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ABSTRACT

This thesis investigates the theology of Deuteronomy, and argues that at the heart ot
Deuteronomic theology 1s the supremacy of Yahweh, which 1s to be expressed by all
generations of Israelites through adherence to Torah. This study maintains that the
1deas of centralization, secularization, and demythologization as commonly understood
fail to account adequately for the data of the text. In this view, the book of
Deuteronomy 1is radical in its demands and vision, but not in the ways that it 1s usually
understood. In 1ts deliberate rejection of ANE models of kingship and institutional
permanence, 1ts emphasis on the holiness of all life lived out before Yahweh, and its
elevation of the supremacy of Yahweh and his Torah, Deuteronomy reveals 1tself to be
a truly revolutionary and counter-cultural text.

In the introductory chapter, the structure and ideology of the book are examined.
The present study is set into the context of Deuteronomic study, and it 1s argued that
the book of Deuteronomy reflects an 1deology that seeks to highlight the supremacy of
Yahweh and the centrality of Torah. Chapter One then examines some of the ways in
which the theology of Deuteronomy has been understood, namely in terms of
centralization, secularization, and demythologization. 1 argue that centralization,
secularization, and demythologization as usually understood fail to adequately account
for the data of the text, and that an alternative conception should be sought.

Chapters Two through Five evaluate key texts that are used to support the idea that
centralization, secularnization, and demythologization are at the heart of the theology of
Deuteronomy. An alternative reading of the texts 1s presented that highlights the
supremacy of Yahweh and Torah.

The tfinal chapter investigates the theological and i1deological implications of this
alternative reading of key texts. Deuteronomy 1s seen to be radical, and even

revolutionary, but in a much different way from the way 1t 1s usually understood.
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INTRODUCTION

One of the few areas of consensus in modern Deuteronomy scholarship is the
contention that within the Book of Deuteronomy is a programme of reform that is
nothing short of revolutionary.' Although there are divergent views as to the specific
details of this revolutionary programme, there remains agreement that in fundamental
and profound ways, Deuteronomy 1is radical in its vision.

The Deuteronomic revolution 1s seen as broad-sweeping in its scale. Theology,
worship, politics, and even social and moral values are seen as being dramatically
altered in Deuteronomy.” The essential aspects of this revolution are usually described
as demythologization, centralization, and secularization. While the details of the
various views are presented in subsequent chapters, it will be useful at this point to
present a general description of the broad contours of scholarly consensus on the
nature of the Deuteronomic revolution.

Deuteronomy, according to the influential perspective of Moshe Weinfeld, and
others, alters the conception of God found 1n earlier sources. There, God 1s presented
1n a rather crude, anthropomorphic fashion. He has need of a dwelling place, and so
orders the construction of the tabernacle in which he will dwell (Exod 25.8).> In the
theophany at Sinai, Yahweh 1s described as actually having come down upon the

mountain (Exod 19.18, 20). In addition, there 1s great concern in the earlier matenal

" See, for example, M. WEINFELD, D euteronomy and the D euteronomic School (Oxford: OUP, 1972;
reprint Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1992), 191-243; idem, Deuteronomy [-11: A New Translation with
Introduction and Commentary, AB 5 (New York: Doubleday, 1991), 37-44; J.H. TIGAY, Deuteronomy

D27 The Traditional Hebrew Text with the New JPS Translation (Philadelphia: JPS, 1996), xvii-
xviil; R.E. CLEMENTS, “The Book of Deuteronomy: Introduction, Commentary, and Reflections,” NI/B,
vol. 2, 271-87, esp. 285; 1dem, Deuteronomy, OTG (Sheffield: SAP, 1989), 60-63; A.D.H. MAYES,
Deuteronomy, NCB (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans; London: Marshall, Morgan & Scott, 1979), 57-60.

* M. WEINFELD, “Deuteronomy’s Theological Revolution,” BR 12, 1 (1996): 38.

> Exodus 25.8 is normally seen as belonging to P, which is held to be later than Deuteronomy.
Weinfeld, however, sees P as prior to, or contemporaneous with, D. See WEINFELD, Deuteronomic
School, 179-83.
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about the danger of seeing God. Thus, Exod 33.20 warns that “you cannot see my

face, for no one may see me and live.

Worship is seen in the earlier sources as being, 1n part, a means of providing for
the deity. In this view, the provision of bread and vessels for wine in the tabernacle is
to provide food and drink for Yahweh. In addition, fragrant offerings and lamps are
seen as being for the (actually) present deity. Finally, the cherubim serve as a throne
for a God who is seated on them, while the ark functions as his footstool.*

All this i1s dramatically altered in Deuteronomy as a result of a.deliberate effort at
reinterpretation, and a repudiation of the anthropomorphic view of the earlier sources.

4

Disparate elements of the faith are gathered, harmonized, and “purified”
theologically.”  The earlier conceptions of God were “demythologised and
rationalised.”® So, it is argued, the portrayal of God in Deuteronomy 1s radically
altered, 1n an attempt to repudiate the earlier views. One example frequently cited as
evidence for this shift 1s seen 1n the fact that in the theophany at Horeb/Sinai, the

presence of Yahweh 1s seen as exclusively aural rather than visual, and Yahweh 1s said

'!57

in Deut 4.36 to have spoken “from heaven.”" Noting the differences between the

theophany as presented in Exodus and Deuteronomy, Hurowitz concludes that

[tlhe accounts of the theophany in Exodus and Deuteronomy thus differ
significantly from one another both in specific details and 1n underlying
theological outlook. Exodus portrays Mt. Sinai as if 1t were a temple precinct
where God and man come into immediate and intimate contact. Deuteronomy,
in keeping with its own innovative conception of the Temple and the
transcendent deity, confines God to the highest heaven even when he 1s
revealing himself to his people at Horeb.®

The author(s) of Deuteronomy, then, are deliberately reinterpreting the presence of
Yahweh in light of the more abstract theological thinking of the time. Other examples
of d emythologization are discussed in detail in Chapter One; it is sufficient for the

present to simply note that demythologization 1s seen as central to the Deuteronomic

programme.

*Ibid., 191-92.
> G. VON RAD, Studies in Deuteronomy, trans. D.M.G. Stalker (Chicago: Henry Regnery; London: SCM,
1953), 37.
® Ibid., 40.
7 WEINFELD, “Theological Revolution,” 39. See also V. HUROWITZ, “From Storm God to Abstract
Being: How the Deity Became More Abstract From Exodus to Deuteronomy,” BR 14 (1998): 40-47.

8 HUROWITZ, “‘Storm God,” 47.
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A second element of the revolutionary programme 1s centralization. Major social
and political upheaval is seen to have occurred as a result of the law of centralization
in Deuteronomy 12. In the earlier sources, 1t 1s maintained, worship of Yahweh was
carried out at a variety of locations, including local altars. Exod 20.24-25 is
understood as calling for the erection of altars 1n multiple locations, albeit only at those

locations at which Yahweh “caused his name to be remembered.””

In Deuteronomy 12, however, a ditferent c onception 1s seen to emerge. T here,
worship 1s limited to a single sanctuary. Since de W ette, this has c ommonly been
understood to be a result of the reforms undertaken by Josiah in the 7" century BC, and
the impact on the life of the nation cannot be overstated.'” By eliminating all local
shrines and sanctuaries, the political and religious life of the nation 1s transformed.
Prior to the reformation, priests in the local shrines would be consulted when elders,
serving as judges in the city gates, could not reach a verdict due to a lack of witnesses
or evidence.'' The removal of the local sanctuaries also meant that the local priests
were no longer available to serve in this capacity, so Deuteronomy calls for the
appointment of judges in every town, and provides for the consultation of the priests or
judges in the central sanctuary in difficult cases (Deut 17.8-9).

Worship was also dramatically affected, as might be expected. The elimination of
local altars meant that sacrifice could not be carried out as before. So, the “law of
profane slaughter” (Deut 12.15-25) allows for the non-sacrificial slaughter of animals

in the locations now deprived of a local altar. In addition, pilgrnnmages to the central

’ See, e. g.. M. NOTH, Exodus, OTL (London: SCM, 1962), 176; ET of Das zweite Buch Mose, Exodus,
DATD 5 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1959). See also F. CRUSEMANN, The Torah: Theology
and Social History of Old Testament Law (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1996), 173, who argues, from a very
different perspective, that the law in Exod 20.24 is dealing with a number of sites. Where Noth presents
the widely held view that the Book of the Covenant is earlier than Deuteronomy, and that Deuteronomy
is a revision of the earlier view, Criisemann argues that the Book of the Covenant is later than
Deuteronomy, and represents a reaction against centralization.

'0 4e Wette argued for the connection between Deuteronomy and the Josianic reforms of the 7" century
BC in a lengthy footnote in his doctoral dissertation (‘Dissertatio critica qua a prioribus Deuteronomium
Pentateuchi libris diversum, alius cuiusdam recentioris auctoris opus esse monstratur,” pro venia legend:
publice defensa lenae a. 1805, in W.M.L. DE WETTE, Opscula Theologica [Berlin: G. Retmerum, 1830},
149-68), completed at the University of Jena in 1804. He argued that the altar law of Deuteronomy 12
could only come from a later period than the rest of the Pentateuch due to the fact that centralization 1s
neither assumed nor especially valued there. This idea was further developed in his two volume work,
Beitrdge zur Einleitung in das Alte Testament (Halle: Schmimmel-pfennig und Compagnia, 1806-07).
For an analysis of de Wette and his contributions to the study of the Old Testament, see J.W.
ROGERSON, W.M.L. de Wette, Founder of Modern Biblical Criticism: An Intellectual Biography, JSOTS
126 (Sheffield: SAP, 1992).

"' WEINFELD, Deuteronomic School, 233. See also the discussion in B.M. LEVINSON, Deuteronomy and
the Hermeneutics of Legal Innovation (Oxford: QUP, 1997), 98-143.
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sanctuary b ecame necessary, and are therefore required by Deuteronomy (e.g. Deut
12.26; 14.25).
An additional effect of centralization was what is often called secularization.

While this term is understood differently by various critics, “secularization” generally

refers to a tendency i Deuteronomy to downplay the sacred, and the removal of

certain 1nstitutions from the realm of the sacred. Thus Weinfeld describes

Deuteronomy as having a

distinctly secular foundation. Not only do we encounter institutions of a
manifestly secular character such as the judiciary (16:18-20; 17:8-13), the
monarchy (17:14-20), the military (20) and civil and criminal laws which treat of
the family and inheritance (21:10-21; 22:13-29; 24:1-4; 25:5-10), loans and debts
(15:1-11; 24:10-13), Ditigations and quarrels (25:1-3 and 10-12), trespassing
(19:14) and false testimony (19:15-21) and the like: but...even institutions and

practices which were originally sacral in character have here been recast in
secularized forms.'

In short, the effects of centralization were so far-reaching that they had a dramatic
impact on nearly every facet of life.

As noted, the 1dea of a Deuteronomic revolution marked by centralization,
secularization, and demythologization has achieved widespread acceptance, though
there are, of c ourse, differences among the various points of view. Indeed, on the
surface the case for this view appears strong, if not irrefutable. In recent years,
however, some of the data adduced 1n favour of centralization and demythologization
in support of the Jerusalem temple have been shown to be capable of very different
interpretation. For example, recent research on Deuteronomy 12 has raised questions
as to whether the prevailing view represents the best explanation for the data of the
text. Recent studies have argued that this chapter may be read plausibly as stressing
the sovereignty of Yahweh in determining where he will be worshipped, rather than

3

restricting the number of permitted worship sites.”  Similarly, the nature of

'2 WEINFELD, Deuteronomic School, 188.

P SQee, e.g., J.G. MCCONVILLE, Law and Theology in Deuteronomy, JSOTS 33 (Shetfield: JSOT Press,
1984); J.G. MCCONVILLE and J.G. MILLAR, Time and Place in Deuteronomy, JSOTS 179 (Sheffield:
SAP, 1994); J.J. NIEHAUS, “ The Central Sanctuary: Where and When?” 7843, 1 (1992):3-30; G.J.
WENHAM, “Deuteronomy and the Central Sanctuary,” 7B 22 (1971): 103-18. Two of the most recent
studies on the issue of centralization in Deuteronomy are P.M.A. PITKANEN, Central Sanctuary and the
Centralization of Worship in Ancient Israel: From the Settlement to the Building of Solomon’s Temple,
Gorgias Dissertations Near Eastern Studies 5 (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias, 2003), and S. RICHTER, “The
Deuteronomistic History and the Place of the Name” (PhD thesis, Harvard University, 2001).

