and 19-21 are the same localities where Jeroboam 

609 See e. g. O'Connell 1996, p. 480n106 for textual issues concerning the name Moses in Jdg 
18: 30. 
610 See e. g. Keil 1983/1861-1865, Judges, p. 439. 
611 Cf. O'Connell 1996, pp. 421-424. Note however that Satterthwaite has made a good case 
for the overall unity of Judges 17-21 by means of literary criticism (Satterthwaite 1989). 
According to Satterthwaite, there is no need to consider even Judges 20: 29-48 as composite, 
contra most commentators (Satterthwaite 1989, pp. 208-214). 
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established royal sanctuaries in the Northern Kingdom (1 Ki 12: 27-29). 

Especially, as Jdg 17-18, besides describing the Danite migration to the 

North and the conquest of the city of Laish, tell how a sanctuary originated 

at Dan, many scholars have seen the narrative connected with Jeroboam. 

In this respect, all scholars agree that the narrative views the Danite 

sanctuary negatively, 612 and most agree that the description contains 

plenty of irony. 613 Thus, a number of commentators think that the narrative 
is polemic against the royal cult of Jeroboam 1.614 According to Soggin, "in 

this polemic it is said that the premises of the sanctuary in question had 

been false from the beginning: its cult was syncretistic, the money which 

served to maintain it derived from a theft, and its priesthood, though it 

boasted a most noble descent, was not free, but subject to patronage". 615 

However, this view has its problems as the two sanctuaries are in many 

ways very different. In Noth's words, 
Even if one supposes that the 'golden calf of Jeroboam was erected 
at Dan on the very spot where formerly the silver image of Jdg 17- 
18 stood (which is nowhere stated and is by no means self-evident) 
and that therefore the 'calf has superseded and replaced this cult 
image, nevertheless the cult objects are entirely different and 
accordingly different cultic practices are involved. One can hardly 
polemicize against the one when he has the other in mind. In 
almost all other respects as well, the two cultic establishments 
differ from one another: Whereas the earlier sanctuary was a 
recognized tribal sanctuary according to the explicit notation in 
Judges 18: 19b, the one established by Jeroboam I at Dan was a 
royal sanctuary. Also, he fashioned in it a correspondingly new 
form by having a bama-house erected, and therefore he gave a new 
character to the whole thing, even though the spot was perhaps 
the same one where the tribal sanctuary had been located. The 
same applies to the priesthood. According to Jg. 17-18, the tribal 
sanctuary attached great importance to having a 'Levitical' 

priesthood; but Jeroboam I, according to I Kg. 12: 31b, installed 

non-Levites as priests in his state sanctuaries. Thus very little 
remains of concrete agreement between the two reports: only a 
general polemic against cultic establishments in the city of Dan 
and perhaps agreement that these establishments were located in 

612 See e. g. Soggin 1981, p. 268; Gray 1986, p. 223; Noth 1968/1962, pp. 71-76; O'Connell 
1996, pp. 231-241; Klein 1988, pp. 154-156; Satterthwaite 1989, pp. 78,123. There are 
however scholars, such as Moore, Burney and Niemann who think that the original narrative 
was either neutral or even pro-Danite, and that the polemic was introduced by later editing 
(Satterthwaite 1989, p. 123). However, seeing an earlier pro-Danite story is clearly a 
hypothesis which is impossible to verify. 
613 E. g. Soggin (1981, p. 268): "Now the attitude of the present text towards the Danite 
sanctuary and what it contains is essentially negative, with marked ironical thrusts, even if 
they are sometimes ambiguous. "; cf. Amit 1999, pp. 321-322,328. 
614 Satterthwaite (1989, p. 124) lists Nötscher, Martin, Soggin in favour of this view. 
615 Soggin 1981, p. 269. 
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the same place. For the rest we are dealing with phenomena of a 
quite different character and from different times. 616 

Noth himself thought that "the polemical narrative of Jg. 17-18 stems from 

the circle of the royal Israelite sanctuary of Dan which was established by 

Jeroboam I". 617 According to Noth, the 'no king' formula indicates that the 

cult was not performed correctly before king Jeroboam regulated it, as the 

story of Micah's sanctuary demonstrates. 618 

Noth himself did not think that the old tribal sanctuary existed alongside 

Jeroboam's sanctuary, but that it was discontinued. 619 On the other hand, 

Gray who also sees the narrative as pro-Jeroboam polemic thinks that the 

two sanctuaries existed contemporaneously and that the polemic stems 
from the "royal priests of Bethel or Dan as distinct from the oracle-priests 

of the tribal sanctuary at Dan who were descended from Micah's Levite". 62° 

According to Gray, "This is doubtless the source of the mild ridicule of the 

origin of the cult-symbols in money stolen and cursed, of the priesthood of 

a vagabond and disloyal Levite and of the high-handed appropriation of 
both by the Danites in their occupation of the defenceless settlement of 

Laish. "621 Also, according to Gray, the 'no king' formula in 17: 6 and 18: 1 

refers to Jeroboam. 622 

In any case, all these explanations suffer from the problem that they do not 

account well for the fact that Judges 17-18 is connected with Judges 19- 

21.623 If one sees polemical traits in Judges 17-18, one should equally see 

616 Noth 1968/1962, pp. 77-78. Noth points out in a footnote (no. 24 within quotation) that 
"Bethel, which is mentioned in connection with Dan in I Kg. 12: 29, is expressly designated in 
Am 7: 13 as a 'royal sanctuary' with a 'state temple"', and adds in a footnote (no. 26 within 
quotation) that it is reasonable to assume based on 1 Ki 12: 31 that a bama-house was 
erected also at Bethel and Dan, even though this is not expressly stated. 
617 Noth 1968/1962, pp. 81-82. 
618 Noth 1968/1962, pp. 82-83. 
619 Noth 1968/1962, pp. 84-85. Note that archaeologically, evidence has been found of a 
sanctuary at the time of Jeroboam, but no evidence has been found of the tribal sanctuary 
at all (see Biran 1994, incl. p. 165; Biran 1992, pp. 14-15). 
620 Gray 1986, p. 223. 
621 Gray 1986, pp. 223-224. 
622 Gray 1986, p. 224. 
623 According to Soggin (1981, p. 263), "Although these two episodes deal with different 
subjects, they have many things in common and therefore have been joined together on 
purpose" ... "they both deal with Levites residing in Ephraim who are not Ephraimites, who 
are wronged by the local population, and who somehow get involved with non-Israelite 
cities", referring to F. Crüsemann, Der Widerstand Gegen das Königtum, Neukirchen-Vluyn, 
1978, pp. 156ff. ). One may add that both narratives deal with a private incident escalating to 
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whether Judges 19-21 can be taken as polemical as well. 624 Now, the major 
thesis of O'Connell's book is that Judges is replete with anti-Saulide 

polemic and legitimization of the Davidic dynasty. 625 Surely Judges 19-21 

can easily be read as anti-Saulide polemic. The culprits in the narrative are 

men of Gibeah, the future hometown of Saul (1 Sam 10: 26; 15: 34; 23: 19; 

26: 1), 626 whose wickedness finds an analogy with Sodom, as commentators 
have noted. 627 Similarly, it is possible to argue that based on an analogy 

with Deut 13: 13-19, the Israelites should have completely destroyed 

Benjamin, 628 and had they done so instead of reneging on covenant 

obligations (Jdg 21), there would have been no king Saul. 629 

Then, if one sees anti-Saulide polemic in Judges 19-21, it is easiest to 

conceive a Sitz-im-Leben for the polemic at the time of David, and the 

further one goes forward in time, the less relevant such polemic 
becomes. 630 In this respect, it is difficult to think that the Judahite author 

public (tribal) level, and that in both narratives there is a false resolution (Micah's restoring 
the silver to his mother; reconciliation of the Levite with his concubine) which however is in 
each case overturned by subsequent events (Satterthwaite 1989, p. 287). Also, the 'no king' 
formula (17: 6; 18: 1; 19: 1; 21: 25) ties both narratives together. Amit's suggestion (see Amit 
1999, pp. 337-341,348-357) that Jdg 19-21 does not belong together with Jdg 17-18 is by 
no means certain. Above all, Amit's suggestion that Jdg 19-21 is too different from Jdg 17-18 
and thus cannot describe roughly the same time or cannot have been written at roughly the 
same time is tenuous. For instance, contra Amit, it is not clear that Jdg 19-21 intends to 
praise the premonarchic system of the assembly of the tribes and its functioning (cf. e. g. the 
seizure of the maidens of Shiloh, if not directly at the instigation of the elders, at least in 
their full knowledge in 21: 15-24). As another example for the tenuousness of Amit's 
argumentation, there may be many reasons why the Levite in Jdg 19-21 would resort to 
complaining/calling to the tribes after having been wronged, whereas Micah in Jdg 17-18 
would not, and thus it is not clear that Jdg 19-21 differs from Jdg 17-18 in the way the 
tribal system works. 
624 Cf. Noth 1930, pp. 168-170, who does not detect any polemic in Jdg 19-2 1. 
625 O'Connell 1996. Cf. also the portrayal of the conquest of Jerusalem in the book of Judges 
with that in the book of Joshua (see above, p. 210; cf. O'Connell 1996, p. 64). 
626 O'Connell 1996, p. 328. 

