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Abstract

This pfesent research 1s motivated by observing the diversity of views held in
understanding the portrayal of Solomon in 1 Kgs 1-11, its importance in resolving the
problem of the composition of DirH, and especially by a certain doubt about the
pervasive Josianic understandings ot Solomon. The main concern of the present study is
to establish a sound understanding of Solomon as portrayed in 1 Kgs 1-11 in relation to
the theories of the composition of Kings, especially the Josianic redaction theory. This
study seeks to understand Solomon in 1 Kgs 1-11 from the perspective of the text’s

persuasive function in relation to the reader.

Chapter one surveys modern researches on Kings in general and the Solomon narrative
(1 Kgs 1-11) in particular. It shows that the essential question in studies of Kings and
the Solomon account is the understanding of the thematic tensions in relation to their
composition. This chapter also argues that a rhetorical approach is methodologically

relevant 1n solving the question.

Chapter two defines what rhetorical criticism 1s, and in relation to the definition, shmx;s
how a rhetorical approach will be applied to our study of 1 Kgs 1-11. Rhetorical
criticism 1S a methodology concerned with determining the means of persuasion
employed 1n the communication, through an analysis of the text in its final form. This
chapter also establishes four practical steps for discovering the argumentative or
persuasive function of the Solomon text: the rhetorical unit, arrangement (dispositio)
and style (elocutio), argumentation (inventio), and finally the rhetorical situation and the

original reader.

Following these steps, chapter three identifies 1 Kgs 1-11 as a rhetorical unit by
showing 1 Kgs 1-2 as the true beginning of the narrative through the structural and
rhetorical connections between 1 Kgs 1-2 and 3-11. Chapter four examines how 1 Kgs
I-11 as a persuasive narration has been arranged in order to have an impact on the
reader’s apprehension of the Solomon narrative. It shows the concentric structure of 1
Kgs 1-11 based on the function of repetition, which guides the reader to the picture of
Solomon’s incapacity in his ‘covenant relationship’ with Yahweh. Chapter five
examines 1 Kgs 1-11 from the point of view of argumentation or invention, and deals
with the understanding or evaluation of the issue in 1 Kgs 1-11. The narrator in 1 Kgs 1-
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11 shows the reader Solomon’s failure in the relationship with Yahweh based on his
ethical and rational, and emotional, appeal. Chapter six defines the rhetorical situation
which causes the existence of 1 Kgs 1-11. It shows that Kings would be a fitting
response to the rhetorical situation of the Jewish exilic community in Babylon. The
community may have held very different views about their past, their identity, or the

continuity of the covenant relationship with Yahweh in the exilic or post-exilic period.

Our conclusion 1n this study ot 1 Kgs 1-11 is that the subtle portrayal of Solomon in 1
Kgs 1-11 does not display a Josianic standpoint, but an exilic view, persuading the
Babylonian exiles to recover their covenant relationship with Yahweh or to find a new
understanding of this through the portrayal of Solomon in the light of his inevitable

failure 1n relationship with Yahweh.
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Introduction

In modern scholarship, the continuing and prevalent study of the historical books
(Joshua, Judges, Samuel and Kings) is focused on the question of the composition of
these books. Most discussions of this subject stem from Martin Noth’s Deuteronomistic

History hypothesis in 1943. Noth argued that a single exilic author, the ‘Deuteronomist’

(hereafter, Dtr), had written a history of Israel, the so-called ‘Deuteronomistic History’
(hereafter, DtrH).! In relation to the composition of DtrH, Dtr’s view of kingship in
DtrH has been dealt with as a crucial issue by Noth and subsequent scholars. For
example, while Noth saw DtrH as the work of a single exilic Dtr with a totally negative
view of Israel’s kingship, Cross argued for the Josianic redaction (or double redaction)
of DtrH. That is to say, for Cross, DtrH was the product of two editors; the first editor
composed the main part of DtrH with a positive attitude to kingship in the reign of King
Josiah (640-609 BC) in order to support Josiah’s reform; the second editor lightly
revised the first edition with a negative attitude to kingship in the exile (587-539 BC).?
Other scholars (Smend, Veijola, Campbell) argued for three or more redactors in DtrH,
with varying attitudes to kingship.’ Thus, these different ideas about the composition of
DtrH have been drawn from scholars’ different concepts of Dtr and their varied readings.
of Dtr’s attitude to kingship.

