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ReteUing the Tetrateuch: 
The Deuteronomistic Historian's Use of Tetrateuchal Narratives 

Doctor of PfiiIosphy, 1997 
John Edward H m e y  

Faculty of Theology of the University of St. MichaeI's College 

The Deuteronomistic Historian (Dtr) patterned many narratives in the Former Prophets after 

Tetrateuchd narratives primarily in order to complement the concern of the narratives in which the 

parallels in the Former Prophets occur. Various features in h e  Deuteronomistic History such as 

the recurring cycle of sin-punishment-cry-deliv-ce-e in Judges, as wet1 as the paradigmatic 

sin o f  Jeroboam, suggest that for Dtr history unfolded dong various paradigms. Although all the 

narratives hat Dtr based on given Tetrateuchd narratives are the product of such a paradigmatic 

historiopmhy, a distinction is to be made between those p d l e I s  that Do- drew for effect and 

those few that are only the product of a f'amiliarity with the given Tetrateuchd accounts. That Dtr 

rather than the compiIer(s) of the Tetrateuch was responsible for the given p d I e l  narratives is 

evident kom various criteria including cross-references fkom the Former Prophets to the 

Tetrateuch, the Fact that singIe narratives in the Former Prophets share parallels with each layer of 

redactionally composite Tetrateuchal accounts' and the fkct that the given parallefs compIement 

the concerns of the narratives in which they occur. That Dtr rather than Dtr's sources was 

responsible for such parallet narratives is evident fiom the following. The use of Tetrateuchal 

narratives within the Former Prophets is strikingly similar Eom narrative to n d v e .  Simiiarly, 

the use o€Te!rateuchal narratives in Deuteronomy 1-3 (chapters that are attributed to Dtr) is 

strikingiy similar to the use of TetrateucM narratives in the Former Prophets. Two conclusions 

that may be derived from Dtr's use of Tetrateuchd nanatives include the following. First. 

contraxy to the traditional view Dtr reworked his sources. Second by Dtr's time same form of a 

Te?rateuch (including the P layer) existed 
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Translations fiom Hebrew are those of Tan& (1 988). Exceptions include instances where a 

more literal translation is needed. Where the Hebrew Bible's versification differs lrcm that of 

English versions the Hebrew versification will be Listed first. The abbreviations given are 

consistent with Society of Biblical Literature style. Lexical searches were done with Bible 

Works for Windows, Version 2.3. 
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The Old Testament includes a chorus of literary voices whose originality consists in part 

on the adaptation or reformulation of earlier biblical traditions. Among the deutero- 

canonical works Sirach and Baruch make extensive use of the ~entateuch.' The Writings 

cite or allude to the Pentateuch.' The Prophets cite one another and refer to traditions 
4 

fiom the Pentateuch.' S imilarly, Deuteronomy fkeely adapts Tetrateuchal material.' The 

works that make up the Old Testament thus include a host of cross-references, allusions, 

adaptations, reformulations and inversions of pre-existing biblical material.' Curiously, 

I E-g., Gerald T. Sheppard, Wisdom as a Hermeneutical Constmct A Case Study in rhe 
Sapientiuiizing of the Old Testamenr (BZAW 151; Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1980). 