627 See O'Connell 1996, pp. 250-252 for a detailed comparison of Judges 19 with Genesis 
19. 
628 So O'Connell 1996, p. 252 
629 Note also the similarity of custom between the slicing of the murdered concubine into 
twelve pieces and sending the pieces throughout Israel in Jdg 19: 29 and Saul's similar act 
with an ox in 1 Sam 11: 7 (as pointed out by Noth 1930, pp. 109-110), which also suggests a 
similar milieu for both Jdg 19-21 and 1 Sam 11. 
630 Amit (1999, pp. 349-350) suggests that Jdg 19-21 dates from the second temple period. 
According to Amit (1999, p. 349n43), "It may be that the criticism against the Davidic 
dynasty following the destruction of the Temple and the disappearance of its representatives 
at the beginning of the Second Temple encouraged hopes for the renewal of the Benjaminite 
dynasty. " In this respect, Amit implies that 1 Chr 10: 13-14 was written due to such a 
situation of the postexilic community (Amit 1999, p. 350). However, Amit herself suggests 
elsewhere that the view of kingship in the book of Judges differs from that of the postexilic 
Chronicles. According to Amit herself, Judges views kingship rather as a compromise than 
as an ideal, whereas Chronicles views it in a much more ideal light, where the Davidic king 
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would have wanted to polemicize against Benjamin during the time of the 

divided monarchy when all other tribes had deserted Judah and only 
Benjamin was left. Moreover, as Judges 17-18 and 19-21 are connected 

together, one can only ask the question of why there is polemic against Dan 

in Judges 17-18, and yet on the other hand, one cannot see any polemic 

against Bethel in Judges 19-21,631 even if one allows that the tradition in 

Jdg 20: 26-28 which connects the "veritable" Phinehas (cf. Ex 6: 25; Nu 25: 7, 

11; 31: 6) with Bethel is a late, postexilic Priestly gloss; 632 on the contrary, 
in any case, the Israelites inquire from God at Bethel and finally succeed 
(Jdg 20: 18ff. ). 633 Furthermore, if Jdg 17-18 is anti-Jeroboam polemic, how 

could the 'no king' formula fit with polemic against Jeroboam, as Jeroboam 

himself was a king? And, if Jdg 17-18 is to be considered as pro-Jeroboam 

polemic, one may ask: How did the narrative come to be taken into the 

southern book of Judges? 634 

To solve this dilemma, one can interpret Judges 17-18; 19-21 without 

seeing them as polemic connected with Jeroboam or as strongly anti- 
Saulide. If one looks at 1 Ki 12: 29, Jeroboam established his chief 

sanctuaries at Bethel and Dan. Now, one notices that from the standpoint 

of the Northern Kingdom, Bethel and Dan were, roughly speaking, in the 

far south and far north, respectively. When one adds to this the fact that 

both were from early times known cult centres, it is quite natural that 

Jeroboam chose them as his major sanctuaries. Thus, it is not 

"is God's representative upon earth and the one who concretizes his rule (2 Chr 13: 8)" (ibid., 
p. 115). Thus, even though Jdg 19-2 1, especially as a part of the book of Judges as a whole, 
fits with the idea gathered from Chronicles about possible renewed need of legitimation of 
the Davidic dynasty, it does not fit with the idea gathered from Chronicles about the view of 
the Judean postexilic community of kingship. Cf. Noth 1968/1962, p. 80n29 regarding Jdg 
17: 6 and 18: 1, "Only by doing violence to the sentences can we assign them to the post-exilic 
period 'which views the kingship in a glorious light"', and further (ibid., p. 80), "these 

sentences ... rather ... refer to a real, historical kingship which the author knows". These 
comments by Noth undoubtedly also fit to 19: 1 and 21: 25, especially as Jdg 19-21 in its 

present form is a part of the book of Judges as a whole (According to Amit hersef, Jdg 19-21 
has been edited in order to connect it to the exposition of the rest of the book, and as if to 
serve a compositional function of closing the circle of the entire book, even though in her 
opinion this connection can be seen to be artificial [see Amit 1999, pp. 353-357, esp. p. 
357]). 
631 So O'Connell 1996, p. 298. See also ibid., p. 298n118 for a refutation of Amit 1990 who 
attempts to see hidden polemic against Bethel in Jdg 17-18. 
632 According to Gray (1986, p. 357), Phinehas the son of Eleazar, the Son of Aaron is "a 
post-Exilic redactional insertion". Similarly Soggin (1981, p. 293). 
633 C f. below, p. 232, incl. n691. 
634 Moreover, as there are good reasons to think that the 'no king' formula (17: 6; 18: 1) is 
Deuteronomic (see below, p. 224), this makes it more unlikely that it has been used for pro- 
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inconceivable that there was an illegitimate cult centre at Dan both in the 

period of the Judges and in the time of Jeroboam. 635 Furthermore, that 

there is a reference to the Danite migration elsewhere (Josh 19: 47; cf. Jdg 

1: 34) suggests that at least the core of Judges 17-18 is based on early 

tradition. 636 Then, as the 'no king' formula (17: 6; 21: 25) indicates, both 

accounts were included in the book of Judges to illustrate the confused 

and apostate state of affairs during the period of Judges. In this respect, 

one could imagine that an account which involved Saul's hometown would 

have created interest in the reign of David. The selection of the narrative 

would also conveniently serve to emphasize the claims of David as against 

Saul, even if the narrative was not specifically created to polemicize against 

Saul. 

Another matter which involves dating considerations in Jdg 17-21 is the 

already mentioned 'no-king' formula in 17: 6; 18: 1; 19: 1; 21: 25. That it is 

easy to read the 'no king' formula as optimism for kingship637 contrasts 

with the presentation of the book of Kings according to which kingship 

rather degenerated than improved with time. 638 Moreover, as it is clear that 

David is a good example of a king who was seen to be faithful to both 

Jeroboam polemic. 
635 Note also that Dan is a very fertile place due to powerful springs there. 
636 That Laish is called Leshem in Josh 19: 47 also suggests that the Joshua and Judges 
traditions are independent, and thus rather confirm each other. It is also worth noting that 
O'Connell thinks that the variation of Laish and Leshem is dialectal (O'Connell 1996, p. 
345n1). 
637 Cf. Weinfeld 1967, p. 111 "KAUFMANN is therefore correct in stating that the author of the 
general introduction 'has darkened the colors and depicted the period black on black ... in 

order to exalt the monarchy'. This dimming of colors also finds expression in the recurring 
refrain in chapters xvii-xxi: 'In those days there was no king in Israel; every man did what 
was right in his own eyes' (xvii 6; xviii 1; xix 1; xxi 25)". The suggestion of Boling (1975, p. 
294) that, "in Micah's day Yahweh was not really being acknowledged as Israel's king (17: 6)" 
is also a possible implied nuance in the 'no king' formula. However, one needs to also 
remember that, as e. g. Amit (1999, pp. 92-113) points out, the Abimelech and Gideon 

narratives are rather against kingship, with Jdg 8: 22-27 specifically speaking for Yahweh's 
kingship instead of human kingship. According to Amit (1999, pp. 113-117), the closing 
section (Jdg 17-18 for Amit), taken together with the rest of the book, serves to suggest that 
for the author, kingship is ultimately a pragmatic compromise solution to a situation of 
anarchy which characterized the period of judges and the failure of the people to follow 
Yahweh (cf. also above, p. 219n630). Finally, one may say that for the book of Judges, it is 

also important that the king who would rule Israel is divinely appointed (O'Connell 1996, p. 
271; cf. Amit 1999, p. 114). 
638 Cf. above, p. 214f. One can of course argue that this degeneration of kingship was seen 
as such only by the exilic historian who wrote the book of Kings. However, for instance, if the 
tax burden on the people by Solomon as portrayed in 1 Ki 12: 1-4 is accepted as historically 

reliable, there was disillusionment quite soon after the establishment of kingship. One 

should also note at least the political instability in the Northern Kingdom from Jeroboam on, 
even if one thought that the negative evaluation of the religious situation in the North stems 
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covenant justice (as opposed to the events of Jdg 19-2 1) and to the cult (as 

opposed to the events of Jdg 17-18), the 'no king' formula could fit well to 

David's reign. 639 Moreover, according to O'Connell, 

In an Egyptian account of the chaos that preceded the accession of 
Setnakhte (ca. 1184-1182 BCE), Harris papyrus no. 1 states that 
"the land of Egypt had been overthrown with every man being his 
own standard of right (snbm k3.4 since they had no leader (rhry) 
for many years in the times of others". Not only does this furnish 
an ideological parallel to Judges' motif Alb640 (; jWy+ 14y. U= W+K) - 
indeed, Eg. k3 'straightness, right' conveys a similar notion of 
conformity to norm as does BH 'iii" 'straightness, uprightness, 
right' - but it serves the interests of polemicizing the present order 
as a result of the previous period of history. "641 

O'Connell adds, 
Although no case should be made for direct dependence between 
Judges and this Egyptian parallel, two points may be made in 

regard to its similarity to Judg. 17: 6b and 21: 25b: (1) the 
characterization of the preceding period as one in which everyone 
followed his/her own standard of right is a negative 
characterization, and. (2) it is claimed that the contemporary 
dynasty is the source of order that has brought an end to the 
anarchy of the preceding period. 642 

O'Connell concludes, "Other examples of negative characterization by 

Egyptian pharaohs against preceding periods, dynasties or pharaonic rules 

are extant. "643 Thus, it is entirely possible that the 'no king' formula implies 

an early date for Jdg 17-21. 