 Against this background, scholars have also attempted to understand Dtr’s view
of Solomon in the books of Kings in order to determine the composition of Kings and
DtrH. For example, Knoppers has analysed Dtr’s view of Solomon 1n relation to Dtr’s
Temple (Zion) theology in order to show the Josianic redaction of DtrH.* According to
his understanding of Solomon, the positive (1 Kgs 1-10) or negative (1 Kgs 11)
portrayal of Solomon in 1 Kgs 1-11 was designed to support the cultic reform of Josiah
who was portrayed as the ideal monarch in 2 Kgs 22-23. Also advocating the Josianic
redaction of DtrH, but differently from Knoppers, Sweeney has understood Solomon in
1 Kgs 1-11 as a failure, in order to idealise Josiah as the intended ideal monarch of

DtrH.> Based upon their different interpretations of the figure of Solomon in 1 Kgs 1-

' Noth 1943:43-266; 1967:1-110 (3rd ed.); 1981 (Ist ed. Eng. trans.); 1991 (2nd ed. Eng. trans.).
? Cross 1973:274-287. -

* Smend 1971:494-509; 2000:95-110; Veijola 1975; 1977; Campbell 1986.

* Knoppers 1993; 1994b.

> Sweeney 1995:607-622.



11, some other scholars have argued for the triple redaction (Wiirthwein) or the
mulitiple redactions of DtrH (O’Brien).® On the other hand, based on his literary reading
of the interaction between Yahweh and Solomon in 1 Kgs 1-11, Eslinger has observed a
totally negative attitude to Solomon in Dtr, demonstrating a single exilic authorship..7
Finally, based on a reading of the portrayal of Solomon as narrative with ironic features,
McConville has argued that DtrH consisted of separately transmitted blocks.®

The debates of the above scholars have illustrated how their various ideas of the
compoéition of DtrH are deeply rooted in their understandings of the portrayal of
Solomon in 1 Kgs 1-11. However, there is no clear scholarly consensus on Dtr’s view of
Solomon in relation to the composition of DtrH, although the understanding of Solomon
in the light of the Josianic redaction is the most influential in modern scholarship. Up
until the present, scholars remain divided as to whether Dtr or the text is fundamentalily
favourable to Solomon or decidedly negative. Moreover, where they think that Dtr or
the text has initially positive and finally negative views of Solomon, they are divided as
to where the text, or Dtr’s portrayal of Solomon in 1 Kgs 1-11, turns from positive to
negative. The figure of Solomon in Kings is thus highly controversial in modern
scholarship.

The present research 1s motivated by an observation of this diversity of views in
understanding the portrayal of Solomon in 1 Kgs 1-11, its importance in resolving the
problem of the composition of DtrH, and especially by a certain doubt about the
Josianic redaction theory which is so influential in understanding Solomon. Thus, the
main concern of the present study is to establish a sound understanding of Solomon as
portrayed 1n 1 Kgs 1-11 in relation to the theories of the composition of Kings,
especially the Josianic redaction theory. Ultimately, this study is an attempt to offer a
contribution to the discussions about the composition of DtrH or Kings by re-examining

Solomon in 1 Kgs 1-11. This study seeks to understand Solomon in the final form® of 1

° Wiirthwein 1985; O’Brien 1989.

" Eslinger 1989.

® McConville 1989:31-49; 1992:67-79; 1997:3-13.

? In this thesis, the designation, the ‘final’, ‘present’ or ‘finished’ form of Kings means the Masoretic Text
of Kings (MT). Although I admit complexity within the textual history of a number of versions of Kings,
especially, the textual relationship between the Septuagint (LXX) and MT, my preference for MT is
justified by the general dependence of the Greek versions on MT (see Knoppers 1993:12; Hobbs
1985:xliv-xlv; especially in relation to the text of Solomon, Gooding’s detailed works 1965:325-335;
1968:76-92; 1976), the measure of agreement of MT and LXX in essential matter (Gray 1964:46), and the
variations of the many Greek versions in order. However, I do not deny the value of the Greek versions in
understanding Kings (for the parallel texts and studies in 1 Kings and 3 Reigns, see De Vries 1985).
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Kgs 1-11 from the perspective of the text’s persuasive or rhetorical function in relation
to the reader, which has not been seriously investi gated 1n recent studies.

My main argument in this study of 1 Kgs 1-11 is that the subtle portrayal of
Solomon 1n 1 Kgs 1-11 does not display the Josianic standpoint, but rather the exilic
view persuading the Babylonian exiles to recover their covenant relationship with
Yahweh or to find a new understanding .of this through the persuasive portrayal of
Solomon 1n the light of his failure. 1 Kgs 1-11 does not show a simple characterisation
of Solomon as generally a great king (1-10) but only at the last stage a failure (11).
Rather, the whole Solomon text is intended to show his inevitable failure in the
‘covenant relationship’ with Yahweh through the persuasive tension or contrast between