E-g., D.I.A. Clines, "The Tree of Knowledge and the Law of Yahweh (Psalm XIX)," 
n 2 4  (1974) 8-14; Nahum Sarna, "Psalm 89: A Study in Inner Biblical Exegesis," in 
Biblical and Other Studies (ed. Alexander Altmann; Cambridge, MA: Harvard 
University Press, 1963) 29-46. 
3 E.g., LM. Gertner, "An Attempt at an Interpretation of Hosea XII," VT 10 ( 1960) 272- 
84; Raymond C. Van Leeuwen, "Scribal Wisdom and Theodicy in the Book of the 
Twelve," in in Search of Wisdom. Essays in Memory of John G. Gamrnie (ed. Leo G. 
Perdue et al.; Louisville, KT: WestminstedJohn Knox, 1993) 3 1-49; T.B. Dozeman, 
"her-Biblical Interpretation of Yahweh's Gracious and Compassionate Character," JBL 
108 (1989) 207-23. 
'' E-g., Bernard M. Levinson, nte Nmeneutics of hnovation: The Impact of 
Centrakation upon the Structure, Sequence, and Reformulation of Legal Material in 
Deuteronomy (unpublished Ph. D. dissertation: Brandeis University. 1991). 
5 In this regard many scholars have rightly argued that the seeds of midrash or inner- 
biblical interpretation are in the Old Testament itself (e-g., Renee Bloch, 'Midrash," in 
Approaches to Ancient Judaism [vol. 1 ;  ed. William Scott Green; Missoula, MT: 
Scholars Press, 19781 29-50; Jacob Weingreen, From Bible to Mishna mew York: 
Holmes and Meier, 19761; LL. Seeligman, 'The Beginnings of Adidrash in the Books of 
Chronicles," Tarbiz 49 [I 9 8 01 14-3 2; Michael Fishbane, Biblical Interpreration in 
Ancient Israel [Oxford: Clarendon, 19851; Jay M. Hams, "From her-Biblical 
Interpretation to Early Rabbinic Exegesis," in Hebrew Bible/Old Testurnem [vol. 1, From 
the Beginnings to the Middle Ages, Part 1, Antiquity; ed. Magne Sazbe; Gttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, I9961 256-69). For attempts at defining midrash, inner- 



however, relatively few studies have been devoted to outIining and defining the 

mechanics and hermeneutics involved in the Otd Testament's use of the Old Te~tarnent.~ 

This is particularly true of the use of TetmteuchaI traditions by the Former Prophets. 

Limiting myself to narrative material, the principal contention of this thesis is that the 

Deuteronornistic Historian patterned many narratives in the Former Prophets &er 

narratives in the Tetrateuch, thereby creating parallel narratives.' By "parallel 

narratives" I mean those accounts that share common story-lines andlor particular lexical 

data which, in their respective contexts in the Tetrateuch and the Former Prophets, refer 

biblical exegesis, allusion, and intertextuality see Roger Le Deaut, L'Apropos a definition 
of Midrash," Int 25 (1 97 1) 259-82; Lyle Eslinger, ‘Inner-bib ticat Exegesis and Inner- 
Biblical Allusion: The Question of Category," YT42 (1992) 47-58; and Benjamin D. 
Sommer, "Exegesis, Allusion and Lntertextuality in the Hebrew Bible: A Response to 
Lyle Eslinger," IT46 (1996) 479-89. See also Brevard S. Childs, 'Midrash and the Old 
Testament," in Understanding the Sacred Tert. Essays in Honor of Morton S. E d n  on 
the Hebrew Bible and Christian Beginnings (ed. John Reumann; Valley Forge, PA: 
Judson, L972) 45-59. 

Exceptions include D.A. Carson and H.G.M. Williamson, eds., ir is GVriitejz: Scripm-e 
Citing Scripture (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1988); Fishbane, 
Interpretation; Brian Peckham, History and Prophecy. n2e Developmenr of Late Jtidean 
Literary Traditions (New York: Doubleday, 1993). 
' Martin Noth argued that Deuteronomy-2 Kings, the so-called Deuteronomistic 
History (= DtrH), is the work of an exific author/re&ctor, the Deuteronomistic Historian 
(= Dtr), who assembled various sources and supplemented them with his own work in 
order to explain why Judah was in exile (~er~iefemn~s~eschichtfr'che Srudien 
[Tiibingen: Max Niemeyer, 1 9571 1 - 1 1 0 = The Deuteronomistic History [ S  heffield: 
JSOT, 19811). For o v e ~ e w s  of Noth's seminal thesis as well as subsequent reactions 
see the following works: A.D.H Mayes, nte Story of lsrael Between the Settlement and 
M e .  A Redactional Study of the Deuteronomistic History (London: SCM, 1983) 1-2 1 ; 
Iain W .  Provan, Hezekiah and the Books of Kings (MAW 172; Berlin: Walter de 
Gruyter, 1988) 7-3 1; Baruch Halpem, 17re Firsr Historions The Hebrew Bible and 
History (San Francisco, CA: Harper and Row, 1988) 107-20; Steven L. McKenzie, 73e 
Trouble With Kings. me Composirion of the Book of Kings in the Deuteronomistic 
History (SVT 42; New York: E.J. Brill, 1991) 1-1 9; Anthony F. Campbell, me Hisioty 
of lsruei 's Traditions. The Herituge of Martin Noth (eds. Steven L. McKenzie and M. 
Patrick Graham; JSOTSS 182; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994) 3 1-62. 



to different events. In the following sections I will review the research on parallel 

narratives shared by the Tetrateuch and the Former Prophets, discuss the need for a new 

proposal, and conclude with an overview of the thesis. 