The mention in Jdg 20: 18 that Judah should go first against Benjamin 

echoes Jdg 1: 2 and thus suggests that 1: 1-2: 5 and 17-21 belong together. 

Moreover, as Jdg 1: 1-2: 5 and 17-21 form a bracket around the main body 

from the exilic editor of the books of Kings. 
639 See O'Connell 1996, pp. 307-329. Regarding cult, one should especially emphasize that 
David brought the ark to Jerusalem (2 Sam 6; cf. 1 Chr 13: 2-3) and prepared for the 
building of the temple (2 Sam 7 etc.; according to the Chronicles, David also prepared for 

temple worship 11 Chr 23-26]). The Bathsheba incident (2 Sam 11-12) is the only major 
ostensible tarnish in David's image. 
640 See O'Connell 1996 for the interpretation of this notation. 
641 O'Connell 1996, p. 330. See also Greenspahn 1982. It has to be noted that apparently 
the anarchy of the preceding 19th dynasty has been exaggerated in order to extol the new 
ruler (A. R. Millard, personal communication, August 2000; cf. James 1979, p. 67). 
642 O'Connell 1996, p. 331. 
643 O'Connell 1996, p. 331. Cf. also the Weidner Chronicle from Mesopotamia, apparently to 
be dated to the second millennium (text in COS 1, pp. 468-470, transl. & ed. by A. R. Millard; 

cf. Arnold 1994), and the Proclamation of Telipinu and the Apology of Hattusili II from 
Anatolia (both texts in COS 1, pp. 194-198,199-204, transl. & ed. by T. P. J. van den Hout; 

cf. Chavalas 1994, pp. 123-125). 
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of the book, this naturally suggests that the book as a whole is no later 

than this bracket. In this respect, if Jdg 1: 1-2: 5 is late, as is often 

thought, 644 this suggests that Jdg 17-21 must be late as well. 645 However, it 

is by no means certain that Jdg 1: 1-2: 5 is late, especially if the book of 

Joshua is early, as Jdg 1: 1-2: 5 in itself can be read quite naturally based 

on the book of Joshua. 646 Moreover, as the ravished concubine was from 

the tribe of Judah (Jdg 19: 1), it would be natural that Judah should take 

the lead in avenging the matter (cf. Dt 13: 10; 17: 7). 647 Finally, as we have 

seen above, Judah's relative prominence is attested consistently 

throughout Genesis-Joshua, and both Joshua and Judges suggest that 

Judah was active, and even relatively prominent during the early 

settlement. 648 Thus, the "bracket" may be early and may also be based on 

early tradition. 649 

The large numbers of troops and intertribal unity as portrayed in Judges 

19-21 have been taken as a sign of lateness. But, as Satterthwaite points 

out, "If we allow that the idea of the tribes acting in this way [as a unity] in 

the judges period is a mistaken retrojection, it still does not follow that Ju 

20-21 have to be dated much later than the period of the judges. Such a 

narrative could 'easily stem from the time of the early 

monarchy. "... "Someone writing at this time could well have thought it 

realistic that Israel in the period before the monarchy had functioned as 

the twelve-tribe unit with which he was familiar in his own day. "650. 

Regarding large numbers, Satterthwaite points out the following examples 

elsewhere: "1 Sam 4.2,10 (34.000 Israelites killed in the course of two 

battles with the Philistines; 1 Sam 11.8 (30.000 mustered from Judah, 

300.000 from the rest of Israel); 1 Sam 13.5 (30.000 Philistine chariots, 
6.000 horsemen, and innumerable foot soldiers); 1 Sam 15.4 (10.000 from 

Judah, 200.000 from the rest of Judah [sic; should be from the rest of 

644 See Noth 1991/1943, pp. 23-24; Amit 1999, p. 120n 1. 
645 C f. Satterthwaite 1989, p. 302. 
646 Cf. O'Connell 1996, pp. 58-80,268-342 for seeing Jdg 1: 1-2: 5 as an integral part of the 
book of Judges and dating it early based on rhetorical analysis. 
647 O'Connell 1996, p. 262. 
648 Cf. also above, p. 204, Figure 2, and the accompanying analysis. 
649 Recall also that the relative silence about Judah in the "body" of the book of Judges may 
be partly intentional in order to heighten the failures of the other tribes (cf. Amit 1999, pp. 
147-150; cf. the discussion above, p. 130f. ), and thus may not necessarily be used to argue 
that nothing much happened in Judah during the time. 
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Israel]); 1 Ki 20.29 (the Israelites kill 100.000 foot soldiers on one day); Ju 

16.27-30 (a temple collapses killing 3.000 Philistines); 1 Ki 20.30 (a wall 

collapses killing 27.000 Syrians)". 651 Thus, large numbers are nothing 

peculiar to Judges 19-21, and consequently not necessarily a sign of 
lateness. 

A very important question in regard to the provenance and the 

interpretation of Jdg 17-21 is its relation to the book of Deuteronomy. 

Whereas it is clear that the main body of the book is Deuteronomic, 652 any 

connections between chapters 17-21 and Deuteronomy are not apparent at 
first sight. Noth saw no Deuteronomistic features in Jdg 19-21,653 and 

explicitly denied any Deuteronomistic conceptions in Judges 17-18.654 

Thus, Noth did not consider the chapters as part of the original 

Deuteronomistic History, but as a later addition. 655 Similarly, Gray states 

that, "Containing no saving act or any saviour-figure and without the 

introductory framework of lapse, oppression, penitence and grace, neither 

this passage (Judges 17-18) nor Appendix B (Judges 19-2 1) was part of the 

pre-Deuteronomistic compilation of the traditions of the great judges. The 

absence of positive censure on cultic unorthodoxy and the significant fact 

that it stands outside the chronological scheme of the Deuteronomistic 

History indicate that those appendices were not part of the 

Deuteronomistic History. "656 

However, especially Veijola and Jüngling have argued for Deuteronomistic 

editing in Judges 17-21,657 and the following four Deuteronomic features 

proposed by them are the most conspicuous ones in Jdg 17-21.658 (1) The 

phrase ritz, vein ifx i zr in the 'no king' formula is similar to Deut 12: 8, 

and similar phrases recur frequently in Deuteronomy and Kings (esp. Dt 

650 Satterthwaite 1989, pp. 299-300. 
651 Satterthwaite 1989, p. 299n45. Cf. lines 85-101; 175-193 of KRT A (see COS 1, pp. 334, 
336; translated by D. Pardee), the Ugaritic Legend of King Krt, which poetically speaks about 
large numbers of troops (as pointed out by Milgrom 1989, pp. 337-338). 
652 For the issues involved with 1: 1-2: 5, see e. g. Weinfeld 1967. 
653 See Noth 1930, pp. 162-170. 
654 Noth 1968/1962, p. 82n35. 
655 Noth 1991/1943, p. 77n2; cf. Noth 1930, p. 168. 
656 Gray 1986, p. 224. Cf. Veijola 1977, pp. 15-16 (incl. p. 16n4) for a summary of the 
approach of seeing Jdg 17-21 as a post-Deuteronomistic appendix to the book of Judges; cf. 
ibid., p. 27 (incl. n86). 
657 Satterthwaite 1989, p. 308, referring to Veijola 1977 and Jüngling 1981. 
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12: 25; 13: 19; 21: 9; 1 Ki 11: 33,38; 2 Ki 10: 30; 12: 3). 659 (2) The position of 
Levites in 17: 7 and 19: 1 is similar to that found in Deut 18: 1-8 which 
indicates that Levites are permanent aliens. 660 (3) The 01, -T5rt-rns in 17: 5 

contrasts with the m,, -6x, rrr at Shiloh in 18: 31 (note also the use of the 

article -i), indicating that Micah's shrine is illegal as opposed to the 

legitimate 'house of God' at Shiloh. 661 (4) In 20: 1-17, the process of inquiry 

is similar to Deut 13: 13-19 and 17: 2-7; the expression of burning out (iys) 

evil from Israel in v. 13 occurs also in Deuteronomy (e. g. Dt 17: 7,12; 

21: 21); and the expression in 20: 10 of the r6n: in Israel occurs also in 

Deuteronomy (Dt 22: 21). 662 

Due to these features, it is difficult to at least conclusively deny that the 

writer/ incorporator of Jdg 17-21 was aware of Deuteronomy, 663 and that 

the chapters are part of the design of the book of Judges as a whole. 