expectation and reality. The portrayal of the inevitability of the failure of Solomon
serves to persuade the reader in exile to realise the fact that the continuity of their
covenant relationship with Yahweh does not depend on the Davidic kingship, the
temple, and the land, but on Yahweh’s mercy and their repentance. This present work
on the account of Solomon is also intended to support an understanding of the thematic
and literary tensions within DtrH from the perspective of the individuality of Kings as a
block. The course of my research in support of the above arguments is as follows:
Chapter one surveys modem researches on Kings 1n general and the Solomon
narrative (1 Kgs 1-11) in particular. The purpose of this survey is to show what is the
essential question in studies of Kings and in particular its Solomon account, then to
show the methodological relevance of a rhetorical approach in solving the question.
Chapter two defines what rhetorical criticism is, and in relation to that definition, shows
how a rhetorical approach will be applied to our study of 1 Kgs 1-11. This chapter
establishes some practical steps for the rhetorical analysis of 1 Kgs 1-11, in order to
discover the rhetorical function of the Solomon text. Following these steps, Chapter
three 1dentifies the rhetorical unit(s) in the Solomon text by defining the boundaries of
the text. Chapter four examines the rhetorical arrangement of 1 Kgs 1-11; how the
implied author arranges 1 Kgs 1-11 as a persuasive narration in order to have an impact
on the reader’s apprehension of the Solomon narrative. This investigation of the
arrangement also includes the style of 1 Kgs 1-11. Chapter five examines 1 Kgs 1-11
from the point of view of argumentation or invention, and deals with the understanding
or evaluation of the 1ssue of 1 Kgs 1-11. Chapter six defines the rhetorical situation,.the

particular reason for the existence of 1 Kgs 1-11.



Chapter 1

A Review of Recent Studies on the Book of Kings
and the Need for a Rhetorical Approach

1.1 Introduction

This chapter will selectively survey the modemn researches on Kings in general and the
Solomon account (1 Kgs 1-11) in particular. The purpose of this survey is to show what
1s the essential question in studies of Kings and the Solomon account, then the
methodological relevance of rhetorical approach in solving the question. Although this

survey may be similar to the several general overviews of the recent studies on Kings

which have been published,'® it particularly focuses on the methodological

presuppositions of these studies of the Solomon account.

The essential question in the studies of Kings is how to explain thé' composition of
Kings. On this question, modern scholars have concentrated on the understanding of the
thematic and literary tenéions in Kings. The scholars’ various uhderstandings of the
tensions are based on their views of the character of the writer(s) of Kings, an author or
redactor(s). However, approaches focused on the writer(s) have not conclusively solved
the tensions. In this context, we realise the need of a different perspective 1n
understanding the tensions in Kings. That 1s to say, based on the assumption that Kings
was written as a communication between writer and reader, there is a need for an
appropriate methodology to understand the tensions in the relationship between writer
and reader. The rhetorical approach 1s a usetul tool to examine the thematic and literary

tensions in Kings from the communicative perspective.
1.2 The focus of modern theories on Kings

1.2.1 Kings in the context of the Deuteronomistic History

In 1943, Martin Noth argued that Deuteronomy, Joshua, Judges, Samuel, and Kings are

a continuous work (the Deuteronomistic History) about the history of Israel and Judah

' They can be found in Eynikel 1996:7-31; Kenik 1983:1-26; Knoppers 1993:17-54; Long 1984:11-32;
McConville 1997:3-13; McKenzie 1991:1-19; 1994:281-307; O’Brien 1989:3-23; Preufl 1993:229-264,
341-395; Provan 1988:1-55; Schniedewind 1996:22-27; Van Keulen 1996:1-40; Weippert 1985:213-249,
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from the occupation of the land of Canaan to the Babylonian exile. Since Noth’s
Deuteronomistic History hypothesis, current debate on Kings has been conducted
around the question of the composition of the above books (Deut-Kings); namely, how
Deut-Kings came into its present form. Thus, Kings specifically has been dealt with in
the context of the debate on the composition of Deut-Kings. In order to explain the
composition of the books, most modern scholars have concentrated on deﬁning their
compositional character and the function of their writer(s) in shaping their present
forms. That is to say, the important questions have been what the purpose of Deut-

Kings was, and how the writer(s) used available materials (sources and traditions) to

achieve their purpose.

1.2.1.1 Martin Noth’s Deuteronomistic History hypothesis

Noth’s main argument is that Deut-Kings is not a compilation of books but a single
work, a self-contained whole. Noth'' arpued that a single exilic author, the
Deuteronomist (Dtr), shortly after 561 BC, had written a history of Israel, the
Deuteronomistic History (DtrH / Deut-Kings), with the perspective of the Deuteronomic
law. In other words, Dtr wrote a story of Israel from Moses to King Jehoiachin in the
Babylonian Exile (c.561 BC, 2 Kgs 25:27-30) in order to explain Israel’s present
homelessness in terms of the disobedience by the people and their kings of the
Deuteronomic law in Moses’ book. Thus, Dtr’s purpose is theologically to justify God’s
ju_dgment in the Babylonian Exile, rather than to point to a hopeful future.