The prevailing view was challenged already by A.C. WELCH, The Code of Deuteronomy (London:
James Clarke, 1924), who maintained that only Deut 12.1-7 need be taken as referring to one central
“chosen place.” Another early case against the centralization view i1s G.T. MANLEY, The Book of the
Law: Studies in the Date of Deuteronomy (London: Tyndale, 1957). Extensive analysis and references
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Deuteronomy’s theology of the presence of God has been shown to be far more subtle
and complex than usually thought. Rather than repudiating the idea of Yahweh’s
actual presence, Deuteronomy may be seen as describing Yahweh’s presence as being
both in heaven and with his people in battle, on Horeb, and at the chosen place.'

In addition, although there is broad consensus as to the fact of centralization and
secularization, there is no consensus on other key related questions. Thus, among
those who see in Deuteronomy a programme of centralization and demythologization,
there 1s disagreement as to the fundamental nature of the programme. Some maintain
that this programme should be understood as a utopian ideal,”> while others see it as a
realistic programme of reform.'® Similarly disputed is the question as to whether or
not the reform should be seen as favouring or opposing the Judean monarchy.'’ In
addition, the issues of setting and audience are disputed even among those who see
centralization and demythologization as at the core of the Deuteronomic programme.
This lack of consensus on these issues and on the basic meaning of centralization and
demythologization in the interpretation of the book calls into question whether or not
centralization and demythologization as usually understood should be viewed as the
central tenets of the theology of the book.

This suggests that perhaps the time has come to re-evaluate the theology of
Deuteronomy, and to explore the possibility that what lies at the heart of the theology
of Deuteronomy is not centralization and demythologization, but something else. The
present study will attempt to articulate an alternative to the prevailing view of the
theology of Deuteronomy, and will argue that at the core of Deuteronomy 1s a theology
of the supremacy of Yahweh, expressed in the life of Israel through adherence to
Torah. In this understanding, Deuteronomy does 1n fact represent a revolutionary

programme, but not in the way that programme 1s usually understood. In 1ts deliberate
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are found in Chapter 4 of the present work.

‘““ See 1. WILSON, Out of the Midst of the Fire: Divine Presence in Deuteronomy, SBLDS 151 (Atlanta:
Scholars, 1995), and Chapter 3 of this thesis.

> E.g., N. LOHFINK, “‘Distribution of the Functions ot Power: The Laws Concerning Public Offices In
Deuteronomy 16:18-18:22," in A Song of Power and the Power of Song: Essays on the Book of
Deuteronomy, SBTS 3, ed. D.L. CHRISTENSEN (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1993), 336-52. See also
idem, “The Laws of Deuteronomy: A Utopian Project for a World Without Any Poor?” Lattey Lecture
1995 (Cambridge: St. Edmund’s College, 1995) and “Das deuteronomische Gesetz in der Endgestalt:
Entwurf einer Gesellschaft ohne marginale Gruppen,” Biblische Notizen 51 (1990): 25-40.

'6 One of the most recent examples 1s B.M. LEVINSON, Deuteronomy and the Hermeneutics of Legal
Innovation (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997).

'7 Weinfeld, for example, sees the Deuteronomic reform as supporting the Judean monarchy, whereas
Levinson sees the programme as opposing the monarchy. See WEINFELD, Deuteronomic School, 168-
71, and LEVINSON, Legal Innovation, 138-43.
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rejection of ANE models of kingship and institutional permanence, its emphasis on the
holiess of all life lived out before Y ahweh, and its elevation of the supremacy o f
Yahweh and his Torah, Deuteronomy reveals itself to be a truly revolutionary text, but

in a much different way from understood by the prevailing consensus.

I. Historical Background

It may be useful at this point to survey briefly the history of research on Deuteronomy,
in an etfort to discern the way in which the prevailing c onsensus, described above,
emerged. An exhaustive study of the history of interpretation of Deuteronomy would
be a full-length study in itself. Therefore, I will limit myself to a brief description in
order to highlight those works that have been most influential on Deuteronomic
studies.'®

Modern study of Deuteronomy is associated with the work of de Wette, who, as
noted above, argued that Deuteronomy was to be associated with the reform of Josiah.
Although Jerome had speculated that the law book found in the temple was
Deuteronomy,'” de Wette is credited with the idea that Deuteronomy was not simply a
blueprint for the Josianic reforms, but was, rathér, a product ot the period in which 1t
was used. As noted above, de Wette based this conclusion on the fact that
Deuteronomy 12 stands out from the rest of the Pentateuch in its demand for
centralization. The rest of the Pentateuch, he argues, does not presuppose
centralization, and it does not seem to value the idea. Hence, Deuteronomy 12 must
have been wntten by a different author. He further argues from the style of
presentation that Deuteronomy i1s the work of a different author from Genesis—
Numbers (which he sees as a unity, as he also sees Deuteronomy); neither Genesis—
Numbers nor Deuteronomy are to be seen as having been written by Moses.*

Modern study of Deuteronomy saw significant advance through the work of Julius

Wellhausen, who argued for the existence of three sources in the Pentateuch, JE, D,

'® For a succinct description of the present state of research into Deuteronomy, see M.A. O’BRIEN, “The
Book of Deuteronomy,” CRBS 3 (1995): 95-128.

" Noted in M. WEINFELD, “Deuteronomy: The Present State of the Inquiry,” JBL 86 (1967): 249.
Reprinted in D.L. CHRISTENSEN, ed., 4 Song of Power and the Power of Song: Essays on the Book of
Deuteronomy, SBTS 3 (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1993), 21-35.

*® See the helpful presentation of de Wette and his contribution to Deuteronomic studies in G.J.
WENHAM, “The Structure and Date of Deuteronomy: A Consideration of Aspects of the History of
Deuteronomy Criticism and a Re-Examination of the Question of Structure and Date in Light of that
History and the Near E astern Treaties” ( PhD thesis, University of London, 1 970), 16-43. See also
ROGERSON, de Wette.
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and P.*/  Wellhausen himself acknowledged that this idea was not unique to him.*
However, he may be credited with popularizing the now famous “Documentary
Hypothesis,” and articulating the significance of this view for the understanding of the
history of Israel and the development of the literature of the Pentateuch. Furthermore,
it was Wellhausen who saw centralization in Deuteronomy as being a key to
understanding the nature of the reforms 1n support of which the book was composed.

For Wellhausen and those who followed him, Deuteronomy emerged as an
important starting point for the study of the Old Testament.. Wellhausen saw
Deuteronomy as being a midpoint between JE and P. That 1s, JE was earlier than
Deuteronomy, originating in the period of the monarchy but prior to the destruction of
the northern kingdom by Assyria in the eighth century BC.* Deuteronomy was
“composed 1n the same age as that in which it was discovered,” namely during the
reign of Josiah.”* P was written at a later time, and assumes many of the innovations
presented in Deuteronomy.

Wellhausen further argued that the d evelopment of the religion in Israel can be
traced through the source documents of the Pentateuch. He saw in the sources an
evolution (or, more accurately for Wellhausen, a devolution) from a {ree, spontaneous,
and natural religion to a more formalized, artificial expression of faith. This transition
may be seen through a comparison of worship as presented in the sources. For
example, Wellhausen argues that JE assumes that many altars will be built for the
worship of Yahweh, based on Exod 20.24f.> Deuteronomy, however, changes this
law and insists on one central sanctuary and de-legitimizes all other sanctuaries n
chapter 12. This, again, firmly fixes the date of Deuteronomy 1n the 7™ century BC and
associates 1t with the reforms of Josiah, according to Wellhausen.”® In P, however, the
centralization o f w orship to the one “chosen place” 1s assumed and never argued.”’

Wellhausen concludes that this can only mean that the transformation of religion

e e——————

‘' J. WELLHAUSEN, Prolegomena to the History of Israel (Edinburgh: A&C Black, 1885; repr. Atlanta:
Scholars, 1994). While Wellhausen does acknowledge that E once existed as an independent source, he
notes that we know of it only as “extracts embodied in the Jehovist narrative™ (Ibid., &).

2 Ibid., 4. Some of his conclusions were anticipated by Eduard Reuss and his student Karl H. Graf.
However, neither of these scholars had p ublished widely, as noted by R.E. CLEMENTS, “Welihausen,
Julius (1844-1918),” in Historical Handbook of Major Biblical Interpreters, ed. D.K. MCKIM (Downers

Grove, Leicester: Intervarsity, 1998), 380-85.
> WELLHAUSEN, Prolegomena, 9.

** Ibid.

* Ibid., 29.

*® Ibid., 33.

27 Ibid., 34-35.
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envisioned by Deuteronomy has become a reality by the time P was composed. Thus,
the different sources, which represent different stages in the history of religion in
Israel, each present a different view of the religion. Moreover, a progression from
greater freedom to more restriction can be discerned. Using largely the same method,
Wellhausen seeks to demonstrate this same tendency in his examination of sacrifice,
sacred feasts, the priesthood and the relationship of Levites to it, firstlings, and
Levitical cities.

The Documentary Hypothesis emerged as the dominant method in Pentateuchal
criticism, and remained so until about 1970. There were, to be sure, modifications of
the theory as posited by Wellhausen. But the development of the traditio-historical
approach by the Alt school, which argued for the essential continuity between the
events and their description in the Pentateuchal sources, as well as archaeological
discoveries by the Albright school together helped secure the position of the
documentary hypothesis in modemn biblical interpretation.”® Most notable is the fact
that these newer approaches (exemplified by the Alt and Albright schools) sought to
harmonize their findings with the traditional sources and dates postulated in the 19"
century.29

While consensus emerged as to the composition of the Pentateuch as a whole,
questions remamed as to the composition of Deuteronomy in particular. Some
followed earlier scholars (such as Steuernagel and Staerk) who sought to understand
the growth of Deuteronomy in terms of sources, not unlike the approach to the
Pentateuch as a whole. They based their conclusions on the presence of the

Numeruswechsel, the change 1n form of address between second person singular and

A e l— - P i i i

*® For a discussion of the modern development of the Documentary Hypothesis, see G.J. WENHAM,
“Pondering the Pentateuch: The Search for a New Paradigm,” in The Face of Old Testament Studies: A
Survey of Contemporary Approaches, ed. D.W. BAKER and B.T. ARNOLD (Leicester: A pollos; Grand
Rapids: Baker, 1999), 116-44.

*’ Beginning in the 1970s, serious concerns began to be expressed about the Documentary Hypothesis.
Some questioned the basic methodology of source analysis, particularly in light of ANE texts held to be
unitary on other grounds but which nevertheless exhibit some of the same characteristics of the biblical
texts. Others questioned the archaeological parallels that were thought to support the analysis of source
critics. In the 1980s, the consensus began to break down further as some argued that the J source was in
fact the latest source, and was actually post-exilic and post-Deuteronomic. One of the most significant
critiques of the Documentary Hypothesis emerged in this time. R.N. Whybray, The Making of the
Pentateuch: A Methodological Study, JSOTS 53 (Sheffield: JSOT, 1987), presents a powerful argument
against the D ocumentary H ypothesis. W hybray sees the e ntire Pentateuch as a comprehensive w ork
composed by a single author (Pentateuch, 232-33). As Wenham notes, “the academic community s
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” (WENHAM, “Pondering the Pentateuch,”

119).
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plural.”” The oldest version of Deuteronomy, it is argued, used the singular pronoun,
while a later one used the plural. This analysis of literary strata was combined with
analysis of the development of the legal section of Deuteronomy to develop a

hypothesis as to the onigin of the book. In this view, Deuteronomy is the product of a

redaction of earlier sources. Recent proponents of this view include Minette de

Tillesse and Veijola.3 |

This view has been challenged, however. Some, such as Lohfink, see the variation

in number as a deliberate stylistic device used to capture the attention of the

1932

“listener.”” Moreover, Mayes has noted that number change cannot be relied upon as

a criterion to identify underlying sources in at least some cases in Deuteronomy (such
as 4.1-40) which are seen on other grounds as being a unity, despite the use of singular

and plural address.” In addition, it has been noted that a similar phenomenon 1s found

in extrabiblical texts such as the Hittite and Sefire treaties.>”

More recently, the phenomenon of Numeruswechsel has been explained on

rhetorical grounds as well.” Lenchak notes that

** C. STEUERNAGEL, Der Rahmen des Deuteronomiums: Literarcritische Untersuchungen iiber seine
Zusammensetzung und Entstehung (Halle a.S.: J. Krause, 1894) and W. STAERK, Das Deuteronomium-—
Sein Inhalt und seine literarische Form: Eine kritische Studie (Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1894). See the
description and analysis of this approach in A.D.H. MAYES, Deuteronomy, NCB (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans; London: Marshall, Morgan & Scott, 1979), 34-38; D.L. CHRISTENSEN, “Deuteronomy in
Modern Research: Approaches and Issues,” in 4 Song of Power, 3-5; and, more recently, C.T. BEGG,
“1994: A Significant Anniversary in the History of Deuteronomy Research,” in Studies in
Deuteronomy: In Honour of C.J. Labuschagne on the Occasion of His 65" Birthday, VTSup 53, ed. F.
GARCIA M ARTINEZ, A. HILHORST, J.T.A.G.M. VAN RUITEN, and A.S. VAN DER WOUDE (Leiden: Brili,
1994), 1-11.