1. REVIEW OF RESEARCH 

Although the use of Pentateuchal traditions by Exilic and post-Exilic writen has 

received considerable attention, the focus has been on the ways that such writers alluded 

to or cited particular Pentateuchal laws or portions of a Pentateuchal narrative. With few 

exceptions have parallel narratives been noted or disc~ssed.~ This observation is equally 

true of the parallel narratives shared by the Tetrateuch and the Former Prophets. 

Reviewing the research in this area is therefore a straightforward task. 

A form-critical explanation for the parallel narratives comes with Culley's 

Studies in the Shucture of Hebrew Nunative? Culley's work consists of three parts, the 

first of which is a review of four field studies concerning the transmission of oral prose. 

I Culley drew the following conclusion: 

Broadly speaking, all the fieid studies described the oral composition or prose in 
similar terms. Traditional stories were passed on in an unfixed form in which a 
loyalty to tradition, and therefore a certain stability, was combined with a 
creative retelling, and therefore a certain flexibility.'' 

Ln the second part of his work Cdey applied the above observation to nine "parallel 

accounts in the Hebrew narrative tradition."" He concluded that such accounts "reflect 

3 Exceptions include Fishbane, Interpretation; and John Day, "Prophecy," 39-46. 
Robert C. CulIey, Studies in the Stmchrre of Hebrew Norrnrive (Missoula, MT: 

Scholars Press, 1 976). 
'O Culley, Studies, 16. 
" Culley, Studies, 33. 
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the stability and flexibility to be expected" of oral prose insofar as "the materid appears 

to be adapted to different contexts and changed according to the interests of different 

narrators."" In the find part of his work Culley applied his observations concerning 

"stability and flexibility" to fourteen accounts from Genesis to Kings that share common 

structures which he labeled "rnirade stories-" 

Culley made no real attempt to distinguish between the characteristics of oral and 

written prose. All that he could state is that a feature of oral prose is the narrators' 

tendency to be both faithful and creative in the retelling of the forms; but he failed to 

show how this feature is peculiar to oral prose. Indeed, he conceded that one cannot n 

out the suggestion that the given accounts were Literarily rather than orally composed." 

Similarly, he concluded that the "mode of building narratives in scribal tradition may be 

an elaborate extension of the mode already developed and established in oral."" 

In contrast to CuiIey, Garsiel argued that various parallel narratives in 1 Samuel 

itself, between I Samuel and the other Former Prophets, and between 1 Samuel and the 

Tetrateuch are all due to literary dependence." According to Garsiel, a single hand drew 

Culley, Studies, 65. 
" Culley, Studies, 65. 
" CuUey, Studies, 66. Robert Alter has similarly criticized Culley 's for failing to 
consider the possibility that the parallel narratives are due to literary rather than oral 
dependence: 

As I stared at Culley's schematic tables, it g r a d d y  dawned on me that he had made a 
discovery without realidng it. For what his tables of parallel and variants actually 
reveal are the lineaments of a purposefully deployed literary convention. The 
variations in the parallel episodes are not at all random, as a scrambling by oral 
transmission would imply [emphasis his] ( B e  Art  of Biblical Narrarive [New York: 
Basic Books, 198 11 50). 

IS Moshe Ganiel, 77te First Book of Samuel. A Literary Shidy of Comparc~rive 
Smctures, Analogies and ParaZIeIs (Israel: Revivim Publishing House, 1985). 



such parallel narratives in order to contrast individuais, generations, and events. 

However, Garsiel failed to address the question of the direction of dependence. 

Although the discussion may be implicit in his contention that the parallels senre to 

complement the given narratives in 1 Samuel-for it is difficult to attribute the literary 

h c t i o n  of the parallels to chance-Garsiel never expIicitly made this point. 