For the above purpose, according to Noth, Dtr wrote DtrH, forging its unity by
selecting and controlling older source documents, and inserting his own comments and
framework speeches.'” For example, according to Noth, Dtr repeatedly mentioned the
sources of his work (e.g. the ‘Book of the Acts of Solomon’; the ‘Books of the
Chronicles of Kings of Judah and Israel’), and directed the reader for further
information to the sources. Dtr used the above sources as the framework of his portrayal
of the exile, which consisted of chronological data and verdicts on the subject matter.
Thus, Dtr selectively used his sources ‘to write not the history of individual kings but

the history of the whole monarchical period, the catastrophic end’."

'""'Noth 1991:4-25.
12 Noth 1991:75-78.
13 Noth 1991:63.



In addition, Dtr also controlled the older sources in order to shape the whole history
of Israel according to his exilic perspective. Even when there is a sharp contrast
between the older source material and Dtr’s own view, Dtr used the source material
with his revisions. Noth’s view of 1 Sam 8-12 shows how Dtr worked to maintain the
unity of DtrH in the contrast between his view and the older source material. For Noth,
there are positive older materials of kingship in 1 Sam 8-12; namely, 1 Sam 9:1-10:16;
10:27b-11:15. Then, Dtr, who had a negative view of kingship, ‘supplemented the old
account which dealt favourably with the institution of the monarchy by adding long
passages reflecting his disapproval of the institution’: namely, 1 Sam 7:2-8:22; 10:17-
27a; 12:1-25."* Through these additions, Dtr dominated the real view of kingship in 1
Sam 8-12. Even in 2 Sam 7, the positive attitude to Davidic monarchy in 2 Sam 7:8-16
as the older source is negated by Ditr’s addition, 2 Sam 7:22;24, looking back over the
historical catastrophes of the 8"-6" centuries BC. The addition of Dtr is the only real
view of the institution of the Davidic monarchy."

Finally, in order to establish the conceptual unity of DtrH, Dtr inserted the major
speeches, showing his idea of the history: for example, Josh 1, 12, 23; Judg 2:11ff; 1
Sam 12 (the institution of kingship); 1 Kgs 8:141f. (the dedication of the temple); and 2
Kegs 17:7-23 (the fall of the northern kin-gdom).16 These speeches were put at the
important junctures in Israel’s history into the mouths of major characters and Ditr
himself.

Noth’s Dtr is an omniscient author, as well as a dependent editor who merely
compiled existing sources in his composition of DtrH. His omniscient perspective from
the exile informs all his activities in composing the history of Israel and dealing with the
materials available to him. Although he had different sources and tasks in composing
his history, Dtr as an omniscient author achieved the unity ot DtrH by his ‘construction
of the work’ and ‘development of certain central ideas’.!” Nevertheless, for Noth, the

disunited parts, contradictions in DtrH, are the result of Dtr’s activity as editor, not

8

author. For example, Noth observes the tension in Dtr’s deuteronomic law'® on worship

between the one legitimate place of worship (Jerusalem) in Kings and the authorised

sacrifices in the local shrines (e.g. Shiloh, Gibeon) in Josh 8:30-35; 1 Sam 1:31f; 2:12ff;

¥ Noth 1991:51.
> Noth 1991:55-56.
' Noth 1991:5-6.
'"'Noth 1991:77.



1 Kgs 3; 18:30ff. Then, Noth explains the tension in terms of Dir’s ‘favourable opinion
regarding the traditions’.’” In this way, Noth explains the disunited parts or
contradictions in DtrH. -

In Noth’s explanation of the Solomon account,”” we can also find the above
characterisation of Dtr and the purpose of DtrH. For Noth, 1 Kgs 1-2 1s a part of the
traditional story of the Davidic succession with Dtr’s slight alterations (1 Kgs 2:2-4,
11). Dtrin 1 Kgs 2:2-4 demonstrated a different attitude from 2 Sam 7:14b-16, which he
knew as older material about the Davidic monarchy, because he already knew °‘later
developments in the monarchy as he saw them’. Then, the omniscient Dtr also realised a
contradiction in the reign of Solomon. Whereas Solomon may be viewed positively in
the light of the building of the Jerusalem temple as an important deuteronomistic
concern, he may be viewed negatively from the perspective of the division of the
kingdom in 1 Kgs 11 caused by his apostasy. Dtr explained the contradiction by
dividing Solomon’s reign into two separate phases; while the first phase (1 Kgs 3-8)
showed that ‘Solomon’s ways were pleasing to God’, the second phase (1 Kgs 9-11)
described his ‘moral deterioration’ after the dedication of the temple.”' Dtr’s account of
the first phase begins with 1 Kgs 3:3, which shows his acknowledgement of Solomon
(3:3a) with mild criticism (3:3b).** Dtr also used the traditional story and the official
records® for the introduction (3:3-5:8) of the first phase without change, except the
condition for God’s blessing (3:14) and thank-offering in Jerusalem (15ba). Dtr’s main
component of the first phase (5:9-8:66) is the story of the building of the temple. In
particular, 1 Kgs 8:14-53, ‘Solomon’s speech in the dedication of the temple’, i1s crucial,
because through Solomon, Dtr expressed his significant view of the temple in relation to