1 G. MINETTE DE TILLESSE, “Sections ‘tu’ et sections ‘vous’ dans le Deutéronome,” VT 12 (1962): 29-
87.and T. VEUOLA, “Principal O bservations on the Basic Story in Deuteronomy 1-3,"1nA4 Songof
Power and the Power of Song, 137-46. A very different perspective is advocated by D.L. CHRISTENSEN,
Deuteronomy 1:1-21.9, 2" ed. WBC 6a (Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 2001), ci, who sees the
Numeruswechsel as “‘structural markers, particularly of boundaries between rhythmic units of the text,
and sometimes the center, or turning point within specific structures.”

> N. LOHFINK, Das Hauptgebot: Eine Untersuchung literarischer Einleitungsfragen zu Ditn 5-11,
AnBib 20 (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1963).

> MAYES, Deuteronomy, 36.

** K. BALTZER, The Covenant Formulary In Old Testament, Jewish, and Early Christian Writings
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1971), 33 n. 71, and MAYES, Deuteronomy, 35-36.

> Since Muilenburg’s programmatic essay (J. MUILENBURG, “Form Criticism and Beyond,” JBL 83
[1969]: 1-18), Old Testament rhetorical criticism has tended to emphasize style, and has been, in many
ways, a form of literary criticism. Inrecent years, however, there has e merged an e mphasis onthe
persuasive, as opposed to stylistic, aspects of rhetoric. It is in this latter sense that I use the word
“rhetorical” here. For a helpful discussion of the two “schools” in OT rhetorical criticism, see D .M.
HOWARD, JR., “Rhetorical Criticism in Old Testament Studies,” Bulletin for Biblical Research 4 (1994):
87-104. See also C.C. BLACK, JR., “Rhetorical Criticism and Biblical Interpretation,” ExpTim 100
(1988-89): 252-58 and W. WUELLNER, “Where is R hetorical Criticism Taking Us?” CBQ 49 (1987):
448-63. For a detailed discussion of contemporary rhetorical criticism, see K. MOLLER, 4 Prophet in
Debate: The Rhetoric of Persuasion in the Book of Amos, ISOTS 372 (Sheftield: SAP, 2003), 2-46.
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[e]Jvery change of number 1s an assault on the listener. The singular is
considered to have been the standard form by which the cult community was
addressed: Israel was viewed as one person before Yahweh in worship. In the

plural then the community 1s no longer addressed as an entity but as a
collection of individuals. Thus 1n the plural form the individual Israelite is
emphasized and the approach is more personal.®

So rather than being understood as a mark of different sources, number change may be
a d eliberate attempt on the part of the author to persuade his audience. More than
being a matter of style, the change in address is part of the author’s attempt to
convince his audience that all Israel—as individuals and as a c ollective—must live

lives that are radically devoted to Yahweh.”’

It was Martin Noth who made the most significant contribution to Deuteronomy
studies since Wellhausen. In his landmark work Uberlieferungsgeschichtliche

Studien,”® Noth argued that Deuteronomy was best seen not as a work of the so-called

Hexateuch, but rather as the first part of a Deuteronomistic History (DtH), which
consists of the books Deuteronomy—Kings. This work, he argued, is the product of an

author, not an editor, who “brought together material from highly varied traditions and

3539

arranged 1t according to a carefully conceived plan.”™” According to Noth, the book of

Deuteronomy was compiled in such a way as to serve as the introduction to the larger
work. Thus, chapters 1-3 of Deuteronomy are seen not simply as an introduction to
the book of Deuteronomy, but primarily as an introduction to DtH.* This introduction
was placed into an older version of the Deuteronomic law that 1s essentially the same
as that found in Deut 4.44-30.20.*" Noth further postulated a purpose for this entire
composition: to explain the fall of Jerusalem in 586 BC as being a result of failure to

keep the covenant. As the introduction to DtH, Deuteronomy helps explain the nature

and terms of that covenant.

Noth’s approach was a significant departure from that of his predecessors. Since
Wellhausen and prior to Noth, study of Deuteronomy was focused largely on

identifying the various sources thought to lie behind the final form of the text. In

A——

T A. LENCHAK, “Choose Life!”: A Rhetorical-Critical Investigation of Deuteronomy 28,69-
30.20. AnBib 129 (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1993), 13.

>’ bid., 16.

*8 o™ Edition (Tubingen: Niemeyer, 1957). References here are to the ET of the first 110 pages, which

appears in M. NOTH, The Deuteronomistic History, 2™ ed.. JSOTS 15 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1991).
The remainder of the work appears in ET in idem, The Chronicler’s History, JSOTS 50 (Sheffield:

JSOT Press, 1987).

> NOTH, Deuteronomistic History, 26.
‘9 1bid., 27-33.

*' Ibid., 31.
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particular, effort was made to identify the earliest form of Deuteronomy (sometimes

called Urdt) and to identify other sources that were combined with it in order to form

the present version of the text. Noth, however, argued for a basic Urdt that was
moditied by a single author whose purpose, as noted above, was to explain the fall of
Jerusalem and the catastrophe of the exile. Noth’s analysis, then, consisted to 3 great
degree of identifying that which was Deuteronomistic and that which was earlier

In many respects, Noth’s approach was adopted by subsequent critics. Some have
suggested that there were in fact two (or more) versions of DtH which have been
woven together 1n the final form of the text. F.M. Cross, for example, argues for two
versions of DtH. The first, Dtr' was composed 1n the time of Josiah and in support of
Josianic reforms. It is marked by an emphasis on the themes of judgement and hope.
The second version, Dtr’, was composed during the exile, about 550 BC. It is seen as
being far less hopeful in its outlook than Dtr'. Cross notes, however, that he follows

Noth in seeing the author of Dtr' as a truly creative author, and does not challenge the

general implications of Noth’s theory for the book of Deuteronomy.*

R -

** F.M. CROSS, Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic: Essays in the History of the Religion of Israel
(Cambridge, MA: HUP, 1973), 274-89. See also A.D.H. Mayes, The Story of Israel Between Settlement
and Exile: A Redactional Study of the Deuteronomistic History (London: SCM, 1983). A more recent
work by N. LOHFINK, “The Cult Reform of Josiah of Judah: 2 Kings 22-23 as a Source for the History
ot Israelite Religion,” in Ancient Israelite Religion: Essays in Honor of Frank Moore Cross, ed. P.D.
MILLER, JR., P.D. HANSON, and S.D. MCBRIDE (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1987), 459-75, comes to similar
conclusions, seeing a Josianic Dtr' and an exilic Dtr’.

Subsequent scholars have modified Cross’s views substantially. R.D. NELSON, The Double
Redaction of the Deuteronomistic History, JSOTS 18 (Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1981), argues for two
redactions of DtH, but articulated different redactional methods between Dtr' and Dtr®. G.N.
KNOPPERS, Two Nations Under God: The Deuteronomistic History of Solomon and the Dual
Monarchies, HSM 52 (Atlanta: Scholars, 1993), sees two redactions, but sees the Josianic Dtr' as having
Incorporated some pre-exilic traditions that were critical of the monarchy.

Other critics moved in the direction of seeing even more redactions. This approach was first
advocated in R. SMEND, “Das Gesetz und die Vdélker: Ein Beitrag zur deuteronomischen
Redaktionsgeschichte,” in Probleme biblischer Theologie, ed. H'W. WOLFF (Munich: Kaiser, 1971).
Smend argued for an initial redaction, DtrG, that was roughly equivalent to Noth’s Dtr. Interest in legal
matters in certain texts in Joshua and Judges (Josh 1.7-9; 13.1bB-6; 23 and Judg 1.1-2.9; 17, 20-21; 23)
were the result of a second redaction, DtrN (nomistic). Smend’s approach was later modified by W.
DIETRICH, Prophetie und Geschichte, FRLANT 108 (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1972), who
saw an additional, intermediate redaction (DtrP) associated with prophetic interests. More recent
proponents of this view include R. KLEIN, / Samuel, WBC 10 (Waco: Word, 1983). This view has been
criticized based on the fact that the possibility of a pre-exilic edition 1s largely 1gnored, as well as the
fact that the putative sources are not clearly differentiated from one another.

Finally, there 1sthe perspective of a single, late D euteronomist, advanced by J. VAN SETERS, /n
Search of History: Historiography in the Ancient World and the Origins of Biblical History (New
Haven: YUP, 1983). Van Seters follows Noth in seeing DtH as being the product of a creative author,
but maintains that the exilic author was the original author, and was not editing earlier material (though
sometimes the editor used preformed traditions). In Van Seters’ view, those instances in which earher
critics saw different literary strata are the result of the writing of Dtr. As a result, Van Seters sees great
unity in DtH, as 1t is the product of a single, creative author writing at a single time. This view has been
criticized for its insistence on the priority of DtH over the Pentateuch, which stems, at least in part, from
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The significance of Noth’s approach for the study of Deuteronomy is that he
brought the idea that different voices could be heard in Deuteronomy into general
acceptance.” In addition, Noth postulated that the exilic redactor of Deuteronomy and
DtH had a purpose in view (viz. to explain the exile in terms of failure to keep the
terms of the covenant). This, too, became a criterion for identifying layers in the
hands of subsequent critics. That is, perceived changes in perspective or purpose were
used to separate out layers of the text. Each perceived layer of the text was
consequently seen to represent a particular ideology. As O’Brien notes, “since Noth,

the trend has been to concentrate on separating the deuteronomistic (dtr) redaction

from the earlier material.””**

While Noth thought primarily in terms of two sources in the present form of
Deuteronomy (Urdt and Dtr), subsequent scholars such as Cross, Smend, and
Dietrich™ began to discover many more such layers in Deuteronomy and DtH. In
principle, the number of layers could be unlimited. It appears, however, that efforts to
identify  pre-Deuteronomic, Deuteronomic, and Deuteronomistic layers in
Deuteronomy (and DtH) are at an impasse.*® Despite broad agreement as to the fact of

later redaction of an Urdt, conclusions about the 1dentification and number of literary

7

strata are diverse and, at times, contradictory.*’ To cite just one example, Cross

an assumption that any text demonstrating any literary or theological sophistication must necessarily be
late. For heipful overviews of these various positions, see S.L. MCKENZIE, “Deuteronomistic History,”
ABD, J.G. MCCONVILLE, “The Old Testament Historical Books in Modern Scholarship,” Themelios 22,
3 (1997): 3-13, and T. ROMER, “The Book of Deuteronomy,” in The History of Israel’s Traditions: The
Heritage of Martin Noth, JSOTS 182, ed. S.L. MCKENZIE and M.P. GRAHAM (Shetfield: SAP, 1994),
178-212. A more extensive treatment of the issues is found in M.A. O’BRIEN, The D euteronomistic
History Hypothesis: A Reassessment, OBO 92 (Freiburg, Schweiz: Universitiatsverlag; Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1989), and A.F. CAMPBELL and M.A. O’BRIEN, Unfolding the
Deuteronomistic History: Origins, Upgrades, Present Text (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2000).

*> J.G. MCCONVILLE, Grace in the End: A Study in Deuteronomic Theology, SOTBT (Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 1993), 34.

** O’BRIEN, “Deuteronomy,” 97.

*> See n. 42, above.