Another work that merits discussion is Damrosch's The Narrative Covenant. In 

this work Damrosch brilliantly wed historicalcritical conclusions regarding the 

evolution of Hebrew narrative to Literary-critical observations regarding the artistic 

nature of Hebrew narrative. Damrosch argued that an agreement exists bemeen ancient 

authors and readers whereby the interpretation of narratives is contingent on an 

understanding of the authors' use and adaptation of various genres and related 

 narrative^.'^ Important for our purposes are chapters four and five where Damrosch 

treated many parallel narratives between the books of Samuel, and the Yahwist's version 

of Genesis 2-36 and the Exodus story. In these chapters he also argued that the given 

narratives in the books of Samuel were based on the corresponding accounts in the 

Yahwist's work. 

Unlike Garsiel, Damrosch cannot be criticized for failing to address the question 

of the direction of dependence between various parallels. Damrosch rightly argued that 

because there is no agreement regarding the date or even the existence of the Yahwist the 

dating of the Yahwist's work and that of Dn has limited value in determining the 

direction of dependence benkreen the parallels. Similarly, there is no agreement 



regarding both the age of the sources that Dtr incorporated as well as the degree to which 

he reworked such sources." The one argument that Damrosch used in suppoa of his 

proposed direction of dependence is that of narrative function. By means of the parallels 

the authors provided a wealth of contrasts and ironies that complemented the concerns of 

the narratives in which the parallels occur. According to Damrosch, the "history of the 

monarchy [was] assessed and understood in conjunction with the Yahwistic stories of the 

foundations of society as a whole and of Hebrew history in particuIar in the time of the 

patriarchs.'"' 

The most exhaustive list of parallel narratives between the Tetrateuch and the 

Former Prophets comes with Greenstein's provocative article of 1990.'~ After briefly 

surveying and evaluating the various highercritical explanations for the present form of 

Genesis-Kings, Greenstein rightly argued that all such explanations have failed to 

account for the parallel narratives between the Tetrateuch and the Former Prophets: 

The most outstanding feature of biblical namative, fkom Genesis through 
Kings, is that between the Torah on the one side and the so-called 
Deuteronomistic History (or Former Prophets) on the other there is a very 

' 6  David Damrosch, The Narrarive Covenant. Trans/onno~iom of Genre in [he Growth 
of Biblical Literature (New York: Harper and Row, 1987). 
17 Narrative Covenant, 1 44-8 1. Damrosc h nevertheless argued that the relative dating o f 
the Yahwist's work and that of Dtr is of some value: 'To deal seriously with the 
historical problems does not preclude reaching some tentative assessment of the 
situation, however, and such an assessment can be of great value in grounding and 
guiding literary analysis" (147). 

Consistent with the fact that the majority of scribes in the ancient Near-Eastem world 
were men I will use the masculine pronoun with reference to Dtr (see Athalya Brenner, 
The Israelite Woman. Social Role and Literav Type in Biblical Narrative [ S  heffield: 
JSOT, 19851 46-56). 
1 s Narrative Covenant, 155. 
I9 Ed Greenstein, *'The Formation of the Biblical Narrative Corpus," AJS Review 1 5 
(1990) 151-78. 
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high incidence of repetition-of stories, motifs, chracters, names of persons 
and places, phrases, as well as ideology and themes. . . . Any theory of the 
formation of the biblical narrative corpus must account for this fact: nte 
nomatar is all too ufien telling dzzerenr versions of the same story [emphasis 
his] ." 

According to Greenstein, in the early monarchy various stories pertaining to the early 

kings were produced, elements of which were subsequently recombined and/or 

transformed to produce other stories, and such stories were finally brought together in 

the Iosianic era to comprise the narrative corpus of Genesis-Ws. 

Greenstein's article has not received the attention that it deserves, not only 

because it includes the most extensive list of parallel narratives shared by the Tetrateuch 

and the Former Prophets to date but also because it is the fim work to raise the question 

of the relationship between the parallel narratives and the growth of GenesicKings. 