Moreover, features (1) and (3) suggest that cult centralization may be 

involved. In this respect, as O'Connell suggests, Judges 17-18 

attests a clear rhetorical focus upon concern about cultic 
disloyalty. The plot-structure of Judges 17: 1-18: 31 begins with an 
account of Micah's family cult (an aberration from the ideal of one 
intertribal cult enjoined by Deut. 12), becomes complicated by the 
Levite's quest for a Priestly position apart from Yahweh's cult, 
becomes further complicated by the Danites' departure from their 
tribal territory and culminates in the promotion of Micah's family- 

cult apostasy to the level of tribal-cult apostasy by the Danites 
(Jdg. 18: 30a, 31). 664 

O'Connell has also carefully analyzed possible connections between Judges 

17-18 and Deut 12: 1-13: 1, as follows. 665 

Deut 12: 1-13: 1 Jdg 17-18 
Cult sites on hills to be destroyed constructed 

658 Cf. Satterthwaite 1989. 
659 Vcijola 1977, pp. 15-17. 
660 Veijola 1977, pp. 17-19,20-21. For details of the various hypotheses of what can be 
inferred about Levites based on Jdg 17: 7, cf. the discussion in Satterthwaite 1989, pp. 89- 
90. 
661 See Veijola 1977, pp. 26-27. 
662 Jüngling 1981, pp. 264-269. 
663 Satterthwaite who argues against Deuteronomic editing admits, "at least parts of Ju 17- 
21 would have been congenial to one who agreed with ideology found in Deuteronomy" 
(Satterthwaite 1989, p. 315), and further, "Though I do not believe that the chapters 
necessarily have been shaped by a Deuteronomistic editor, it is a possibility which must be 
considered" (ibid. ). 
664 O'Connell 1996, p. 232. 

665 Cf. also the table of comparison of Judg 19: 29-21: 24 and Deut 13: 13-19 in O'Connell 
1996, pp. 256-257. 
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(12: 2) (17: 1-5) 
Idols to be cut down manufactured 

(12: 3) (17: 3,4) 
Ideal of central repeatedly endorsed repeatedly and 
shrine ironically ignored 

(12: 4-7,11,13-14, (17: 2-5,13; 
17-18,26-27) 18: 31) 

What is right in... prohibited practised 
own eyes (12: 8) (17: 6) 
Popular support at central shrine at private shrine 
of Levites (12: 12,18-19) (17: 7-13; 

18: 19-20,30) 
Inheritance not Israel excused Micah (settled)/ 
yet settled Danites (un- 

settled) 
unexcused 

(12: 9-10) (17: 1; 18: 1 
[cf. 1: 34-36]) 

YHWH to let live Future Israel not Dan but 
in safety Laish 

(12: 10) (18: 7,10,28)666 

Even if one does not accept all of O'Connell's allusions, one nevertheless 

has to admit that they may be allusions. Thus, the comparison of Jdg 17- 

18 with Dt 12 suggests that the centralization of the cult was a concern of 

the writer/ incorporator of Judges 17-18. Then, as was suggested already by 

Veijola, 667 Jdg 18: 31 indicates that Micah's shrine is illegal as opposed to 

the legitimate 'house of God' at Shiloh. 668 However, we may go further. As 

the writer of Jdg 17-18 alludes to Deuteronomy 12, he was aware of the 

centralization requirement of Deuteronomy. Then, as the writer suggests 

that the 'house of God' was at Shiloh during the days of the judges, he 

implies that Shiloh was the central sanctuary in the sense of Dt 12 during 

that period. 669 In other words, Jdg 17-18 implies that Yahweh's name dwelt 

in Shiloh during the days of the judges. 670 In any case, Jdg 17-18 is fully 

compatible with the idea that Yahweh's name dwelt in Shiloh in the 

666 O'Connell 1996, pp. 239-240. I have omitted the Hebrew verses that O'Connell quotes 
with some of the comparisons, and simplified verse divisions (e. g. when O'Connell would 
have 12: 20aa, I simply have 12: 20). 
667 Veijola 1977, p. 26; cf. above, p. 225. 
668 Cf. also the comments above, p. 124 regarding the meaning of 'house' in this verse. 
669 Cf. Veijola 1977, p. 26 concerning Jdg 18: 31b: "... wollte er [DtrG] sagen, dass die 
Daniten schon damals einen illegitimen Kult besassen, als sich das Zentralheiligtum mit der 
Lade in Silo befand - eine frühe Entsprechung für den späteren unheilvollen Gegensatz: 
bämöt auf dem Lande, das Zentralheiligtum in Jerusalem. " 
670 Note that whether or not the sanctuary at Dan continued after the rejection of Shiloh 
does not change our considerations, even thought if the reading 11-IM were followed in Jdg 
18: 30, or the verse anyway referred to the disaster at Aphek, verses 30 and 31 would parallel 
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Deuteronomic sense during the days of the judges. 

On the other hand, as the 'no king' formula states specifically in the 

context of Jdg 17-18 and the cultic aberrations it portrays that everyone 
'did what was right in his eyes' (river i'rr= iwi', r r; Jdg 17: 6), and the same 

phrase occurs in Dt 12: 8, it is very conceivable that the writer suggests 
that cultic centralization was not observed in the days of the Judges. In any 

case, the 'no king' formula is fully compatible with such a concept. This 

then provides us with a decisive bit of information for the interpretation of 

centralization in the book of Judges: Everyone did what he himself wanted, 

and thus did not follow the injunction to centralize the cult at Shiloh. 

Moreover, external conditions were hardly conducive to cultic centralization 

during the period of the judges. As we have discussed above, the books of 

Joshua and Judges contrast with each other. 671 According to the book of 

Joshua, people essentially followed Yahweh during Joshua's time, whereas 

according to the book of Judges, the people turned to apostasy after 

Joshua's time. Moreover, this apostasy resulted in Yahweh's anger (Jdg 

2: 1-3). Then, because of the apostasy, Yahweh gave the Israelites to foreign 

powers which oppressed them (Jdg 2: 11-15). The Israelites would then cry 

to Yahweh (Jdg 2: 18) who would raise a deliverer (Jdg 2: 16) who then 

would judge Israel (see e. g. 12: 7-15). Yet, the people would not even listen 

to the judges, but would still follow other gods (Jdg 2: 17). Especially, after 

the judge would die, the Israelites would do wrong, even more than before 

(Jdg 2: 19). Thus, the judges period is overall a downward spiral, 672 and 

from a theological viewpoint, the logical conclusion to this downward spiral 

is the rejection of Shiloh and the transition from the political system of 

judgeship to kingship and the election of Jerusalem. The old order is 

rejected because of its wickedness, and the new order of kingship brings 

hope with it (Ps 78: 68-72; Jdg 17: 6; 21: 25). The writer of Judges speaks 

from the viewpoint of the hope which Judean kingship has brought with 

it. 673 

each other better (cf. ' also above, p. 215f., esp. p. 215n608). 
671 See above, p. 214. 
672 Cf. e. g. Cundall 1968, p. 28. 
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Thus, according to the book of Judges, the period of judges is a period of 

wickedness, unrest, and foreign oppression. Even though the deliverances 

of individual judges bring times of intermittent peace (see e. g. Jdg 3: 11; 

3: 30; 8: 28), such peace is not at least directly related to a Deuteronomic 

concept of peace by the author of Judges. 674 Also, even if one is to 

understand these periods of intermittent peace as related to the concept of 

peace in Deuteronomy, the author nevertheless overall indicates that the 

people do not follow Yahweh even during these periods (Jdg 2: 17). Thus, we 

may conclude that during the times of foreign oppression, the 

Deuteronomic conditions which were required for implementing the 

centralization of worship in practice did not exist, and moreover, the book 

of Judges indicates that even if the land had rest, people did not honour 

Yahweh (note esp. Jdg 2: 17 and Jdg 17: 6), and this naturally includes that 

they did not honour the centralization requirement. In this respect, if one 

compares the book of Judges with the book of Joshua, whereas worship is 

centralized at the end of the book of Joshua (Josh 21: 43-45; 22: 9-34), in 

the book of Judges there are many places of worship, and the state of the 

centralization of worship thus presents an added contrast among the many 

perceived contrasts between the book of Joshua and the book of Judges. 