*® See, e.g., C. CONROY, “Reflections on the Exegetical Task: Apropos of Recent Studies on 2 Kings 22-
23.” in Pentateuchal and Deuteronomistic Studies: Papers Read at the XIIIth IOSOT Congress, Leuven
/1989 BETL, ed. C. BREKELMANS and J. LUST (Leuven: LUP, 1990), 256-57. H. SEEBASS, “Vorschlag
zur Vereinfachung literarischer Analysen im dtn Gesetz,” BN 58 (1991): 83-98, maintains that literary-
critical analysis of the D euteronomic law code has become too c omplex due to multiplication of the
criteria. He identifies three criteria for the identification of literary strata in the Deuteronomic code: (1)
a contradiction or the presence of a doublet; (2) marked differences in style; and (3) the juridical sense

of a passage.

‘7 The fact of a later redaction of DtH has also been called into question recently. A.G. AULD, “The
Deuteronomists and the Former P rophets, or What Makes the Former P rophets Deuteronomistic,” i n
Those Elusive Deuteronomists: The Phenomenon of Pan-Deuteronomism, JSOTS 268, ed. L.S.
SCHEARING and S.L. MCKENZIE (Sheffield: SAP, 1999), 116-26, argues that the influence should be

seen as going in the opposite direction, 1.e., that Kings has influenced Deuteronomy.
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maintained that 1 Kg 2.4; 8.25b; 9.4-5 should be assigned to Dtr’, since they make the
promise to David conditional.*® Others, however, maintain that these same passages

should be assigned to Dtr' instead.”  Similar disagreement may be seen when

considering the ideology underlying the redactions. Consequently, some have sought

to move in a different direction, with positive results.>’

Beginning with the important work of Polzin, synchronic readings of Deuteronomy

51

have become more common.” According to Polzin, D euteronomy shows a careful

and deliberate interplay between the voice of Moses and that o f the narrator o f the

book, such that the “separate voices of Moses and the narrator gradually fuse as the

3952

book progresses toward 1ts conclusion. Apparent contradictions, so often used to

identity disparate sources or layers in the book, are, in Polzin’s view, the result of a
deliberate effort to preserve a “plurality of viewpoints, all working together to achieve
a truly multidimensional effect.”” Polzin’s work was significant in that it presented a
plausible synchronic reading of the text.””

Since Polzin, there has been an increasing tendency to read Deuteronomy as an
organized whole, as more and more scholars are recognizing the subtleties of argument
and the skill of the author(s) or editor(s) of the book. Lohfink has posited that the
book can in fact be read as a whole, in which the various parts are seen to be
interconnected and support a coherent a‘rgumem..55 Also, Olson’s work presents a

theological reading of the book that seeks to take seriously the development of thought

-_—.__—.—__——____——__—'—_-__ i S——

** CrOSS, Canaanite Myth, 287.

¥ Cf. R.E. FRIEDMAN, The Exile and Biblical Narrative, HSM 22 (Chico: Scholars, 1981), 12-13 and
NELSON, Double Redaction, 118.

0 According to O’BRIEN, “Deuteronomy,” 101, “interest in tracing the contours of dtr and pre-dtr layers
throughout Deuteronomy seems to be waning.”

I R. POLZIN, Moses and the Deuteronomist: A Literary Study of the Deuteronomic History, Part One:

Deuteronomy, J oshua, Judges ( Bloomington: [UP, 1980) and idem, “ Deuteronomy,” in T he L iterary
Guide to the Bible, ed. R. ALTER and F. KERMODE (Cambridge, MA: HUP, 1987), 92-101.

>2 POLZIN, “Deuteronomy,” 92.

> Ibid., 93.
54 Polzin notes, however, that such a synchronic reading cannot ignore diachronic considerations, and he
maintains that the two approaches are complementary to one another. See POLZIN, Moses, 2-5.

55 N. LOHFINK, “Zur Fabel des Deuteronomiums,” In Bundesdokument und Gesetz: Studien zum
Deuteronomium, HBS 4, ed. G. BRAULIK (Freiburg: Herder, 1995), 65-78. His understanding of how
particular texts relate to the Fabel ofthe book may be found inidem, “Zur Fabel in Dtn 3 1-32," 1n
Konsequente Traditionsgeschichte: FS fir Klaus Baltzer zum 65. Geburtstag, OBO 126, ed. R.
BARTELMUS, et al. (Freiburg, Schweiz: Universitits-Verlag; Gaéttingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht,
1993), 255-79; idem, “Moab oder Sichem — wo wurde Dtn 28 nach der Fabel des Deuteronomium
proklamiert?” in Studies in Deuteronomy: In Honour of C.J. Labuschagne on the Occasion of His 65"
Birthday, ed. F. GARCIA MARTINEZ, et al. (Leiden: Brill, 1994), 139-53.
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from beginning to end.”® In addition, recent works by Millar, Barker, and Wright’’

stress the unity of thought of the book, which suggests that a synchronic reading of the

text as a whole may be a fruitful avenue to pursue.

1I. The Aim and Method of the Present Work

As noted above, 1t 1s my contention that the prevailing consensus regarding the nature
of the Deuteronomic programme and, therefore, the understanding of the theology of
the book, has not adequately accounted for the data of the text. One of my primary
aims 1s to demonstrate the reasons why the prevailing consensus on Deuteronomy fails
to account adequately for the textual data. In so doing, I will be analyzing in Chapter
One some of the prnmary arguments adduced in favour of centralization,
secularization, and demythologization as presented by major interpreters of
Deuteronomy.

The second objective is to present a viable alterative to the prevailing view that
will, hopetully, better account for the data of the text. This will be based primarily on
a synchronic reading of the text, though I will necessarily engage with the views of
those who adopt a diachronic approach throughout my argument. As an exhaustive
exegesis of the entire book 1s clearly beyond the scope of this thesis, I will in Chapters
Two through Five concentrate primarily on those texts that have most often been
interpreted as demonstrating the Deuteronomic revolution as commonly understood, n
an effort to show how they perhaps may be differently interpreted. In the final chapter

[ will discuss the implications of this interpretation of the texts for the theology and

1deology of the book as a whole.

ITI. Ideology and Structure in Deuteronomy
As a foundation and background to the discussion about the theology of Deuteronomy,
it is necessary to examine the structure of the book. Understanding the structure of the
book is vital to understanding the message of the book itself. Similarly, understanding

the structure of the book helps in the identification of the 1deology of the book.

6 OLSON, Deuteronomy and the Death of Moses: A Theological Reading, OBT (Minneapolis: Fortress,
1994).

57 1.G. MILLAR, Now Choose Life: Theology and Ethics in Deuterononmy, NSBT 6 (Leicester: Apollos,
1998); P. BARKER, Deuteronomy: The God Who Keeps Promises (Melbourne: Acorn, 1998); C.J.H
WRIGHT, Deuteronomy, NIBC 4 (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson,; Carlisle: Paternoster, 1696).
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A. THE MEANING OF IDEOLOGY
[t is important at the outset to clarify just what is meant by “ideology” here. This is, in

reality, no simple task, for as Barr notes, “the entry of the concept of ideology into

biblical scholarship cannot be said to have been a happy event. That there is such a
thing as ideology and that the term may well be useful for biblical exegesis may be
freely granted. But the way 1in which it has actually worked, so far at least, has been
little short of chaotic.”® Imposing order on the chaos is beyond the scope of this

work, but I will seek to explain how I am using the term and describe how that usage

relates to the contemporary scene.””

An early attempt at understanding the role of ideology in the Old Testament was

that of Miller.”” Miller defined 1deology as “a description of the way things are in a

society, the values, 1deas, and conceptions of a society which cause it to do or act as it

1901

does.”” He goes on, however, to draw a contrast between faith and ideology, arguing

that faith 1s “those impulses which force Israel’s theology out beyond the limits of 1ts

1902

own self-interest. In Miller’s view, then, the i1deology of a particular group of

people (as reflected 1n a text) cannot include any sense of self-sacrifice. Rather, it 1s
inherently self-interested, such that Miller identifies faith by drawing a contrast with

1deology on the basis of three criteria:

1) The presence of self-criticism.

2) A positive sense of relationship between Israel and the world, such that the
interests of Israel are not seen as paramount in defining its goals, and such that
concern for the nations is part of the understanding of Israel’s place 1n the

world.

¥ ] BARR, History and Ideology inthe Old Testament: Biblical Studies at the End of a Millennium

(Oxford: OUP, 2000), 139.
% B arr further notes t hat i f t he term “ideology” is used, “it should be properly analysed and clearly
explained, and the advantages expected from 1t should also be explained” (ibid., 140). The following
will attempt to do what Barr advocates.

There is, of course, a tremendous amount of literature available on ideology. Some important
works on this subject include: T. EAGLETON, Ideology (London: Verso, 1991); J. PLAMENATZ, [deology

(New York: Plaeger, 1974); P. RICOEUR, Lectures on Ideology and Utopia (N_ew York: Columbia
University Press, 1986). Classic works that form the basis for more recent discussion are K. MARX and

F. ENGELS. The German Ideology (London: Lawrence & Wishart, 1938), ET ot Die Deutsche Ideologie,
1846: K. MANNHEIM, Ideology and Utopia (London: Routledge, 1936).

60 p D. MILLER. JR.. “Faith and Ideology in the Old Testament,” in Magnalia Dei The Mighty Acts of
God: Essays on the Bible and Archaeology in Memory of G. Lrnest Wright, ed. F.M. CROSS, W. LEMKE,
and P.D. MILLER, JR. (New York: Doubleday, 1976), 464-79.

°l Ibid., 465.
°2 Ibid., 467.
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3) The moral demand for justice and righteousness as the central characteristics of
63
conduct.

In Miller’s view, faith 1s marked by the presence of these three criteria, and ideology
by their absence. The problem, 1n my estimation, is that this strict differentiation
between faith and 1deology 1srathera rtificial.** It seems possible that concern for
others could easily be a part of the values or beliefs of a society, which cause it to act
as it does. Moreover, the religious beliefs and the practices which express those
beliefs are undoubtedly important in shaping the values which are reflected in their
ideology. Thus, 1t 1s not helpful to define ideology in such a way és to contrast 1t with
the faith of the society.

A second problem lies n the fact that Miller’s association of ideology with self-
interest suggests a materialist understanding of ideology. But the materialist view has
been criticized rightly for being reductionist. It is too simple to say that one’s matenial
conditions “cause” one to think or act in a particular way, not least because to make
such a claim 1s to deny the importance of the “subjective, conscious, human activity in

the creation of those material conditions which are reckoned to cause human

thinking.”®

Ideology has also been seen as “symbolic representation through which reality is
experienced and brought to expression.”® This view, associated with Ricoeur, sees
ideology as serving to integrate a community by providing a common set of symbols,
then legitimating a ruling authority, and, finally, 1deology distorts by obscuring the
processes of life. Religious ideology distorts by disguising self-interest in the form ot
a divine mandate.’’

While Ricoeur, Geertz, and Gottwald see ideology functioning in principle to
integrate a community, it appears that its true effect is conflict and distortion. Thus

Ricoeur asks whether “we are allowed to speak of ideologies outside the situation of

il

* Ibid., 467-68.

5 Miller does acknowledge that “the line between faith and ideology ts never drawn completely,” but
sees in the later period of Israel’s history a greater tendency toward differentiation between the two. See
1bid., 467.

55 A D.H. MAYES, “Deuteronomistic Ideology and the Theology of the Old Testament,” JSOT &2
(1999): 60. Cf. I. ROBERTSON, “Ideology,” in Encyclopedia of Anthropology, ed. D.E. HUNTER and P.

WHITTEN (New York: Harper & Row, 1976), 214, who maintains that many social scientists “believe
that the relationship between belief systems and their material base may be more complicated and subtle

than Marx envisaged.”

°®© MAYES, “Deuteronomistic Ideoiogy,” 61.
57 Ibid.. 62-63. A similar view is advocated by C. GEERTZ, The [nterpretation of Cultures (Ne\:v Y ork:
Basic Books, 1973) and N. GOTTWALD, The Tribes of Yahweh: A Sociology of the Religion of Liberated

[srael 1250-1050 B.C.E. (London: SCM, 1980).
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distortion and so with reference only to the basic function of integration...,” and goes
on to argue that conflict between 1deologies is necessary for there to be ideology at
all.®® This view is taken up and adapted somewhat by Clines, who sees ideology as
expressing the self-interest of one group at the expense of another group. Texts, in this
view, are 1deological statements that are in the interest of a powerful group 1n society
(since societies are not homogeneous), and either hint at or repress some type of social
conflict.