124

the future of Israel.” Whereas the temple was justified as a legitimate place of sacrifice

'* For Noth, the term means the exposition of the decalogue, ‘the law (of Moses)’. Dtr presupposes the
reader to be familiar with the Deuteronomic law.

"> Noth 1991:96.

** Noth 1991:57-62.

*! Each of two phases is introduced by the vision of God at Gibeon (3:4-15; 9:1-9). Noth 1991:58.

*> For Noth, the introductory (?) in 3:3b is intended for ‘mild censure’ on Solomon. Noth 1991:58.

23Accc::trding to Noth, while Dtr used a ‘comprehensive and coherent narrative tradition’ in telling the

stories of David and Saul, to tell the story of Solomon he used ‘diverse and scattered traditional material’,
the ‘Book of the Acts of Solomon’ (1 Kgs 11:41). The latter is an adaptation of the actual official annals
of the king according to subject, not chronology. Dtr’s different styles in telling the stories of David and
Solomon arose from his use of different materials. Noth 1991:57.

24N0th 1991:6. ‘Finally, after the completion of the temple in Jerusalem — an event that was of

fundamental importance to Dtr’s theological interpretation of history — King Solomon makes a detailed
speech in the form of a prayer to God, which thoroughly expounds the significance of the new sanctuary
for the present, and especially for the future’.
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(Deut 12:13f.) by the deuteronomic law, the ‘dwelling place for God’s name’, Dir
devalued the temple as merely a ‘place toward which one turns in prayer’ after its
destruction.” From the perspective of the exile, the temple is not a place of sacrifice but
a place of prayer, where God can be reached by prayer for the forgiveness of past guilt.
The second phase starts with God’s warning to Solomon not to commit apostasy (9:1-
9), followed by the rest of the Solomonic material. Solomon’s apostasy in 1 Kgs 11:1-
13 was developed by Dtr from 2 Kgs 23:13. For Noth, the mitigation of the punishment
(11:12-13, 36) reflects pre-deuteronomistic material. Consequently, we have observed
Dtr as both editor and author from the tensions in 1 Kgs 1-11 between older materials,
and Dtr’s strong deuteronomic criterion reflected from the exilic perspective. This exilic

criterion made Dtr repeatedly reinterpret 2 Sam 7:14b-16 in the Solomon account for

the sake of the unity of DtrH (1 Kgs 2:2-4; 3:14; 5:17-19; 6:11-13; 8:25; 9:5).

1.2.1.2. The single exilic composition theory of DtrH after Noth

Noth’s idea of the composition of DtrH as a single exilic author’s pessimistic work has
been at times both accepted and questioned by subsequent scholars’ different
observations on the character of DirH and the nature of the activity of Dtr.

First, Noth’s idea of the purpose of DirH i1s weakened by the different thematic
emphases 1n DtrH found by G. von Rad and H.W. Wolff. Whereas von Rad has agreed
with Noth about a central purpose of DtrH being ah explanation of the event of 587 BC,
he has also observed the importance of the dynastic promise to David in 2 Sam 7:13-16.
While for Noth, 2 Sam 7:8-16 is pre-Deuteronomistic, ‘since neither the prohibition of
temple-building nor the strong emphasis on the value of the monarchy is in the spirit of
Dtr’,*® for von Rad”’ this passage shows Dtr’s hope of a future restoration based on the
promise to the house of David. Furthermore, von Rad has connected 2 Sam 7 with
messtanic hopes that were circulating in the exilic period. For example, the repeated
promise to David in Kings (e.g. 1 Kgs 11:13, 32, 36; 15:4; 2 Kgs 8:19) shows ‘a
pronounced messianic interest’, functioning to delay the judgment of the nation in the
catastrophe of 587_BC.23 In this context, the release of Jehoiachin in 2 Kgs 25:27-30

does not show the final judgment of the line of David but an element of messianic

%> Noth 1991:94.