When one then looks at the sacrifices of Gideon and Manoah, both occur 

during the time of foreign oppression, setting forward a chain of events 

which leads to deliverance. In Gideon's case, there is a Midianite 

oppression (Jdg 6: 1-6,13), and in the case of Manoah, there is a Philistine 

oppression (Jdg 13: 1). Thus, in either case, the conditions would hardly 

have allowed the Israelites to go to the central sanctuary either from a 

theoretical or from a practical viewpoint, even if they wanted to do so. 675 

Moreover, had they gone up, there would have been nothing to rejoice 

about (cf. Dt 12; Dt 16). Thus, in the conditions attested at the times of 

Gideon and Manoah, building an altar to Yahweh locally would be the only 

possible way to worship Yahweh in practice. Especially, during the time of 

673 Cf. Cundall 1968, p. 28. 
674 Cf. above, Chapter 11.3 for our discussion of the concept of peace in Deuteronomy, and cf. 
above, Chapter 111.4 for our discussion of the last days of Joshua and their comparison with 
the time of Solomon. 
675 Jdg 6: 2 even indicates that during the Midianite oppression the Israelites had to recede to 
mountain clefts and to caves and strongholds for safety, instead of living a normal life in 
their towns and villages (so also Cundall 1968, p. 103). 
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Gideon, Baal worship was common (Jdg 6: 25-32). Thus, for Gideon, to 
build an altar to Yahweh was not just to worship Yahweh, but to profess 
that Yahweh is god and that he should be worshipped. 676 Then, one may 
think that if worship of Yahweh could be established, the Deuteronomic 

promises of peace and security could also eventually be attained, and this 

would then ideally open the way for centralizing all worship to the central 

sanctuary. 677 

Thus, it is logical to think that as the author of the book of Judges is 

resigned to the fact that the Israelites do not follow Yahweh and the 

conditions generally do not allow centralization, he does not advocate the 

concept of centralization strongly. Moreover, as the author of the book of 
Judges sees matters from the standpoint of Judean kingship and the 

rejection of Shiloh, it is quite logical to think that the author does not wish 

to promote Shiloh strongly any more, but only hints at the role of Shiloh in 

676 See Bluedorn 1999, pp. 61-62,67-68; similarly, according to Levine (1974, p. 24), Gideon 
initiated the legitimate cult of Yahweh as against Baal worship. 
677 See above, Chapter 11.3. Without trying to go too much into details, as the matter is 
basically beyond the scope of this study, the conditions during the time of Elijah are 
reasonably comparable to those at the time of Gideon. Jeroboam had established the golden 
calf worship in Bethel and Dan in order to prevent people from going to Jerusalem to 
sacrifice, in fear that religious allegiance to Jerusalem will bring about political allegiance to 
the South and a loss of his kingship (1 Ki 12: 25-33). Even if the text does not indicate so, it 
would be logical to think that Jeroboam might even have actively discouraged or even 
persecuted those who still wished to go to Jerusalem after the establishing of the golden calf 
worship. Moreover, according to the books of Kings, subsequent kings followed the sins of 
Jeroboam (Nadab: 1 Ki 15: 25-26; Baasha: 15: 33-34; Omri: 16: 25-26). In this respect, 
according to the books of Kings, Ahab, the king during Elijah's time, did even more evil than 
Jeroboam. He married a Sidonian woman and started to serve Baal, setting up an altar to 
Baal in Samaria and an Asherah (1 Ki 16: 29-33). Moreover, just before the time of Ahab and 
Elijah there is recorded a war with the Arameans (1 Ki 15: 20; 20: 34), a war with the 
Southern Kingdom (1 Ki 15: 32), and a civil war (1 Ki 16: 15-23) and overall, the threat of war 
must have been looming all the time (1 Ki 20; 22: 1). Under these circumstances, it would 
have been very difficult for the people of the Northern Kingdom to travel to Jerusalem in 
order to sacrifice (cf. 2 Chr 15: 3-6). A local altar of Yahweh would in practice have been the 
pnly way an Israelite could worship Yahweh. However, matters had gone so far that even 
Yahweh's altars, if they existed, had been torn down (1 Ki 18: 30; 19: 10,14), and there was 
prosecution against the prophets who would advocate the worship of Yahweh (1 Ki 18: 4; 
19: 10,14). In this respect, that Elijah was not aware of Yahweh worshippers indicates that 
Yahweh worshippers had to keep a low profile (1 Ki 19: 10,14,18). Thus, Elijah could say 
that not only had the Israelites forsaken the covenant of Yahweh, including all that pertains 
therein (also going up to Jerusalem to sacrifice among other things), but they also had 
actively torn down Yahweh's altars, the only possible way to worship Yahweh under the 
present circumstances, and more than the material damage, also killed by the sword the 
spokesmen of Yahweh, the prophets (1 Ki 19: 10,14). Then, from the standpoint of Yahwism 
and the narrative of 1 Ki 18, Elijah's task was to call Israel back from the bottom of a dark 
pit back to the worship of Yahweh, and this was to be done by building an altar to Yahweh 
and showing that Yahweh is God through the spectacular show of fire from heaven which 
consumed the burnt offering (1 Ki 18: 30-39). Only after the king and the people would follow 
Yahweh, could there be hope of even thinking of conditions (including future peace and 
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Jdg 17-18, including Jdg 18: 31.678 Furthermore, if Judges was written 
during the time of David, it is logical to infer that the writer may have been 

influenced by the state of affairs that it was not yet necessary to centralize 

worship to Jerusalem. 

After these considerations, we may nevertheless still ask how the role of 
Shiloh and the central sanctuary is to be understood in Jdg 19-21, 

especially when Jdg 20: 26-28 locates the ark (wr5Kr t fl 1 j»K) and Phinehas 

ben Eleazar ben Aaron, and thus seemingly the High Priest, at Bethel. 679 In 

security from enemies) which would allow one to go to Jerusalem to sacrifice. 
678 Cf. above, Chapters 111.1 and 111.2. 
679 As noted above (p. 220, incl. n. 632), the mention of Phinehas is often seen as a late 
addition. However, we may first point out that the mention of Phinehas is not the only 
Priestly expression in Judges 19-21. As Schley (1989, p. 132) points out, the 

expression -run 13pt (Jdg 21: 16) occurs otherwise only in Lev 4: 15, "while the term nv is 
itself nearly always Priestly". Furthermore, as Schley points out, thud 7mntt ('the camp at 
Shiloh', Judg 21.12) occurs only one other time in the Hebrew Bible, in Josh 18.9 (Schley 
1989, p. 132; cf. above, p. 184). Similarly, the expression Jilin Ynttn nnirc *0 ('Shiloh, which is 
in the land of Canaan', Judg 21.12) is found only in Josh. 22.9, and in the related 
expression Jilin r"1X3 ii ('Shiloh in the land of Canaan') in Josh 21.2 (Schley 1989, p. 132; 

cf. above, p. 184). Also, of these expressions in Jdg 19-21, at least 7'tvrt lip? (Jdg 21: 16) is an 
integral part of the narrative. Moreover, without taking recourse to our earlier results of the 
earliness of the Priestly material (for these, cf. above, Part II, and Chapter 111.4), we may also 
point out that if a late, perhaps postexilic Priestly editor added Phinehas to the text, one 
would have to ask the question of why he would have placed the revered Phinehas at Bethel, 
especially if Shiloh was the place where the tent of meeting stood and/or the only legitimate 
place of sacrifice for him, and moreover, the time was deemed a time of apostasy by Jdg 19- 
21. In other words, the mention of Phinehas does not fit with the Wellhausenian thinking on 
the Priestly material, and therefore we may also doubt the idea that the mention of Phinehas 
is a postexilic Priestly gloss. (Note also that if we write out the mention of the ark and 
Phinehas in Jdg 20: 27-28 as follows, 

en. n nr oath r rnn5 )nx acts 
ann orwz v: th Inv 1-inK-p 1tv'K p onrei, 

we can see that there is good reason to think that the mention of Phinehas has been 
integrated well into the text [note especially that the expression onn o'ö's terminates both 

clauses, and that 1"3t refers back to 01thKn rv i Finally, we may add that the fact that 
the explanatory comment in Judges 20: 27-28 mentions the ark and Phinehas, but not the 
tent of meeting also fits well with a monarchic appropriation. First of all, since there are 
more Priestly words and expressions than Phinehas in Jdg 19-21, the mention of Phinehas 
is connected to the Priestly tradition, and from this it follows that we may think that the 
editor who mentioned Phinehas also knew about the tent of meeting. If we then remember 
that the book of Judges is a document written from the standpoint of the Judean monarchy 
and the rejection of the old order of Shiloh, we may think that the reason for the overall 
scantiness of Priestly material in Judges 19-21 and the rest of the book does not need to be 
that the Priestly material did not exist at the time of the writer, but rather that to use Priestly 
material was not in accord with the concerns of the writer, since for him Shiloh and the 
institutions relating to it, including the tent of meeting, had been rejected and a new order 
based on Judah and Jerusalem had taken their place (cf. above, esp. Chapter 111.2; note 
however that the mention of the bringing of the tent of meeting to the temple in 1 Ki 8: 4 fits 
well with the concerns of the Judahite monarchy [cf. above, p. 135, incl. n. 199]). On the 
other hand, as the ark, as before, was the symbol and locus of Yahweh's presence (cf. above, 
Chapters I. 2A, 111.2), it would naturally be in the interest of the writer and his audience to 
mention it. Moreover, that at least later Jerusalemite tradition connects Phinehas with Zadok 