[t 1s debatable, however, whether this model of conflict and distortion is really the
best understanding of 1deology, and, more importantly, how texts should be
interpreted. For example, Clines cites the Ten Commandments as a text that reflects
self-interest on the part of Israelite elites, and somehow represents (either by
repressing or highlighting) social conflict.”” But this supposes, as Barr notes, ' that
there was a faction or group in Israel that was opposed to the ideology represented in
this text. Yet it 1s hard to imagine factions that were in favour of adultery, stealing,

disrespect toward parents, etc. Rather, it is in everyone’s interest (not just the elites’)

that adultery and murder be condemned. It seems, then, that consensus, not conflict,
lies at the heart of a text such as the Decalogue.”

One view of 1deology that stresses this aspect of consensus is that of Lemche. He
defines 1deology as “‘that set of opinions which dominated Israelite society and which
made up the ‘system’ of values with which the Israelite actions corresponded.””” This
view of ideology 1s attractive in that it recognizes that ideology may represent a
consensus in society. That is not to suggest that there were no differences among the
various groups in Israelite society, but it does 1mply that there was some prevailing or

commonly held view. Secondly, Lemche notes that 1deology includes opinions ( or

beliefs), and that these beliefs were part of the framework of values that undergirded

N

°8 RICOEUR, Lectures, 259.

D .J.A. CLINES, “Biblical I nterpretation in an International P erspective,” B/ 1,1 (1993): 84-86. A
more succinct definition of ideology is presented in J.B. THOMPSON, I/deology and Modern Culture:
Critical Social Theory in the Era of Mass Communication (Palo Alto: Stanford University Press, 1990),

7. who says that ideology is “meaning in the service of power.”
O CLINES, “Biblical Interpretation,” 85.
"' BARR, History and Ideology, 134-35.

2 The fact that some texts reflect consensus rather than conflict suggests that caution should be

exercised when drawing conclusions regarding the ideology represented by the text. Texts may
represent the prevailing attitudes of the community as a whole, or they may reflect a minority or
dissenting viewpoint of a sub-culture of the community. It is not necessary to conclude, however, that
conflict and repression are at the centre of the expression of 1deology.

3 N.P. LEMCHE, Ancient Israel: A New History of Israelite Society, The Biblical Seminar (Sheftield:
JSOT Press, 1988), 34, n.1.
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life 1n Israel. He goes on to note that “ideology, religion, and theology are to a large

’374

extent synonyms. This represents an advance on Miller’s view in that it makes it

possible for altruism and religious beliefs to be an integral part of the ideology of a
people, and not something antithetical to it.

Although Lemche warns against it,” there is a danger in equating 1deology with
theology. It 1s possible that in so conceiving ideology one will tend to think of
theology as opposed to “practical” and secular issues. But this distinction between
sacred and secular is a distinctly modern phenomenon. No such distinction was
known 1n the ancient world; rather, the pervasive reality of God or the gods was
accepted as a matter of course, and this belief had an impact on other aspects of life as
well.

It seems to me, then, that a preferable definition of ideology would be one that sees
1t as synonymous not with theology, but rather with worldview. In this view, ideology
represents the system of beliefs (including religious ones), attitudes, values, and
assumptions of a community, or a part of a community.® As Wright notes,
worldviews deal with the “ultimate concerns of human beings.”’’ They address
several basic issues, including questions of identity (Who are we as a community?
What are our basic needs? What is the solution to our problems?) as well as practice
(Given who we are, how are we to live? How do we put into practice the solutions to
our problems‘?)..78 Ideology, then, 1s more than theoretical, but has tremendous

practical implhcations as well.

B. IDEOLOGY AND TEXT
Before examining the structure of Deuteronomy and the ways in which the structure of

the book may shed light on its underlying ideology, it is necessary briefly to consider

" Ibid.
" Ibid.
6 ©f K.J. VANHOOZER, Is There A Meaning in this Text? The Bible, The Reader and the Morality of
Literary Knowledge (Leicester: Apollos; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1998), 175. This i§ si_milar to
(although less cumbersome than) the definition of ideology provided by G. DUBY, “Ideologies in Social
History,” in Constructing the Past: Essays in Historical Methodology, ed. J. LE GOFF and P. NORA

(Cambridge: CUP, 1974), 152, cited in M. Z. BRETTLER, The Creation of History in Ancient Israel
(London: Routledge, 1995), 13. See also M. STERNBERG, The Poetics of Biblical Narrative: Ideological

Literature and the Drama of Reading (Bloomington: [UP, 1983), 37.

it should be clear that this understanding of ideology is not a negative one, Although a negative
connotation is often intended by those using the word, no such connotation is intended here.
T N.T. WRIGHT, Christian Origins and the Question of God, vol. 1, The New Testament and the People

of God (London: SPCK, 1992), 122.
"8 Ibid., 123-24.
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how texts reflect ideology. As noted above, ideology may be thought of as

synonymous with worldview. It 1s to be expected, then, that texts will reflect the
worldview or ideology of the community or culture (or sub-culture) in which the text

was produced. Indeed, all human writing may be thought of as the expression of

worldviews, and often includes the attempt to persuade others to accept the articulated

worldview.”

Furthermore, a text i1s the product of an author’s intention to communicate

something to an audience; it is “social discourse.”® There is, in addition, a persuasive

element to that communication, as the author seeks to convince the audience of the

]

truth of his or her perspective.”’ The content and form of that communication is

largely influenced by the ideology or worldview of the author and audience.®’
Interpreting texts, then, involves identifying what the author intended to
communicate to his or her audience. But because texts are reflections of ideology or
worldview, it is necessary to consider that worldview when interpreting the text. This
means, first, being aware of the cultural context in which the text was written. But it
also means taking into consideration the rhetorical purpose for which a text was
written. Clines notes that the phrase “‘Bus stop’ will mean one thing when attached to
a pole at the side of the road, another thing when shouted by an anxious parent to a
child about to dash out into that road.”®> While Clines argues that this demonstrates
the indeterminacy of textual meaning, it seems to me that considering the purpose for
which the words were written (or spoken) grounds the meaning. While the words “bus
stop”’ are indeed indeterminate (i.e., they are capable of a varniety of interpretations),
they become grounded by the context in which they are uttered. It 1s inconceivable
that those w ords affixed to a pole would be 1nterpreted as being meantto wamof

impending danger to a child running toward the road, just as the context clearly

7 Gee WRIGHT, New Testament, 65 and STERNBERG, Poetics, 37. The persuasive element need not be
explicit to function as “rhetorical.” Even when writing texts that seek to inform, authors want the reader

to accept the information as true and valid.

80 WUELLNER, “Rhetorical Criticism,” 462.

81 On the different types of persuasive speech, see C. PERELMAN and L. OLBRECHTS-TYTECA, The New
Rhetoric: A Treatise on Argumentation, trans. J. WILKINSON and P. WEAVER (Notre Dame: University
of Notre Dame Press, 1969), 21-51; E.P.J. CORBETT and R.J. CONNORS, Classical Rhetoric for the
Modern Student, 4" ed. (Oxford: OUP, 1999), 15-24; G.A. KENNEDY, New Testament I nterpretation
Through Rhetorical Criticism (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1984), 19-23.

82 1t should be noted that this presumes, to some degree, correspondence between the worldview of the
author and his or her audience. That is, an author assumes that the conventions, imagery, and allusions
of their text will be understood by the audience reading it.

83 CLINES, “Biblical Interpretation,” 78.
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establishes that a parent shouting those words at a running child is not intending to
inform the child that that 1s the place at which he or she may board a bus. Proper
Interpretation demands an awareness of the rhetorical purpose (to inform, to warn, etc.)

for the utterance.

Finally, understanding the rhetorical purpose and the intended meaning of the
utterance helps us to understand the ideology or worldview represented by the text.
Since texts reflect the worldview of the author, a careful analysis of the text, paying

attention to rhetorical purpose and context, will provide clues as to the major values,

beliefs, and interests of the author.®”

C. THE STRUCTURE OF DEUTERONOMY
We can turn our attention now to the issue of the structure of Deuteronomy, and what
the structure ot the book may suggest about the ideology represented in it.

There have been many varied attempts to describe the structure of Deuteronomy.
The varnious approaches undoubtedly stem from the b ook 1tself, which Wnight a ptly
notes 1s “‘so rich in content and texture that, like a rich fruitcake, it can be sliced in
various ways.”> The question that I want to consider 1s what meaning is suggested by
the various proposals for the structure of the book? This is a question that has not
usually been considered. Attention has often been given to the structure of the
Deuteronomic law, but less attention has been paid to the interpretative implications

of the structure of the book as a whole.?’

— - S — T il

** What [ am suggesting is similar in some respects to the methodology of ideological criticism. There
are, however, crucial differences. Ideological criticism as usually construed presupposes a materialistic
conception of ideology, and seeks, therefore, to focus on those aspects of the text which reveal a
struggle for power in the community in which the text was written. The effect of this approach is
largely to eliminate consideration of the communicative intention for which the text was written 1n
favour of analyzing something that lies behind the text. Others have also extended ideological criticism
to include an evaluation of the ideology of the reader, which, again, has the effect of focusing attention
on something other than the communicative intention for which the text was written. My interest 1s in
the m essage intended to be communicated through the conventions (grammatical, rhetorical, | iterary,
etc.) of the text, a message I take to be ideological as defined above. On ideological criticism, see G.A.
YEE, “Ideological Criticism,” in Dictionary of Biblical Interpretation, vol. I, ed. J.H. HAYES (Nashville:
Abingdon, 1999), 534-37, and R.P. CARROLL, “An Infinity of Traces: On Making an Inventory of Our
[deological Holdings. An Introduction to /deologiekritik in Biblical Studies,” JNSL 21 (1995): 25-43.

> WRIGHT, Deuteronomy, 1.

% See, e.g., S.A. KAUFMAN, “The Structure of the Deuteronomic Law,” Maarav 1-2 (1978-79): 105-58;
J.H. WALTON, “Deuteronomy: An Exposition of the Spirit of the Law,” Grace Theo!ogicaljourndl 8, 2
(1987), 213-25. Walton here counters Kaufman, who saw the correlation to the Decalogue simply as a
literary device. G. BRAULIK, “Die Abfolge der Gesetze in Deuteronomium 12-26 und der Dekalog,” In
Das Deuteronomium: Entstehung, Gestalt und Botschaft, ed. N. LOHFINK (Leuven: Leuven University
Press. 1985), 252-72, argues that the legal section represents an authoritative interpretation of the

Decalogue.
87 One important exception to this is OLSON, Death of Moses. Olson maintains that the structure of the



Introduction 21

Superscriptions
One of the simplest and most natural ways of understanding Deuteronomy is as a
record or collection of the speeches of Moses. Thus, the structure of the book would

be identified with the markers used to introduce these speeches. These include the
phrases 01271 PR (1.1), T2INT NRN (4.44), DwRUNT P MBS AR (6.1),
M™3n 137 7R (28.69), and 12720 PR (33.1). So, a typical proposal for the
structure of the book based on the superscriptions is:

1.1-4.43 A historical review followed by exhortation

4.44-28.68  Exhortation to covenant loyalty followed by the law, covenant renewal,

blessings, and curses

29.1-30.20  Summary and concluding challenge®

According to this view, the remainder of the book functions as a sort of epilogue.

The strength of this view 1s that 1t 1s simple and straightforward. It allows the text
to determine the structure, rather than any external factors. On the other hand, 1t does
not take into account changes in content, which may also be indicators of structure.
For example, this understanding of structure does not recognize a major structural
break at chapter 12, despite the fact that there 1s a clear transition in terms of content.
In my estimation, structure should be identified on the basis of form and content, not
simply in terms of one or the other. Moreover, this understanding of structure
relegates the final chapters of the book to the status of an appendix or epilogue. While
they may, of course, actually be that, it seems to me to be necessary to assess their
place in the book in terms of content as well as form.