2 Noth 1991:55.

" Von Rad 1962:346-7:.1953:74-91.
2% Von Rad 1966a:205-221.



promise based on the dynastic promise to David.”” Von Rad’s idea of the Davidic
covenant is based on his understanding of the function of the word of God in the
history. For him, while God’s word functions to judge the kings of Israel and Judah by
the Deuteronomic criterion of centralisation of worship, the same word also functions to
show God’s forbearance in history.’ ° Thus, the purpose of DtrH is not only to justify the
event of 587 BC as God’s just judgment, but also to show the hope of a future
restoration as God’s grace.

Wolff has also pointed to Noth’s failure to explain the purpose of DtrH.”! Based on
the analysis of the use of the word 23 ‘return’ from Joshua to Kings, Wolff has argued

that DirH was intended to lead Israel in the exile to repentance, the third phase of the
recurring cycle of apostasy, judgment, repentance and salvation. The exilic demand of
repentance for salvation is#especially shown in Solomon’s prayer (1 Kgs 8:46-33).
God’s exilic judgment was not final, but was a call to repentance for a compassionate
response from God. In this context, the story of Jehoiachin’s release (2 Kgs 25:27-30)
shows neither a pessimistic view (Noth) nor a messianic hope (von Rad) by Dtr, but in
fact a modest hope. _

Secondly, Noth’s idea of the nature of the activity of Dtr 1s partly accepted and
partly challenged by H.-D. Hoffmann and J. Van Seters. Above all, the character of
Noth’s Dtr as both author and redactor is criticised by Hoffmann. For Hoffmann, Dtr is
not a simple redactor of sources, but rather a skilful and creative exilic author who
integrated older traditions into his own presentation, and wrote pure fiction in an
effective way.>” Since Dtr freely revised and even invented the traditions, it is difficult
to distinguish the older traditions from his free presentation in DtrH, except by notable
secondary additions in 2 Kgs 17:34-41. Based on his analysis of language and style
from the smaller cultic notices to the larger reform accounts in Kings, Hoffmann has
argued that Dtr used cult-terminology in order to present Israel’s history as a history of
the cult. Thus, DtrH was intended to show Dtr’s religious concern, which is the

‘purification of the cult’ in keeping with the first and second commandments of the

27 yon Rad’s idea of the Davidic covenant being related to messianic hope has been dealt with by many
scholars: Gray 1970:773; Levenson 1984:353-361; Begg 1986:49-56; Hoftman 1995:667-668; Cogan and
Tadmor 1988:330.

** Von Rad 1962:343-344,

> Wolff 1961:171-186; 1975:83-100.

*2 Hoffmann 1980:15-21.



decalogue. The following kings and passages come under Hoffmann’s special

consideration as cult reform accounts:>>

Solomon (1 Kgs 11:1-13), Jeroboam (12:26-32), Rehoboam (14:21-24), Asa (15:9-
15), Ahab (16:30-33), Jehoshaphat (22:43-47), Ahaziah (22:52-53), Joram (2 Kgs
3:1-3), Jehu (9-10), Jehoiada/Joash (11:1-20; 12:1-17), Jehoahaz (13:1-9), Jotham
(15:34-35), Ahaz (16:1-4, 10-18), a summary and cultic condition after the fall of the
North (17:7-23, 24-41), Hezekiah (18:1-6), Manasseh, Amon (21:1-16,22), and
Josiah (22-23).

According to Hoffmann’s observation of the above cult reform accounts, an exilic or
post-exilic author invented a carefully contrived sequence of cultic reforms and
regressions from the time of Solomon to the great reform of Josiah.>® The reform
accounts were not historical reality, reflecting the practice of actual traditions or any
annalistic record of cult reform, but were Dtr’s creations based on his use of detailed
cult-terminology. The artificial scheme of cult reform shows movement back and forth
between the positive and negative reforms (Yahweh reformers and Baal reformers).
Then, the whole scheme comes to a dramatic climax in the alternation of the most
extreme forms of each contrary tendency: Ahaz-Hezekiah-Manasseh-Josiah.>> In the
climax of cult reform, while Josiah is portrayed as the righteous king, his reform
produces no ultimate good for Judah because of Manasseh’s sin. Consequently, the
Josianic reform was designed to serve as the ‘model of obedience to the law’ for a new
beginning after the exile.’® Although Josiah’s reform did not remove the disaster in the
historical context, the reform still functions for the benefit of the exilic community. In
this context, the Solomon reform account in 1 Kgs 11:1-13 was created in order to -
anticipate the tension in the Josianic reform (2 Kgs 23:13).%” The tensions in Kings were
intended by the skilful exilic author.