230 



this respect, as the expression DTr olwz is vague, 680 it is not clear whether 

the ark was merely brought to Bethel for the war so that the Israelites 

could inquire from Yahweh, 681 or whether it should be understood that the 

ark was in Bethel for a longer time. 682 One might even conceive that the 

tent of meeting had been brought to Bethel as well, especially if one can 
think that the ark was in Bethel for a longer time. Also, it is not clear what 

was the exact role of the festival mentioned in Jdg 21: 19, and whether the 

festival should be considered as orthodox or not. 683 One might also ask 

whether the festival was the only festival which took place at Shiloh, 684 and 

even question how often it took place, 685 even though we may also add that 

it is not necessary to think that the exact details of the festival had to be a 

particular concern of the writer. 686 Finally, it is not clear whether the 

(1 Chr 6; 24: 2-3) suggests that Phinehas was a revered figure for the Jerusalemite 
priesthood, and thus it would be relevant for the book's intended audience to mention about 
Phinchas. 
680 As pointed out by Wenham 1971 a, p. 107. 
681 So Wcnham 1971a, p. 107. 
682 Even the extracanonical Greek text of Josh 24: 33, 'Ev lKCiVI Tn ix pa a. aßövtcg of ulol 'Iapai % 
Tnv Klßwtbv TOO Oeoü, nepiecptpooav 1v t; auToig "On that day, the Israelites took the ark of God and 
carried it around among them" is not clear of whether the ark was carried around only at the 
time of the death of Eleazar, or whether the practice continued for a longer time. 
683 Cf. Schley 1989, pp. 135-137; Gray 1986, p. 363 for thoughts on possible Canaanite 
influence on the cult of Shiloh. Cf. on the other hand also Keil (1983/1861-1875, Judges, 
pp. 461-462), according to whom the festival was "one of the three great annual festivals, 
probably one which lasted seven days, either the passover or the feast of tabernacles, most 
likely the former, as the dances of the daughters of Shiloh were apparently an imitation of 
the dances of the Israelitish women at the Red Sea under the superintendence of Miriam (Ex 
15: 20)". 
684 So also Haran 1978, p. 299. 
685 The expression rin1n, o1n113 is usually taken to mean 'yearly' (see esp. Haran 1969b; Haran 
1978, pp. 304-309,312-313; Levine 1974, pp. 132-135). Literally, the expression means 
'from days to days'. Greek reads wp /1l; lj tcpwv eis ijihpag in every case for nnm' omm. A related 
expression D'n11 nWt is attested in 1 Sam 1: 21; 2: 19; 20: 6, for which Greek reads Ouaia(v) Tdv 
fiµepwv, implying the possibility of translating it as a 'sacrifice of a fixed, appointed time'. In 
this respect, the expression cln, n i'u» occurs in 1 Sam 13: 11, meaning, "a fixed, appointed 
time". Coming back to the expression ; tnw wnvn, it occurs in the Old Testament in Ex 13: 10; 
Jdg 11: 40; 21: 19; 1 Sam 1: 3; 2: 19 (EVEN-SHOSHAN, p. 457). In each case, it is possible to 
retain the meaning "regularly", and see the meaning "yearly" only by implication from the 
context (esp. Ex 13: 10 (7nIn, oln'n 11liin5]; Jdg 11: 40 [mnm, own ... n7VJ= DITO, ni)]'1M]). 
Moreover, if one translates 1 Sam 1: 7, 

' 
--Mn K5, nDnnn mo=n In mmn, rr nn5D -in rinin nxt w' p1 

as, "And thus she (Peninnah) did every year whenever she went to the house of Yahweh. 
Thus she (Peninnah) teased her and she (Hannah) cried and did not eat", 1 Sam 1: 7 may be 
understood to indicate that more than one yearly trip could have been made to the 
sanctuary, and the expression 127j: 73v1 in the verse to mean that the event happened 

continuously as the years passed by. 
686 Cf. Satterthwaite 1989, pp. 325-326, "All the writer appears to be interested in is the fact 
that the festival provides an opportunity for the seizure of the Shilonite virgins. He does not 
identify the festival in question with one of the three national festivals listed at Ex 34.18f (cf. 
i Sam 1.3f); he does not say whether or not the dancing procession is the main element in 
the festival or merely a 'side-show'; nor does he say anything about the origins of the festival; 

231 



instructions concerning the location of Shiloh in Jdg 21: 19 are intended as 

part of the speech of the elders, 687 or whether they are an editorial 

comment. 688 In the former case, the text would suggest that at least the 

Benjaminite men who escaped the slaughter to the rock of Rimmon (Jdg 

20: 44-48) did not even know where Shiloh was, 689 whereas in the latter 

case the text would suggest that the readers of the book of Judges did not 
know well where Shiloh was located. 

However, we may note that whichever way these matters may be, what is 

important for our purposes is that the time of judges, and specifically the 

time portrayed by Jdg 19-21 in this context was a confused time during 

which 'every man did what was right in his own eyes' (Jdg 21: 25; cf. Jdg 

19: 1). Therefore, it is not inconceivable that the narrative implies that even 
Phinehas, the devout servant of Yahweh according to the Priestly tradition 

(Num 25), might have been in Bethel together with the ark, even though he 

and the ark strictly speaking should be in Shiloh. 690 Also, it is not 
inconceivable that under these circumstances, Yahweh finally heard the 

Israelites when they fasted before him and sacrificed before him (Jdg 20: 26- 

28), even though this did not take place at Shiloh. 691 The time was not a 

time when it was possible to demand perfection in cultic matters, including 

centralizing all sacrifices at Shiloh. 

or whether he considers it 'heterodox' or 'orthodox'. None of these matters appears to have 
been relevant to him. " Note also that according to O'Connell, the main thrust of the narrative 
of Judges 19-21 is the Benjaminite war and cultic matters are subservient to this theme (see 
O'Connell 1996, pp. 231-264). In this respect, whereas O'Connell compares Judges 17-18 
with Dt 12 which speaks of cultic centralization, he compares Judges 19-21 with Dt 13: 13- 
19 which speaks of covenant justice. 
687 So Boling (1975, p. 293); Satterthwaite (1989, p. 248). 
688 So Gray (1986, p. 363); Soggin (1981, p. 299); Moore (1895, p. 451). 
689 In this respect, one may imagine that only the swiftest, that is, the youngest could 
escape, and their ignorance even about the location of Shiloh could then actually be 
compatible with the idea that the generation(s) following Joshua generally did not follow 
Yahweh. 
690 One might even conjecture that for some reason, during the early days of the judges, the 
ark was taken from Shiloh, perhaps forcibly, by the Israelites and subsequently taken to 
different places (especially, Josh 24: 33LXX [quoted above, p. 231n682] may imply this), and 
Phinehas may have wanted to go with the ark rather than to stay at Shiloh, or may even 
have been forced to go with the ark. 
691 Note also how Polzin (1980, pp. 202-203) recognizes the following changes in the 
narrator, the Israelites, and Yahweh during the course of the inquiries: (1) God changes to 
Yahweh in the narrator's parlance (2) Benjamin changes to Benjamin my brother in Israelite 
parlance, (3) simple inquiry changes to sacrifices, (4) premeditated certainty of action before 
inquiry changes to hesitancy, (5) people who are said to come to inquire change from 
Israelites to all Israelites, (6) Little detail of response by Yahweh changes to more detail of 
response and finally to a success promise. 
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On the other hand, the narrator does not necessarily approve the building 

of the altar by the Israelites in Jdg 21: 2-4.692 According to Satterthwaite, 

"the building of a special altar, and the offering of two sorts of sacrifices, 

suggests a determined effort to seek Yahweh's favour. However, these 

sacrifices are not said to have had any immediate effect: Yahweh does 

nothing in response of them, and plays no further part in the planning and 

actions narrated in the rest of the chapter. The sacrifices appear to be 

offered more to induce Yahweh not to bring further evil upon them than out 

of a desire that their actions should be subject to his guidance. What 

follows, therefore, is presented as solely the initiative of the tribes. 