In terms of the significance of the structure for the meaning of the book, this
understanding of structure clearly stresses the authority and pivotal role of Moses.
Emphasis is on the fact that the words proclaimed are not just any words, but those
spoken by Moses, who enjoyed a unique relationship with Yahweh (Deut 34.10-12).
Each of the introductory phrases cited above is associated in important ways with

Moses. In some instances, Moses is credited by the narrator with saying what follows

— .

book helps elucidate its meaning.

i WRIGHT, Deuteronomy, 2. Similarly, OLSON, Death of Moses, 15, sees the structure as based on the
superscriptions, although he sees another superscription at 33.1, which Wright does not acknowledge.
Other works that see the structure in terms of superscriptions are P. D. MILLER, Deuteronomy, Interp
(Louisville: John Knox, 1990), 10-15; I. CAIRNS, Word and Presence: A Commentary on the Book of
Deuteronomy, 1TC (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans; Edinburgh: Handsel, 1992), 2-4; TIGAY, Deuteronomy,
xii: S.K. SHERWOOD, Leviticus, Numbers, Deuteronomy, BO (Collegeville: Liturgical, 2002), 220. In
most cases, additional subheadings are 1dentified.
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(Deut 1.1; 4.44; 33.1). In another, Deut 6.1, Moses in the first person identifies what
follows as the words Yahweh commanded him to teach, but Moses i s nevertheless
highlighted as the bearer of the words of Yahweh. Finally, in Deut 28.69, 1t is the
narrator who identifies Moses as the one who brings Yahweh’s word to the people.
This understanding of the structure of the book clearly emphasizes the role of
Moses. But it 1s important to note that it is primarily Moses as teacher of Torak that 1s
emphasized in Deuteronomy. While Moses is recognized as leader of the people 1n the
recollection of the post-Horeb experiences (Deut 1.6-3.29), there is greater emphasis
on his role as messenger and interpreter of Yahweh’s word (cf. Deut 1.5). Indeed,
Moses’ second speech has been seen as a statement of the command of Yahweh
(chapter 5) followed by its explication by Moses. Thirty-six times in chapters 4-30
Moses says, “I command you,” thus stressing the authority of Moses’ teaching.”
Moses’ significance is due primarily to his role as mediator, messenger, and teacher of

Yahweh’s Torah.

It 1s necessary at this point to engage with the important argument of Polzin, as he

posits a very different understanding of the ideology suggested by the structure of the

91

book based on superscriptions.” As a result of a close literary examination of

Deuteronomy, Polzin identifies three voices in the book: Moses, God, and the narrator.
Accordig to Polzin, the three voices in Deuteronomy are engaged in a complex,
subtle interplay. The voice of Moses (and, because he is God’s messenger, the voice
of God as well) represents the point of view of retributive justice, and stresses the
unconditional election of Israel as the people of God and the immutability of God’s
word.”> The voice of the narrator, on the other hand, represents the point of view of
“cntical traditionalism,” which mediates the election of Israel with knowledge of her
disobedience and stresses the need for ongoing interpretation of the divine word.”” In
Polzin’s view, these voices compete in Deuteronomy, but the voice of the narrator
emerges as the final voice and authonty. This 1s accomplished through subtle shifts in

which Moses’ authority to interpret the word of God 1s paralleled with the narrator’s

s c e " " L i

% As noted above, there are those who see the Decalogue as the key to understanding the structure of
Deuteronomy, as the rest of the book (including the legal code) is seen as an explication and elaboration
on the basic law presented in Deuteronomy 5. See WALTON, “Exposition,” 214-24.

" D.M. BEEGLE, “Moses,” 4BD, 4: 915.

! POLZIN, Moses, 25-72. Polzin is not explicitly engaged in discussion of the relationship between
structure and ideology, but his argument as to the nature of the narrative voices and 1deology 1s relevant
to our discussion here.

> Ibid., 67.

> Ibid., 53-57.
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authority to report (and to interpret) those words. By subtly marginalizing the
authority of Moses by showing himself to be an equally authoritative
reporter/interpreter of God’s word, the narrator prepares the audience to listen to his
voice in the subsequent Dtr.”* This process culminates in the narration of the death of
Moses, where the teaching authority 1s seen to shift from Moses to the narrator. In this
way, the narrator emerges as the prophet like Moses (Deut 18.15).”

It this reading 1s correct, then the conclusions I suggested above as to the nature of
the 1deology presupposed by a structure based on superscriptions would need to be
revised substantially, since it would appear that the structure only superficially
emphasizes Moses’ authority to promulgate and interpret Torah. There are, however,
some compelling reasons to question whether Polzin’s treatment, though challenging
and thought-provoking, is the best explanation for the data of the text.

Part of Polzin’s argument 1s based on the 1dea that the voices of Moses and God
are blurred i Deuteronomy. But as Olson notes, there appears to be a distinction
retained between the authority of the words of God and the words of Moses.”® This
may be seen by the fact that the Ten Commandments, the direct words of Yahweh, are
stored 1nside the ark (Deut 10.1-3), as “a sign of their unique authority.””’ But the
book of Torah, which was wrntten by Moses’ hand, was to be stored next to the ark
(Deut 31.24-26). This suggests a fundamental difference between the words of
Yahweh and those of Moses.

This difference may be further seen in the fact that Moses in Deut 29.29 maintains
that “the secret things belong to Yahweh our God, but the things revealed belong to us
and to our sons forever, that we may observe all the words of this Torah.” This
suggests that Yahweh'’s revelation through Moses is partial and limited, which implies
that there is an important distinction between the voice of Moses and that of Yahweh.
Moses is the servant of Yahweh par excellence, but remains a servant.”’

Furthermore, in the closing chapters of the book, Yahweh emerges as the decisive
figure even as Moses’ death draws near. It is he who chooses Joshua as successor to

Moses (Deut 31.7-8, 14-15, 23), and the portrayal of Yahweh 1n the covenant at Moab
(chapters 29-32) emphasizes Yahweh’s supremacy and his judgement (chapter 32).

p— S —
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 Ibid., 57, 72.
’> Ibid., 35-36.

’® OLSON, Death of Moses, 15, 179.
" Ibid., 179.

’% Ibid.
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Significantly, when the narrator describes Moses’ death in chapter 34, the only direct

quotation 1s of the words of Yahweh referring to the earlier promises to the patriarchs
(Deut 34.4). Yet this reference would appear to emphasize the immutability of God’s
word (the promise to the patriarchs) and the unique status of Israel, which, in Polzin’s
view, were the very elements the Deuteronomistic narrator was trying to subvert.
Fmally, 1t 1s not clear that the authority of Moses and the narrator are merged, as

Polzin claims. Deuteronomy 34.10-12 makes the claim that no prophet has emerged

like Moses. Olson rightly notes that

Even 1t Polzin 1s correct in identifying the Deuteronomic narrator as the new
‘prophet like Moses’ promised in Deut 18:15, that prophet must be subject to
the tests of true and false prophecy (Deut 18:20-22). Moreover, future
authority within the community will not be confined only to this one prophet’s
words.  Authonity will be distributed among several ‘voices’ in the
Deuteronomic program: judges, officials, priests, and king (Deut 16:18-22).
Just as Moses redistributed his centralized authority among tribal leaders in the
first narrative in Deuteronomy (1:9-18), so the Deuteronomic narrator as
prophet will also share authority with other ‘voices’ in the community.”’

Once again, important claims as to the unique identity and authority of Moses are

made precisely in the portion of the text (Deuteronomy 34) at which Moses 1s gone,
and the authority of the narrator is at its highest. This suggests, perhaps, that the
fusing of voices in Deuteronomy is not as complete as Polzin suggests. "

It seems likely, then, that the structure of Deuteronomy based on superscriptions
suggests an emphasis on Moses as mediator and interpreter of Torah. There are,
however, other ways of understanding the structure of the book, which we will now

examine.

» Ibid., 180.
190 A major problem with Polzin’s analysis in that he cannot seem to conceive of God as being in some
fashion concerned about the unique identity of Israel while at the same time interested in inclusivity.
Thus, the two streams of thought are seen to represent different points of view, in which, as noted, the
critical traditionalist point of view of the narrator (and, perhaps, Polzin himself) 1s seen to emerge as the
dominant one. In some respects, Polzin’s analysis is not so very different from that of traditional
source-critics, who assigned different points of view to different authors and sources. Neither he nor the
traditional source-critics whose methods and conclusions Polzin rejects are able to conceive of a
worldview that is capable of holding different facets (such as justice and mercy) In tension with one
another, and so each must posit disparate voices or sources.

Another perspective on Polzin’s argument is found in J.P. SONNET, The Book Within the Book:
Writing in Deuteronomy, Biblical Interpretation Series 14 (Leiden: Brill, 1997), 238-43. Sonnet argues
that the narrator’s insertions (in the “frame breaks,” at least) serve to reinforce and highlight the

authority of Moses.
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Since Mendenhall’s seminal work recognizing the significance of the ANE treaty
structure for the understanding of the Old Testament, ! much scholarly discussion has

been centred around the relationship between Deuteronomy and the ANE treaty form.

Kline took up Mendenhall’s approach and applied it to the book of Deuteronomy,

arguing that it, as a whole, has the form of the second millennium treaties.'”* Others

see closer analogies to first millennium treaties.'%

While there are different views as to exactly how Deuteronomy should be

compared to ANE treaties, it is common to compare the elements of the treaties with

Deuteronomy. Craigie presents a typical view of the structure of Deuteronomy in

terms of the treaty form:

Preamble (1.1-5)

Historical Prologue (1.6-4.49)

General Stipulations (chs. 5-11)

Specitic Stipulations (chs. 12-26)

Curses and Blessings, with exhortation (chs. 27-30)

Witnessel?)f nd Provisions for the Continuity o fthe Covenant (see 30.19; 31.19;
32.1-43)

AR ol S

In light of the remarkable parallels between the ANE treaty forms and
Deuteronomy, 1t 1s virtually undeniable that the book is influenced in a significant way
by this form. It 1s, however, also undeniable that Deuteronomy in its present form is
not a treaty document. Iti1s much longer than any of the e xtant ANE treaties. In
addition, it includes within 1t material that is not present in ANE treaties, such as

"> Most importantly, however, the

poetry, itineraries, admonitions, and parenesis.
extensive legal section of Deuteronomy (chs. 12-26) 1s not present in ANE treaties.

Weinfeld rightly notes that while this section 1s “functionally equivalent” to the

"' G.E. MENDENHALL, “Covenant Forms in Israelite Tradition,” Biblical Archaeologist 17 (1954): 50-

76.

'92 M.G. KLINE, Treaty of the Great King (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1963).

'9% See, for example, WEINFELD, Deuteronomic School, 59-81, especially p. 60, and idem, Deuteronomy
[-11, 6-9. There (p. 9), Weinfeld argues that Deuteronomy 1s based both on the old Hittite model (via
the “old biblical tradition”) and the Assyrian model.

'94 b C. CRAIGIE, The Book of Deuteronomy, NICOT (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1976), 24. Other works
that see the structure of Deuteronomy in terms of the treaty pattern are E.H. MERRILL, Deuteronomy,
NAC 4 (Nashville: Broadman & Holman, 1994), 38-40; WENHAM, “Structure and Date,” 199; J A.

THOMPSON, Deuteronomy: An Introduction and Commentary (London: Intervarsity, 1974), 19; R.
BROWN, The Message of D euteronomy: Not by Bread Alone, BST (Leicester: Intervarsity, 1993), 15.
MILLER, Deuteronomy, 13, sees the treaty form as a substructure of Deuteronomy. [t should be noted
that these works differ as to exactly how Deuteronomy is to be compared with the ANE treaties. But
they all see the treaty form somehow as underlying the structure of Deuteronomy.

9> MERILL, Deuteronomy, 29.
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specific stipulations of ANE treaties, 1t 1s very different in terms of its content.'*® The
specific stipulations in the ANE treaties are much briefer, and contain instructions

concerning p ayment of tribute, territorial b oundaries, military o bligations, and other

obligations placed on the vassal by the sovereign.

For these reasons, i1t 1s impossible to sustain the claim that the treaty form

represents the best understanding of the structure of Deuteronomy. Simply put, the
book does not read like a treaty because it is not a treaty.'’’ Miller helptully posits that
one may think of Deuteronomy as having an explicit literary structure centred around

the superscriptions, a substructure based on the treaty pattern, and a theological

structure focused on the Ten Commandments and the Shema.'"® The treaty elements

in Deuteronomy, then, are best understood as a substructure to the book, not the

primary structure.

That 1s not to suggest, however, that the parallels with the treaty form are

incidental to the book. The parallels are too numerous to dismiss as coincidence.

Rather, i1t seems likely that the treaty pattern informed the structure of the book due to

the author’s familiarity with the political treaties, or possibly that the author of

Deuteronomy deliberately included the treaty parallels as a substructure of the book.""’