On the other hand, for Van Seters, the purpose of DtrH as a unified work was to
provide an account of Israel’s past in order to articulate the ‘people’s identity’ in the
exile.”® Based on the parallels between DtrH and Greek historiography, he has denied a
distinction between older material and Dtr’s work, arguing that Dtr as a historian *

creatively used older sources in order to produce a coherent history of Israel.”

** Hoffmann 1980:27. For him, those kings whose names appear in bold type are the Yahweh-reformers.
¥ Hoffmann 1980:169-270.

> Hoffmann 1980:146-155.

*® Hoffmann 1980:241-251.

*” Hoffmann 1980:47-58.

*® Van Seters 1983:320.

*? Van Seters 1983:343-346.
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According to Van Seters, Dtr gathered sources of various kinds and then paratactically’
arranged them with a great deal of freedom. Thus, although-Dtr was dependent on
“sources, he freely composed DtrH with patterns and analogies, repetition, and contrasts
between major figures.*” In this context, Van Seters has observed thematic continuity in
2 Sam 7 and Kings, and has argued that Dtr evaluates kings on multiple criteria rather
than a single cultic reform criterion (contra Hoffmann).*' For example, 1 Kgs 2:1-4, 10-
12; 3:1-15 share the theme of the divine promise to David in 2 Sam 7 and show the
fulfilment of that promise. The greater emphasis of obedience to the Law of Moses than
in 2 Sam 7:14 is ‘a matter of context’. This 1s not due to a particular redactional basis,
but Dtr’s different understanding of David and Solomon. For Van Seters, Dtr’s central
episodes are ‘the story of the rise of the monarchy’, ‘the enunciation of the diviﬁe
promise to David (2 Sam 7)°, ‘the building of the Jerusalem temple under Solomon (1
Kgs 6-8)’°, and ‘the apostasy of Jeroboam (1 Kgs 12:26ff)’.* In the light of the central
episodes, Dtr does not bring out any climax in Kings in Josiah’s reign.” For Van Seters,
I Kgs 6-7 was arranged by Dtr for ‘an ideological continuity’ between the beginnihg of
the monarchy and its end, and showing ‘the possibility of restoration and a new
beginning, perhaps under a restored Davidic ruler"‘.."44 Consequently, in the nature of the
activity of Dtr, whereas Hoffmann has criticised Noth’s idea of Dtr as both editor and
author, Van Seters has supported Noth by showing how Dir as both editor and author
could compose DtrH.

From the ideas of Noth and the above scholars about the purpose of DtrH and the
nature of Dtr’s activities, we may draw some questions. In relation to the purpose of
DtrH in the exile, how can we decide whether the passage 2 Sam 7:13-16 is pre-
Deuteronomistic (Noth) or Deuteronomistic (von Rad)? In addition, how can we
understand the real meaning of the exilic passages of 1 Kgs 8:46-53 and 2 Kgs 25:27-
30? How can we identify the real issue of the exilic situation from the text? Is it
justification of God’s judgment, messianic hope, repentance, obedience to the law, or
Israel’s 1dentity? On the other hand, concerning the nature of Dir’s activities, is the

picture of Noth’s Dtr as both author and redactor acceptable in explaining the disunity

‘O Van Seters 1983:292-321.
*! Van Seters 1983:307-314.
42 Van Seters 1983:316.

*> Van Seters 1983:320-321.
 Van Seters 1997:45-57.
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of parts, or contradictions, in DtrH? Does Dtr’s creativity as argued by Hoffmann and
Van Seters resolve properly the tensions in DtrH and the Solomon account?

In the case of Noth, it is doubtful whether the combination of older contradictory
traditions and Dtr’s additions can show Dtr’s intended meaning in the final form of text.
In fact, Noth’s divisions of materials in DtrH, according to thematic and literary
differences, are problematic. The divisions are forced by his assumption about the
historical origin of the DtrH. The creativity of Hoffmann’s Dtr is still not en;:)ugh to
explain tensions in the contents of DtrH.* How could Hoffmann’s exilic author
maintain a hope based on Kingship after experiencing the failure of Josiah’s reform?
Hoffmann has not properly overcome a tension between history and theology.*® Van
Seters’ paratactic model of addition has also been criticised as the anachronistic
imposition of modern literary preferences on ancient texts.*’ Consequently, the above
scholars’ ideas of DtrH as the work of a single exilic author have been challenged by

other scholars.

1.2.1.3 The Josianic (or double) redaction theory

Some scholars have observed a certain thematic and literary difference within even the
deuteronomistic materials. It has led the scholars to question the 1dea of DtrH as the
unified exilic work of a single author. Thus, they have reached the conclusion that DtrH
sprang from more than one hand.