Throughout this chapter Yahweh remains a distant figure: it is almost as 

though Israel's actions in the aftermath of the war against Benjamin are a 

mess with which he will have nothing to do. "693 According to O'Connell, 

instead of meting out covenant retribution by destroying Benjamin utterly 

(cf. Dt 13: 13-19), the Israelites instead kill the inhabitants of Jabesh- 

Gilead, and cause the rape of the Shilonite maidens (Jdg 21: 19-23), 

reminiscent of the way the Gibeonites had treated the Levite's concubine 

earlier (Jdg 19: 22-28). 694 No wonder that Yahweh does not agree to these 

plans and keeps quiet. Thus, Jdg 21 shows that not all attestations of 

building altars and offering sacrifices to Yahweh are viewed positively in the 

book of Judges. 695 

In association with our considerations of the time of the judges, we may 

also ask whether there was a sanctuary in Bethel where the ark had been 

brought, and if there was, of what kind. Similarly, we might ask whether 

there was a sanctuary in Mizpah, especially as the expression mýtr = is 

used in Jdg 11: 11 and 20: 1.696 In response, we have seen that during the 

time of Joshua, there was a sanctuary at least in Shechem (Josh 24), 697 

and consequently, there may similarly have been sanctuaries in Bethel and 

692 That the narrative states that the Israelites built the altar at that point naturally indicates 
that it was a different altar from that in Jdg 20: 26-28. 
693 Satterthwaite 1989, pp. 235-236. 
694 O'Connell 1996, pp. 262-263. 
695 It is difficult to ascertain what the narrator thinks about the sacrifices at Bochim (Jdg 
2: 1-5). 
696 Note also that the Mizpah in Jdg 11: 11 may be located in Gilead and thus may be a 
different Mizpah than that of Jdg 20: 1. 
697 See above, p. 176f. 
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Mizpah. If so, as we have seen above, leaving the ark out of consideration, 
from the standpoint of orthodox/ canonical Yahwism, these sanctuaries 

should not have included any cult objects as seats of Yahweh's presence, 698 

and moreover, in a centralized situation, no sacrifices should have been 

offered in them. 699 However, it is an entirely different matter what the 

actual practice was in these sanctuaries, especially as the book of Judges 

indicates that the practices of the time were in general less than ideal, and 

on the other hand, the texts do not give information. of the exact details of 

these sanctuaries. Yet, we may think that even if aspects were involved 

which were not legitimate from the standpoint of orthodox/ canonical 
Yahwism, as the people were gathering in the context of Yahweh worship 

and Yahwism in the narratives of Jdg 11; 20, it is possible to conceive that 

the expression rnr ni35 could be used. 70° 

Finally, one may ask the question of what happened to the priesthood 
during the time of the judges. Specifically, if Phinehas the son of Eleazar 

was the high priest during the early period of the judges, how could it be 

that in the beginning of the books of Samuel we find Eli as the high priest, 

when according to the biblical testimony in the books of Chronicles Eli was 

not a descendant of Eleazar, but of Ithamar, Eleazar's brother, and 

moreover, the line switches back to Eleazar with Zadok (1 Chr 6; 24: 2-3)? 

There have been various attempts at a solution. 70' However, it has to be 

emphasized that the data is scanty, and thus all proposed solutions must 

essentially remain hypothetical. Also, one should point out that according 

to the tradition in the books of Samuel (see 1 Sam 2: 27-30), and even 

according to the Priestly tradition (1 Chr 24: 3; cf. 1 Sam 22: 20; 23: 6; 2 

698 Cf. above, Chapter I. 2B. 

699 Cf. also above, Chapter 111.4, incl. p. 176f. 
700 Also, as the ark, the seat of Yahweh's presence was at Bethel, this would give an added 
reason to use the expression lipne YHWH in Jdg 20: 26. 
701 See Schley 1989, passim, and Cody 1969, esp. pp. 88-93 for a review of scholarship of 
the priesthood of Zadok and Abiathar. Zadok has often been seen as a Jebusite priest taken 
over by David and connected later to the line of Aaron through Eleazar (see Cody 1969, pp. 
88-93, including other, less popular theories for the origin of Zadok). According to 
Wellhausen (1905/1878, pp. 136), the Elides (and other priests as well) originally considered 
Moses as their ancestor. One could also mention that Schley (1989, pp. 142-151) suggests 
that the Elide line originally descended from Aaron through Eleazar, but was assigned to 
Ithamar during the monarchy and the postexilic time, whereas the Jebusite Zadok was 
connected to Eleazar. It has to be noted that one of the reasons for these varying theories is 
the perceived difficulty with the ancestry of Abiathar to Eli (see above, p. 133n185). 
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Sam 8: 17), the priesthood of Eli was legitimate, and Eli's naming his son 
Phinehas (1 Sam 1: 3) suggests that the Elide line held Phinehas in high 

esteem. Moreover, there are no indications in the Pentateuch that there 

was anything wrong with Ithamar himself (cf. e. g. 1 Chr 24: 3-5; note also 
Ithamar's work in association with the tent of meeting in Num 4: 29-33). 

Further, the Priestly tradition does not necessarily indicate a hereditary 

succession of priesthood, or that the high priest can come only from the 

line of Eleazar. As Milgrom states, Num 25: 12-13 "explicitly mentions 'a 

pact of priesthood for all time' - 'priesthood', not 'High Priesthood"'. 702 Even 

though Eleazar was appointed as the successor of Aaron in the Pentateuch 

(Num 20: 25-29; 27: 21), and seemingly Phinehas succeeded Eleazar (cf. also 
Josh 24: 33 LXX), this does not necessarily mean that a hereditary 

succession must be assumed to be a rule. 703 Thus, if one takes the biblical 

tradition seriously, one may state that for some reason the priesthood 

changed from Phinehas and his sons to the Elides during the time of the 

Judges, 704 and this is as far as one can go based on the evidence. 

Thus, the book of Judges gives a confused picture of an apostate Israel. As 

regards the central sanctuary and centralization, the book suggests that, 

theoretically, worship should have been centralized to Shiloh. However, 

centralization was not possible in practice due to the external conditions of 

the nation. Also, even if times of relative peace existed, centralization was 

evidently not implemented. Jdg 19-21 even describes a situation where the 

ark was for some reason displaced from Shiloh where it naturally belonged. 

In these less than ideal conditions, Yahweh worked through local sacrificial 

places of worship as well, and this is compatible with the view of 
Deuteronomy, according to which local altars are acceptable in less than 

ideal conditions. 705 

702 Milgrom 1989, p. 479. 
703 Cf. Amit 1999, pp. 72-73 who points out that Joshua did not appoint a successor. 
704 One might perhaps even conjecture that if Phinehas and the ark stayed at Bethel (Jdg 
20: 26-28) for a longer time and the tent of meeting stayed at Shiloh, someone else, most 
conceivably an ancestor of the Elides, took the reins at Shiloh during that time. Then, one 
might imagine that the ark returned to Shiloh later, and was accommodated within the new 
leadership of the line descending to the Elides. 
705 Cf. above, Chapter 11.3. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

We have seen above how the central sanctuary is a place where Yahweh 

dwells among his people Israel. Yahweh's presence is manifested at the ark 

which is normally housed in the tent of meeting or in the temple. This 

Israelite conception of divine presence is analogous with ancient Near 

Eastern concepts and practices. The ark is functionally equivalent to an 

ancient Near Eastern god image, and the tent of meeting and temple to an 

ancient Near Eastern temple. 

However, whereas in the ancient Near East gods took their residence in the 

image and the image came to be more or less equated with the god, Yahweh 

is basically invisibly present at the ark, but is not to be equated with the 

ark, and it is not clear exactly how he is spatially present at the ark. That 

there is only one ark, and only one tent of meeting or temple, implies that 

there can be only one "house" of Yahweh. This is corroborated by the fact 

that all references to Yahweh's dwelling or Yahweh's house in the Old 

Testament after the Sinai revelation occur in relation to the central 

sanctuary. The dwelling of Yahweh in his sanctuary in the midst of the 

people is an important concept in the Old Testament, especially in the 

Priestly material. However, Deuteronomy is compatible with the concept of 
Yahweh's presence at the central sanctuary and in fact emphasizes that 

people come to Yahweh's presence at the central sanctuary. 

Local altars are not places of Yahweh's dwelling, and are thus conceptually 

subordinate to the central sanctuary. However, Yahweh promises to "come" 

to worshippers at local altars which have been built at an appropriate 

place. The simple form of local altars, including lack of regulations 

concerning cultic personnel and the way sacrifices are made also 

emphasizes the subordination of the local altars to the central sanctuary. 
Moreover, knowing that a god-image is a place or a token of a god's 
dwelling and presence in the ancient Near East, the Exodus altar law 

implies that no image is needed as a token of the presence of Yahweh, but 

a local altar by itself is sufficient for meeting Yahweh in worship and to be 
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blessed by him. Similarly, a massebah is not needed as a seat of Yahweh 

either. 

The Priestly material demands centralization in, the wilderness, but does 

not demand centralization after the wilderness period. However, the fact 

that the Priestly material requires centralization in the wilderness serves as 

rhetoric for the importance of the central sanctuary. The motive for the 

importance of the central sanctuary in the Priestly material is the unity of 

Israel, avoidance of idolatry, and provision for priests. The altar laws of the 

Priestly material and the Covenant Code are complementary since the focus 

of the Covenant Code is local altars, whereas the focus of the Priestly 

material is the central sanctuary and the Priestly material argues for the 

importance of the central sanctuary after the settlement without 

demanding centralization. The narrative setting of the Covenant Code and 

the Priestly material in the Pentateuch implies that the author carefully 

crafted the two together, which also suggests that they are to be seen as 

complementary with each other rather than contradictory. 