We must now consider the implications of that substructure for the interpretation
of the book. Again, our concern 1s with the worldview represented by the proposed

structure.
The ANE suzerain-vassal treaties were commonly used to define the relationship
between the two parties to the treaties, in order to “consolidate the hegemony of the

suzerain.”''"Y McCarthy notes that these treaties were very heavily weighted in favour

'%¢ WEINFELD, Deuteronomic School, 148.

07 See D.L. CHRISTENSEN, “Form and Structure in Deuteronomy 1-11,7 in Das Deuteronomium:
Entstehung, Gestalt und Botschaft, BETL 68, ed. N. LOHFINK (Leuven: Leuven University Press, 19895),
135.

'8 MILLER, Deuteronomy, 10.

199 1t is not necessary for the present analysis to delve into the question of exactly which treaty torm may
have been the basis for the parallels in Deuteronomy. What matters for this study is that ANE suzerain-
vassal treaties (or treaty form) were familiar to the author and audience and served as the basis for the
parallels in Deuteronomy. On the antiquity and prevalence of the treaty pattern in the ANE, see D.J.
MCCARTHY, Treaty and Covenant, AnBib 21a (Rome: Biblical Institute P ress, 1981), 25-36, and H.
TADMOR, “Treaty and Oath in the Ancient Near East: A Historian’s Approach,” In Humanizing
America’s Iconic Book: Society of Biblical Literature Centennial Addresses, ed. G.M. TUCKER and D.A.
KNIGHT (Chico, CA: Scholars, 1982), 127-52.

110 A L. BARRE, “Treaties in the ANE,” ABD, 6: 654.
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of the suzerain. The vassal, typically not in a position to negotiate more favourable
terms, accepted the treaty and the obligations demanded of the suzerain.'"
The interests of the suzerain are advanced in the treaty in several key ways. First,

the historical account of relations between the two powers serves parenetic and

rhetorical purposes. A lthough there are, of course, differences in the various A NE
treaties, the historical accounts have in common a reminder of the generosity and

112
1.

beneficence of the Great King toward the vassa The historical account has the

etfect of making clear that “equity and self-interest are on the side of remaining

faithful” to the suzerain.' '’

Second, the treaties regulate the relationship between suzerain and vassal. T his
follows naturally from the recitation of the historical relationship between the two
parties. The power and generosity of the Great King suggest that he is in a position to
make demands of the weaker power. The stipulations include both mundane, practical
matters as well as more general demands of exclusive loyalty and devotion to the
Great King, and to his descendants. In return, the vassal will come under the
protection of the suzerain, and the vassal’s heir (usually) will inherit the throne.'*

The adoption of this treaty pattern, however loosely, suggests that the author of
Deuteronomy sought to emphasize the role of the sovereign (Yahweh) in establishing
the relationship with the vassal (Israel). In the ANE treaties, the emphasis was on the
requirements of the vassal and the right of the suzerain to establish requirements.
Deuteronomy demonstrates remarkable parallels with the treaty pattern as the book
opens with a recounting of the gracious acts of Yahweh on behalf of Israel, and then
spells out the ways in which Israel was to live out a relationship with Yahweh that was
marked by absolute loyalty to him. The use of the treaty pattern served a powertul
rhetorical purpose in encouraging devotion to Yahweh on the part of every Israelite
(and the nation as a whole). The political treaties were established by the Great King;
in using the pattern, the author of Deuteronomy i1s making the claim that Yahweh 1s the

Great King, who has authority to impose obligations on his people. In addition, the

Decalogue and the legal section of Deuteronomy, while more extensive and different

""" MCCARTHY, Treaty, 51. -
12 1bid., 53. McCarthy notes as well that in some nstances a reminder of the power of the Hittite king

is included in the historical account.

"% Ibid. | .
14 MAENDENHALL, “Covenant Forms,” 59. Mendenhall notes (ibid., 56) that there 1s no “leggl formality
by which the Hittite king binds himself to any specific obligation.” The legal obligations, then, are on

the side of the vassal.
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In many respects from the stipulations of the political treaties, served to teach the
people how to live out their lives 1n the presence of and in loyalty to the Great King.'"?

The use of the treaty pattern in Deuteronomy, then, suggests an attempt to
highlight the supremacy of Yahweh as the Great King, and to demonstrate his

authonty to mmpose obligations and demand loyalty of his people. We will now

consider a final way of analyzing the structure of the book.

Literary Concentricity
A very different approach i1s taken by Christensen. He argues that Deuteronomy 1s
best understood as having a concentric pattern of five parts:

A The Outer Frame: A Look Backwards (Deuteronomy 1-3)

B The Inner Frame: The Great Peroration (Deuteronomy 4-11)
C The Central Core: Covenant Stipulations (Deuteronomy 12-26)
B’ The Inner Frame: The Covenant Ceremony (Deuteronomy 27-30)

A’ The Outer Frame: A Look Forwards (Deuteronomy 31-34)1 16
This view takes into account the apparent unity of the book in its final form and
recognizes a careful attempt to communicate the message of Deuteronomy with a
tremendous degree of literary skill. It also accounts for the repetition of key themes
and even terminology 1n the later sections of the book.'"”

Another strength of this view is that it accounts for the entire book. That 1s, the
final chapters of the book are not to be viewed as an appendix to the main thrust of the
book, but are central to the argument of the book as a whole, as the author looks
forward to the future of Israel.

In this view, the theological centre of the book is to be found in the legal section of
Deuteronomy 12-26. Chapters 1-11 are carefully designed to lead to this important
stage in the development of the book. Chapters 1-3, for example, recount the history
of the relationship between Yahweh and his people. There seems to be particular
emphasis on the fact of the earlier disobedience of the people, and the consequences of
that disobedience (Deut 1.26-46; 2.14-15; note also the contrast in the form of an

emphasis on the blessings resulting from obedience 1in 2.24-3.11). Chapter four

introduces the 221 and D'w2WH that will be discussed in chapters 5, 12-26, but

15 Cf. MCCARTHY, Treaty, 15. |
16 CURISTENSEN, Deuteronomy 1:1-21:9, lviii. Christensen sees the book as a whole as a didactic poem
that was originally set to music. This idea, while intriguing, has not gained widespread acceptance. See

O’BRIEN, “Deuteronomy, 90. |
17 Eor example, Joshua is a major figure in the “outer frame” (chapters -3 and 31-34), and blessings
and curses are prominent in both parts of the “inner frame™ (chapters 11, 27-30). Christensen argues
(Deuteronomy 1:1-21:9, lvin) that the two parts of each frame may be read as a single document.
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118

doesn’t describe them. Instead, chapter four emphasizes the twin themes of the

importance of obeying the commands of Yahweh and the absolute supremacy of

Yahweh.'"” Chapter five sets forth the Decalogue, and is preceded and followed by

exhortations to obedience and loyalty on the basis of the fact of Yahweh'’s supremacy

and election of Israel.

In this way, chapters 1-11 set the stage for the promulgation of the laws in chapters
12-26. There 1s a progression in these chapters that highlights the importance of what
follows. The first eleven chapters of the book highlight the importance of obedience,

and rhetorically put the audience at the place of decision as to whether they will obey

0

Yahweh or not.'”” Obedience and loyalty, the important themes of chapters 1-11,

demand knowledge of that which is required of the people, whichis spelled outin
chapters 12-26.

The significance of the Torah of chapters 12-26 may be further seen when
considered 1n light of Christensen’s proposed structure. In chapters 27-30, the
emphases of the mner frame are picked up again, as the covenant renewal in Moab is
narrated. Obedience and loyalty are once again at the fore, and highlighted
dramatically through the description of blessings and curses in ¢ hapters 27 and 28.
More 1mportantly, the renewal of the covenant describes a first step of obedience to
Yahweh. The significance of the central core (chs. 12-26) 1s highlighted in that it is
precisely 1in keeping the terms of the Torah described there that 1s the means by which
Israel will demonstrate loyalty and obedience to Yahweh.'*

Again, we want to consider what implications this understanding of structure has
for the understanding of the ideology or worldview of the book as a whole. The

emphasis on Torah suggested by this structure implies that the authonty for Israel 1s

the Torah.'** Loyalty to Yahweh, expressed through adherence to Torah, is what will

''® The significance of the phrase 0wBW»IY &30 will be examined below. For now 1t is sufficient to
note that the phrase functions in a rhetorically significant way that highhights the Deuteronomic
conception of Torah as encompassing much more than rigid prescriptions. See MCCONVILLE and
MILLAR, Time and Place, 36-40.

'1% See Chapter 3, below, for a detailed examination of the text.

120 See MILLAR, Now Choose Life, 44-47, and MAYES, Deuteronomy, 217.

21 MILLAR, Now Choose Life, 46. The fact that chapters 12-26 may be seen to reflect, in some fashion
at least, the Decalogue suggests that all of the commands of Yahweh (not just those in chs. 12-26) are
part of the Torah which Israel is to follow in order to live out her relationship with Yahweh.

22 A nticipating some of the conclusions I will endeavour to prove in subsequent ¢ hapters, I believe
Torah in Deuteronomy refers to the words of Yahweh mediated by Moses. The content of the Torah,
then, includes not just the legal stipulations of chapters 12-26, but also the parenesis and exhortation of

the framing material.
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define the nation in the context of surrounding nations, and will ensure [srael’s

continued existence in the land (Deut 4.5-8, 26-28).

Israel’s 1dentity 1s further defined by the content and presentation of Torah. For
example, Israel in Deuteronomy 12-26 is conceived of as a community of brothers.'*?
Many of the laws, such as those dealing with indebtedness, slavery, the poor, demand
certain treatment for members of the community based on the fact that the community

is bound by ties of brotherhood. In this way, Israel’s conception of identity is shaped

by Torah. '

The emphasis on Torah has other ideological implications as well. If Torahis
indeed the authority for Israel, that suggests that other authorities are reduced in their
importance for the life of the nation. Thus we find in Deuteronomy a view of kingship
that emphasizes the king’s role in studying Torah and exemplifying adherence to it

(Deut 17.14-20). In Deuteronomy’s programme, the king is not the supreme figure of
ANE nations, but is, rather, under the authority of Torah. 125

Implications of Structure

We have seen that the three major ways of conceiving structure have important
implications for the understanding of the ideology or worldview of the book. The
superscriptions 1dentifying the speeches of Moses emphasize Moses’ authority as
teacher and mediator of Torah. The parallels with the ANE treaty form highlight the
authority of Yahweh, and the nature of the relationship between him and his people.
Finally, the concentricity in the literary arrangement serves to highlight the crucial
place of Torah 1in the life of the nation.

In my estimation, these are helpful ways of examining the book, though they do, to
some extent, cut across each other formally. The concentric pattern identified by
Christensen, for example, takes no account of the superscriptions. What 1s especially

telling 1s the fact that these differing views of structure have in common an emphasis

'23 See, e.g., Deut 15.7,9, 11; 19.18-19.

'** This emphasis on loyalty expressed through adherence to Torah represents a break from the
prevailing conception of deity-national relations in the ANE. As D.I. BLOCK, The Gods of the Nations:
Studies in Ancient Near Eastern National Theology, 2" ed.. ETS Studies (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2000),
21-33, notes, the emphasis in most ANE societies was on the relationship between the god and the land.
The inhabitants of the land were assumed to be the people of that god simply by virtue of their dwelling
in the land. In the OT, by contrast, and in Deuteronomy in particular, the 1 dentity of the people is
paramount, and adherence to Torah is an important aspect of maintaining that identity.

'=> See the detailed interpretation of this text in Chapter 5, below.
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on the supremacy of Yahweh and the importance of Torah. This suggests that these

themes should be seen as central to the book as a whole.

This brief examination of structure suggests that we are likely to find in a careful
exegetical analysis an emphasis on the things that are highlighted through the various
conceptions of structure. That 1s, while our exegesis cannot, of course, be
predetermined by the implications of structure, we might expect that the ideology
revealed 1n our exegesis will emphasize the sovereignty of Yahweh, expressed in the
life of Israel through adherence to Torah. But understanding the ideology or
worldview of the text can finally come only through careful exegesis of that text. We
will shortly turn our attention to that task, but first we must examine the data adduced

in favour of the prevailing view of Deuteronomy, in order to see whether 1t adequately

accounts for the data of the text.