In this context, F.M. Cross has argued that DtrH was not the work of a single exilic
Dtr, but the product of two editors.*® The first editor (Dtrl) composed the main part of
DtrH in the reign of King Josiah (640-609 BC) in order to support that kings’ religious
reform. Then, the second editor (Dtr2) lightly revised the first edition in the exile (587-
539 BC). Dtr2’s purpose was to update the history by adding a chronicle of events after
the reign of Josiah, in order to make theological sense of the exilic experience and to
preach a ‘sermon’ to the exiles.

Cross’ argument is based on thematic and literary analyses of the book of Kings.

According to him, two main themes run through Kings. The first theme is ‘the sin of

¥ DtrH is not all about a concern for reform, and the reform scheme does not explain the final four kings:
O’Brien 1989:16. See other scholars’ criticism of the notion of Josiah’s story as the chhmax of the story of
reform: McKenzie 1991:15-16; Van Seters 1983:320-321.

** As McConville has argued, Hoffmann’s idea has not resolved the essential problem posed in 1 and 2
Kings, that is to say, a tension between the failure of the monarchy and the dynastic promise to David.
McConville 1993:88.

*’ Long 1984:17-20.
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Jeroboam ben Nebat’ and its disastrous effects on Israel (1 Kgs 12:25-33: Jeroboam’s
crime of the establishment of pagan shrines). “The sin of Jeroboam’ resounds repeatedly
throughout the narration of the north as the symbol of infidelity. The second theme is
‘the promise of an everlasting dynasty for David’ (2 Sam 7:8-16), which restrains divine
wrath 1n the history of Judah. The promise develops to a climax in the reform of Josiah
in 2 Kgs 22:1-23:25. The promise of this reform (1 Kgs 13:2-3) and its fulfilment (2
Kgs 22-23) extends over the whole monarchic period after Solomon. While the apostasy
of Jeroboam leads the North to destruction, Josiah’s fidelity leads the South to
preservation and the ultimate restoration of the Davidic line. For Cross, the first edition
(Dtrl) was ‘a propaganda work of the Josianic reformation’.”” For the programmatic
work, Dtrl used the juxtaposition of judgment on the north and hope for the south as an
important literary device within the history. In other words, the Josianic historian
combined the ancient covenant (in Deut 17:14-20, Judges, Samuel) with the eternal
Davidic covenant (2 Sam 7:11b-16; Ps 89:20-38; 1 Kgs 11:12-13, 32, 34, 36; 15:4; 2
Kgs 8:19; 19:34; 20:6) to renew the possibility of salvation through obedience to the
ancient covenant of Yahweh. Furthermore, the expression ‘to this day’ refers to the
circumstances in which Judah is still standing (1 Kgs 8:8; 9:21; 10:12; 12:19; 2 Kgs
8:22;10:27; 14:7; 16:6; 17:23). ‘

On the other hand, an impossible contradiction exists in 2 Kings 23:25-27. In spite
of Josiah, the greatest of all Davidic kings (v. 25), the sentence of Judah’s fall still
stands because of the sins of Manasseh (vv. 26-27). The sins of Manasseh were so great
that even the reforms of Josiah could not cancel Yahweh’s punishment of Judah. This
contradiction led the exilic redactor (Dtr2) to introduce the sub-theme of Manasseh’s
- apostasy, to attribute the fall of Judah to his perfidy, ca. 550 BC. For Cross, the addition
of 2 Kgs 23:25b-25:30 1s the work of a much more pessimistic Dtr2, while the work of

Dtrl is optimistic.”® The additions of Cross’ Dtr2 are presented as follows:

Deut 4:27-31; 28:36f., 63-68; 29:27; 30:1-10; Josh 23:11-13, 15f; 1 Sam 12:25; 1 Kgs
2:4: 6:11-13; 8:25b, 46-53; 9:4-9; 2 Kgs 17:19; 20:17f.; 21:2-15; 23:26-25:30.”"

Consequently, for Cross, the contradictory nature of the Davidic covenant is the major

evidence for the redactional layers and different historical settings within DtrH. The

*¥ Cross 1973:274-287.
* Cross 1973:283-285.
* McConville has also seen Cross’ Dtr2 as Noth’s single pessimistic Dtr. MeConville 1993:79.

1 Cross 1973:287.
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Josianic view is shown by the connection between the unconditional Davidic covenant
and the old Mosaic covenant in 2 Kgs 22-23. On the other hand, the exilic view is
expressed'by' the conditional Davidic covenant (e.g. 1 Kgs 2:4; (3:14); 6:11-13; 8:25b:
9:4-5). Whereas, for von Rad, the unconditional Davidic covenant was significant to the
exile, for Cross, the covenant was a central element at the time of Josiah. Thus, Kings is
an awkward composition, which shows the contradiction between the eternal covenant
and Josiah’s ideal reform, and the conditional covenant and Manasseh’s apostasy.
According to Cross, Manasseh<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>