Deuteronomy sees centralization as an ideal, to be attained after settlement 

is complete and conditions are ideal, with Israel dwelling in peace. The 

ideals which go together with centralization in Deuteronomy are the unity 

of Israel, avoidance of idolatry, and provision for the Levites. The ideal 

conditions envisaged by Deuteronomy are to be obtained by following 

Yahweh wholeheartedly. On the other hand, Deuteronomy also provides for 

conditions before complete settlement, or if conditions are not ideal for 

other reasons. Before complete settlement, or in less than ideal conditions, 

local altars are allowed. However, the rhetoric of Deuteronomy serves to 

encourage the people to follow Yahweh so that ideal conditions can be 

attained. Deuteronomy is dependent both on the Covenant Code (verbally 

dependent) and the Priestly material (even though not verbally dependent) 

and develops their viewpoints. This also fits well with the narrative 

arrangement of the Pentateuch where Deuteronomy follows the Covenant 

Code and Priestly material in narrative sequence. The order of the laws and 

their narrative setting in the Pentateuch strongly suggests that they were 
deliberately and carefully placed in their present contexts and were meant 

to be seen together as complementary entities. 
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Jeremiah 7: 12-15; 26: 4-6,9 explicitly state that Shiloh was formerly the 

place where Yahweh's name dwelt. Also, based on the prominence of Shiloh 

in the premonarchical period attestable both textually and archaeologically, 

and on an analogy of the way literary material, including stock phrasing, 

was transmitted in the ancient Near East, it is possible that this tradition 

in Jeremiah is itself based on ancient tradition. Moreover, as the fate of 
Shiloh is a paradigm of the fate of Jerusalem for Jeremiah, this suggests 

that Shiloh may have been destroyed, and archaeological evidence suggests 

that there was a destruction in Shiloh in the 11th century BC. In any case, 
Jer 7: 12-15; 26: 4-6,9 suggest that Yahweh had previously rejected Shiloh. 

Psalm 78 implies that Shiloh was the chosen place before Jerusalem, and 1 

Sam 1-3 confirms that Shiloh was at least a prominent sanctuary in Israel 

in the late period of the Judges. However, after the disaster at Aphek (1 

Sam 4), Shiloh was rejected and there was no central sanctuary where 

offerings should have been sacrificed exclusively. That the ark was carried 
into captivity was a sign that Yahweh had rejected Shiloh. That the ark and 

the tent of meeting stayed separated reinforced the resulting uncertainty of 
how and where worship should be conducted in the future. In the days of 
David and Solomon, Jerusalem was designated as the new chosen place, 

and officially became the chosen place by the building and dedication of the 

temple. The rejection of Shiloh and the choice of Jerusalem also involved 

the change of priesthood from the Elides to the Zadokites. That the tent of 

meeting is not mentioned directly in the books of Samuel, whereas the ark 
is rather emphasized, fits well with the fact that the old order of worship 
including the tent of meeting was seen as basically having been abandoned 

after the rejection of Shiloh, but the ark continued to be prominent as the 

seat of Yahweh, being later brought into the temple of Solomon. 

Deuteronomy 27 which commands the building of the altar on Mount Ebal 

by Joshua is a well integrated part of the book of Deuteronomy. Similarly, 

its counterpart in Joshua 8: 30-35 which records the fulfilment of the 

command fits conceptually very well to the beginning of the book of 
Joshua, even if the passage sits somewhat loosely in its place in the book 

from a literary standpoint. The occasion of the building of the altar on Mt 
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Ebal is the time of the early settlement / early days of Joshua when the 

chosen place has not yet been set and when centralization of sacrifices is 

not yet required. The finds by Zertal on Mount Ebal may be connected with 

Joshua's altar, even though this is by no means certain. 

Josh 22: 9-34 is an integral part of the book of Joshua, and not a later 

isolated addition as is often thought. Josh 22: 9-34 incorporates Priestly 

material for Deuteronomic purposes and also has strong connections with 

the Priestly conquest tradition of the book of Numbers. This suggests that 

Priestly material precedes Deuteronomic material in the book of Joshua, 

which is in line with our examination of the Pentateuchal altar laws. 

Moreover, this implies that Joshua is not part of a Deuteronomistic History 

as proposed by Noth. In regard to centralization, Josh 22: 9-34 portrays 

events during the last days of Joshua when according to the book of 

Joshua the Deuteronomic conditions for setting the chosen place have 

been fulfilled, and the book of Joshua implies that Shiloh was the chosen 

place during the last days of Joshua. That the monarchic period saw Shiloh 

and the tent of meeting as the house of Yahweh as rejected after the 

disaster at Aphek is in direct contrast with the positive emphasis on Shiloh 

and the tent of meeting and the existence of Priestly material in the book of 

Joshua, suggesting that the book has been composed in the 

premonarchical period before the disaster at Aphek. Also, the fact that 

Joshua has an all-Israelite character, whereas later historical books have 

been written from a Judahite perspective would fit with the idea of a 

premonarchic provenance of the book of Joshua. Moreover, the emphasis 

on the Transjordanians makes it difficult to think of a late date, and a 

number of other features in the book suggest an early provenance. The 

boundary and city lists may originally date from the premonarchical period, 

but seemingly have gone through editing during the period of the 

monarchy. 

During the judges period the Israelites do not follow Yahweh but serve 

other gods. For this reason, Yahweh causes foreign oppression and other 

difficulties. Thus, the Deuteronomic conditions of peace often do not apply. 

Moreover, even if there are periods of peace after a deliverance by a judge, 

nevertheless "everyone does what is right in his own eyes". Thus, the 

239 



conditions required for centralization often do not apply, and even if they 

apply, centralization is not implemented in practice. In these less than ideal 

circumstances, when centralization is not possible in practice, Yahweh 

works also through local altars (e. g. Gideon, Manoah). An early, Davidic 

date is possible for the book of Judges, even though the interpretation of 

centralization does not hinge strongly on the date of the book. In any case, 
the book attests the concerns of the Judean-led monarchy, which include a 
lack of emphasis on Shiloh and the tent of meeting, in agreement with the 

view that they have been rejected and Jerusalem and the temple have 

taken their place. 

Thus, we may conclude that according to the available sources, Shiloh and 
Jerusalem were the places where Yahweh's name dwelt during the period 

spanning the settlement to the building of Solomon's temple. In 

chronological sequence, in the beginning of the settlement there was no 

place where Yahweh's name dwelt. Shiloh became the place where 
Yahweh's name dwelt in the last days of Joshua. Shiloh was rejected 
during the early days of Samuel, and there was no place where Yahweh's 

name dwelt until the building of Solomon's temple when Jerusalem became 

the chosen place. According to the biblical material, the last days of Joshua 

were the only time when centralization was achieved in practice. During the 

period of the judges, centralization was either not feasible or it was simply 

not followed. Solomon did not centralize even though he should have, and 
is explicitly criticized in this respect. 

Finally, we may conclude that the history and theology of the centralization 

of worship are compatible with each other, at least for the time period 
between the settlement and the building of Solomon's temple, 706 and this 

conclusion does not depend on the date and provenance of the biblical 

materials discussed. Therefore, this study leads to the conclusion that it is 

not necessary to date Deuteronomy to the seventh century BC, and 

706 Cf. also the brief considerations above, p. 229n677 as regards the time of Elijah which 
belongs to the period between the building of Solomon's temple and the Exile. On the other 
hand, even though we suspect that our results regarding the compatibility of Deuteronomic 
legislation and actual practice might well be valid for this period as well, a detailed study 
would be needed for the period, and similarly for the exilic and the postexilic periods (cf. also 
our remarks regarding the exilic and the postexilic periods above, p. 136n201, and aspects 
of our discussion of Josh 24 above, Chapter 111.4, p. 176f., incl. the comment in p. 180n429). 
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similarly, there is no requirement to date any other material which 

advocates centralization to the seventh century or later. On the other hand, 

if one compares the rhetorical concerns of the book of Joshua with those of 

the books of Judges, Samuel and Kings and takes into account the 

religious and political relationship between North and South and Shiloh 

and Jerusalem in the history of Israel as expressed in the extant literary 

material, there are reasons for supposing that the book of Joshua was 

written in its essential form before the disaster of Aphek described in 1 

Sam 4. For similar reasons, there is good reason to think that the Priestly 

material of the Pentateuch in general fits best in the time before the 

disaster of Aphek and the rejection of Shiloh. An early dating for the book 

of Joshua also fits with the image of the book as an all-Israelite document, 

contrasting with the later historical books Judges, Samuel, Kings and 
Chronicles which more or less attest Judahite concerns. Moreover, the 

connections that the book of Joshua has with the conquest tradition in 

Numbers and the Priestly flavour of the conquest tradition in Numbers 

suggest that the conquest tradition of Numbers is early as well. Finally, as 

the book of Joshua is heavily Deuteronomic, this naturally suggests that at 

least the core of the book of Deuteronomy was also written before the loss 

of the ark from Shiloh to the Philistines at the disaster of Aphek at around 

1050 BC. If these conclusions are valid, they suggest far-reaching 

implications for Old Testament scholarship in general. Above all, if the date 

of Deuteronomy to the seventh century can no more be taken as axiomatic 

as has generally been done since the time of de Wette and Wellhausen, 

many of the methods and results of Old Testament scholarship are in need 

of fundamental reevaluation. 
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