CHAPTER ONE

CENTRALIZATION, SECULARIZATION, AND DEMYTHOLOGIZATION IN
DEUTERONOMY:

AN APPRAISAL

As we have seen, the 1ssue of cult centralization in Deuteronomy has emerged as one
of the main pillars supporting the prevailing view of the book as a revolutionary
programme of reform. Like the law code in the Book of the Covenant in Exod 20.22-
23.19, the legal section of Deuteronomy begins with an altar law. But since the time
of Wellhausen, the altar law 1 Deuteronomy 12 has been seen as radically altering the
nature of worship in Israel by demanding worship of Yahweh 1n a single place.! This
demand for centralization, as we have seen, 1s understood as having far-reaching
consequences affecting every aspect of life.

Despite the broad consensus as to the fact of centralization and secularization and
demythologization that results from it, there remains fundamental disagreement on
some crucial questions. How should the Deuteronomic reform be understood 1in

relationship to the monarchy? That is, is it positive toward the institution of kingship,

' Though not identified in Deuteronomy, the place chosen by Yahweh has long been understood to be
Jerusalem. This is based in large part on the association of the book with the 7% century, and in
particular the reforms of Josiah. See, for example, M. WEINFELD, Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic
School (Oxford: OQUP, 1972; reprint Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1992), 4-9; idem, Deuteronomy [-11:
4 New Translation with Introduction and Commentary, AB S (New Y ork: D oubleday, 1991), 50-57;
S.R. Driver, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on D euteronomy, 3 "ded., [CC (Edinburgh: T&T
Clark, [1901]), xxvii-lvii; W. BRUEGGEMANN, Deuteronomy, AbOTC (Nashville: Abingdon, 2001), 18-

20; J.H. TIGAY, Deuteronomy ©3137: The Traditional Hebrew Text with the New JPS Translation

(Philadelphia: JPS, 1996), xx-xxii; R.E. CLEMENTS, “The Book ot Deuteronomy: [ntroduction,
Commentary, and Reflections,” N/B (Nashville: Abingdon, 1998), 278-80; 1dem, Deuteronomy, OTG
(Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1989), 70-76; A.D.H. MAYES, Deuterononmy, NCB (Grand
Rapids: Eerdmans; London: Marshall, Morgan & Scott, 1979), 85-103. 1. CAIRNS, Word and Presence:
A Commentary on the Book of Deuteronomy, 1TC (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans; Edinburgh: Handsel,
1992), 18, argues that the final form of Deuteronomy “clearly” identifies the chosen place with
Jerusalem, despite the fact that the place is never identified and the construction of an altar outside of

Jerusalem (on Mount Ebal) is commanded.
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, ) :
or negative?” Should this programme be understood as a realistic programme of
reform or a utopian ideal?’ Finally, 1ssues of setting and audience are disputed even

among those who see centralization, secularization, and demythologization as at the

core of the Deuteronomic programme.

In this chapter, I will focus on centralization, secularization, and
demythologization in Deuteronomy, in an effort to identify and analyze the main
arguments adduced n favour of seeing these elements as at the heart of the
Deuteronomic revolution. I will then attempt to determine if these arguments
adequately account for the data of the text. I will also examine the 1deology(ies)

suggested by these interpretations and offer an evaluation of the extent to which those

ideology(ies) are supported by the text and the cultural and historical context in which

Deuteronomy originated.

I. Centralization in Deuteronomy
We will begin by examining the issue of centralization in Deuteronomy, through an
examination of the positions of several major interpreters of the text in modern study
of Deuteronomy.” Given the pervasiveness of the view and the importance of the idea
of centralization for the interpretation of the book as a whole, it is necessary to select
five representative positions dealing primarily with a single text to make the
Investigation manageable. Therefore I will use the interpretations of Deut 16.18-18.22
as a basis for examining the positions of the interpreters. This text is a useful starting
point because 1t 1s recognized almost universally as a separate unit, it represents the

heart of the changes wrought by centralization, and most effectively highlights the

— TR TRRRRERR R R W e S L

* Weinfeld, for example, sees the Deuteronomic reform as supporting the Judean monarchy, whereas
Levinson sees the programme as opposing the monarchy. Criisemann sees the reforms as supporting the
interests of the people of the land against claims of the state authorities. See WEINFELD, Deuteronomic
School, 168-71; B.M. LEVINSON, Deuteronomy and the Hermeneutics of Legal [nnovation (Oxtford:
OUP, 1997), 138-43; F. CRUSEMANN, The Torah: Theology and Social History of Old Testament Law,
trans. A.W. Mahnke (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1996), 219-24. (ET of Die Tora: Theologie und
Sozialgeschichte des alttestamentlichen Gesetzes [Munich: Chr. Kaiser, 1992)).

> LEVINSON, Legal Innovation, and CRUSEMANN, Torah, see the Deuteronomic programme as realistic,
whereas N. LOHFINK, “Distribution of the Functions of Power: The Laws Concerning Public Offices in
Deuteronomy 16:18-18:22," in A Song of Power and the Power of Song: Essays on the Book of
Deuteronomy, SBTS 3, ed. D.L. CHRISTENSEN (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1993), 336-52, sees the
book as presenting a utopian ideal. See also idem, “The Laws of Deuteronomy: A Utopian Project for a
World Without Any Poor?” Lattey Lecture 1995 (Cambridge: St. Edmund’s College, 1995) and "Das
deuteronomische Gesetz in der Endgestalt: Entwurf einer Gesellschaft ohne marginale Gruppen,” BN 51
(1990): 25-40.

* It is somewhat artificial, I realize, to separate the elements of centralization, secularization, and

demythologization as they are to a great degree bound up with one another. For the purpose of analysis,
however, it is necessary to examine them separately, but with the understanding that they are

interrelated.
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differences among the various interpreters. It will, of course, be necessary to refer to
other texts as part of this examination, but this section will serve as the starting point.’
>0, I will focus on the interpretation of Deut 16.18-18.22 , and will describe the ways
in which this section has been understood as contributing to the programme of
centralization. I will then analyze these perspectives in order to determine if, 1n fact,

this section is best understood as contributing to a programme of centralization. We

will return to Deut 16.18-18.22 in Chapter 5.

A. FIVE VIEWS OF CENTRALIZATION
S.R. Driver
Like many other commentators, Driver sees 16.18-18.22 as a discrete unit, which he
titles “The Office Bearers of the Theocracy.” In Driver’s view, centralized worship at
the Temple in Jerusalem was a necessary corollary to the near monotheism taught in
Deuteronomy. This was, he notes, due to the “conditions of the time.” in which
worship in many different places would lead to syncretism.’

In Driver’s view, the centralization programme envisioned by Deuteronomy is in
response to the excesses and abuses of the reign of Manasseh.® The idolatrous
practices of Manasseh included the building of altars to pagan gods even in the court
of the Temple itself (2 Kgs 21.1-9). For the loyal devotee of Yahweh, urgent reform
was necessary, and 1t was to this end that the Book of Deuteronomy was produced.
Driver insists, however, that Deuteronomy is more than simply a “pious fraud.”
Rather, he argues that what was produced and placed in the Temple (and later found
by Hilkiah) was within the stream of Mosaic teaching, and, therefore, can rightly be
identified with him. Deuteronomy, he argues, is not new in terms of its content, but in
its form. There are laws that are updated, modified, or even originated in the 7"

century, but the laws 1n Deuteronomy, including the centralization law, are consonant

> Deuteronomy 12 is, of course, the text that legislates centralization. [ will be dealing with that text in
Chapter 4, but want here to focus on a text that most clearly demonstrates the wide variety of positions
held even by those who agree generally on the fact of centralization.

° DRIVER, Deuteronomy, 199-230. However, Driver argues (p. 201) that 16.21-17.7 have been moved
from an original location, probably before 13.2.

"1bid., xxix. Driver’s assessment of the “conditions of the time” and the impact of centralization on the
Jews’ ability (or, more accurately in Driver's view, their inabihity) to appreciate the “more spiritual”
teaching of Christ represents a particular understanding of religious development prevalent at the time,
and is clearly articulated by Wellhausen (see below, n. 13).

8 Ibid., xxvii. He argues that the book was written either during the reign of Manasseh or during the
early years of the reign of Josiah, but in any event prior to 621 BC (1bid., xlv-xIvi).
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with Mosaic law and, indeed, are ultimately derived from Moses.” On this view, then,

Deuteronomy represents an attempt to actualize the ideals advocated by the 8" century
prophets, and Deuteronomy’s law of centralization is the logical extension of the

prophetic cniticism of the N2, The book itself is a “prophet’s reformulation of the
‘law of Moses,” adapted to the requirements of that later time.” "’

In Driver’s view, then, Deuteronomy is “a great manifesto against the dominant

1911

tendencies of the time.”" " It was an attempt to reaffirm the values and ideals on which

the nation was founded in a new context, and a call to repudiate practices which were

inconsistent with the unconditional loyalty to Yahweh called for by Moses. Given the

new context and changed circumstances, however, the older laws of the Book of the
Covenant were “adjusted” in order to meet the needs of the time.'* Driver argues that
In some respects Deuteronomy’s programme had unintended consequences. He argues

that the goal of Deuteronomy was to spiritualize religious life in Israel, but that the

necessity of centralization (to prevent idolatrous worship at the NiM31) led to

formalization of worship and resulted in a loss of spontaneity.'”

Drniver, then, sees in Deuteronomy 16.18-18.22 a realistic programme for the
theocratic government of a nation under Yahweh. If the book of Deuteronomy
represents a continuation of the prophetic call to live life in exclusive loyalty to
Yahweh, then this section may be seen as the means by which the nation 1s to express
that loyalty 1n terms of the structures of government. That Driver sees this as a
realistic, as opposed to utopian, programme 1s evidenced by his comparison of the law

regarding the “central tribunal” in Deuteronomy 17.8-13 with the Chronicler’s
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description of Jehoshaphat’s judicial reforms in 2 Chronicles 19.8-11."" Throughout

> See ibid., Ivi-lvii.

"9 1bid., liii. See also xxvii.

' Ibid., liil.

' Ibid., lii.

' Ibid., Ixiv. Here, again, it appears that Driver is influenced by Wellhausen and a particular view of
the development of religion in which religion is initially free and spontaneous, and then later becomes
formalized, ritualistic, and, therefore (in this view), less spiritual. See J. WELLHAUSEN, Prolegomena to
the History of Israel (Edinburgh: A&C Black, 1885; reprint Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1934).
Wellhausen’s influence has been, of course, immeasurable. Assessment of his influence may be found

in E.W. NICHOLSON, The Pentateuch in the Twentieth Century: The Legacy of Julius We!!hause‘n
(Oxford: Clarendon, 1998). See also Semeia 25 (1982), which is devoted to Wellhausen and his

influence on the study of the Old Testament.

'4 DRIVER, Deuteronomy, 200, 208. Because of Driver’s understanding of the date of Deuteronomy, he
never considers the possibility that Deuteronomy may be the basis for the judicial reforms instituted by
Jehoshaphat d escribed in 2 Chronicles 1 9.5-11. If the account In Chronicleg 1S re_liable, Jehf:)s_haphat
appointed judges in the cities of the land, as well as in Jerusalem. In k-eepmg wath the judicial 13_“*"'
(though not the explicit language) of Deuteronomy, he exhorted the newly appointed judges to act with
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his analysis of Deuteronomy, it 1s clear that Driver envisions the legislation as being a

realistic programme for the nation. He consistently identifies features in Israeljte
history and polity that reflect the Deuteronomic programme as evidence that this was,

and presumably was intended to be, a programme that was to be carried out in the life

of the nation.

In the same way, Deuteronomy’s “Law of the King” (Deut 17.14-20) is understood
by Dniver to be in keeping with the theocratic programme undertaken in the book. As
a theocracy, Israel was to have been governed by Yahweh: a human king, of course,
was unnecessary to theocratic government. For this reason, Driver argues, a king is
not required by Deuteronomy, but only permitted.”> If the people do elect to have a
king, he 1s not to “imitate the great despots of the East,”'® but is to carry out his reign
in keeping with the principles laid out in Deuteronomy.

S0 we can conclude that Deuteronomy (and especially Deut 16.18-18.22),
according to Driver, 1s a realistic programme for theocratic government of the nation,

and centralization 1s a key component of that programme. The programme of
centralization envisioned in the book is in response to the excesses and idolatry of the
reign of Manasseh (and was written either in his reign or in the early years of Josiah)
and is the culmination of the exhortations of the 8 century prophets. The significance
of covenant in the theology of Deuteronomy 1s not as heavily emphasized by Driver, as
his work was carried out prior to the iden<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>