The shortcoming of Greenstein's article is his failure to address adequately the question 

of the direction of dependence between such parallels. The conclusion that Greenstein 

did draw in this regard is that the Tetrateuchal narratives are derivative. Greenstein 

based this concIusion on the contention that the narratives in the Former Prophets stem 

£?om the early monarchy whereas the Tetrateuchal traditions cannot be traced to earlier 

than the eighth century" But this arggument is only as good as the conjectured early 

dating of the narratives in the Former Prophets and the late dating of the Tetrateuchai 

narratives. 

" 'Formation,'' 165. 
" "Formation," 177. 



2. THE NEED FOR A NEW PROPOSAL 

The preceding review of research shows that a more thorough study of the parallel 

narratives is needed, for, with the exception of Greenstein, the few studies that exist have 

dealt with only samplings of the parallels, and they have failed to address adequately the 

three most basic questions regarding the parallels: Are the parallels due to a shared 

convention-be it oral or literary_.or are they due to Literary dependence? If the 

parallels are due to Literary dependence, What is the direction of dependence? F inaily, 

What was the cause for the existence of the parallels? In the following sections these 

questions will be dealt with in tura 

2.1 The Genesis of the Parallels 

With regard to the h t  question-whether the parallel narratives are due to 

shared conventions--Culley rightly noted that one feature that is common to many 

parallel narratives is the similar wording that they share. To be sure, the presence o f 

verbal parallels has always provided the form critic with fodder for analysis. But a 

common feature of parallels due to a shared form is that the verbal parallels between 

them have the same or a similar function in the narratives in which they occur.'' This 

stands in contrast to many of the narratives to be discussed, the verbal parallels of which 

often have very different functions. Such a difference points not to shared forms but 

Literary dependence. Again, the fact that many of the accounts in the Former Prophets 

are accompanied by explicit cross-references to the corresponding Tetrateuchal accounts 

" E.g., David M. Gum, "'Narrative Patterns and Oral Tradition in Judges and Samuel," 
VT34 (1974) 286-317. 
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also suggests that the parallels are due to literary dependence. For instance, Josh 1 : 1 7 

reads "We will obey you just as we obeyed Moses; let but the LORD your God be with 

you JW as he was with Moses!" (Josh 1 : 17). Following these statements the narrative 

shares several striking parallels not just between both Moses and Joshua but also 

between the generations under their leadership. Similarly, in this instance and several 

o then the order of the pardIel features between the accounts vastly differs from each 

other, which is not what one wodd expect with parallel narratives due to shared 

convention. Finally, if one can demonstrate that the narratives in the Former Prophets 

were based on the corresponding Tetrateuchal narratives then the need to discuss 

whether the parallel narratives are due to convention is effectively bracketed, which 

brings us to the second question. 

2.2 The Direction of Dependence Between the ParalIels 

In seeking to determine the direction of dependence bemeen the given parallel 

narratives one must not rely on any general theory regarding the relationship between the 

composition of the Tetrateuch and the D m ,  that is, for example, whether Dtr used 

sources which pre-date the Yahwist, or whether some form of the Tetrateuch was 

composed prior or subsequently to the composition of the DtrH. Using such models 

only begs the question for there is presently no consensus regarding the answers to such 

questions. The direction of dependence can only be ascertained by analyzing the parallel 

narratives themselves. Throughout this thesis I will use the following criteria to show 

that in every instance the accounts in the Former Prophets were based on the 

corresponding Tetrateuchal accounts. 



(1) The Criterion of Cross-Reference: When a narrative in the Forrner Prophets 
explicitly refers back to the corresponding Tetrateuchal account it is best to 
conclude that the narrative in the Former Prophets was based on the given 
Tetrateuchal account, 

(2) The Criterion of Assumed Knowledge: When a narrative in the Former 
Prophets presupposes knowledge of the corresponding Tetrateuchal account, it is 
best to conclude that the narrative in the Former Prophets was based on the given 
Tetrateuchal account. 

(3) The Source-Critical Criterion: When an account in the Former Prophets 
sham parallels with two or more redactional layers of the corresponding 
Tetrateuchal account it is best to conclude that the narrative in the Former 
Prophets was based on the given Tetrateuchal account. 

(4) The Criterion of Multiple Occurrence: When two or more narratives in the 
Former Prophets share parallels with a single Tetrateuchal narrative, and it can be 
shown that such a narrative in the Former Prophets is derivative, it is best to 
conclude that all such narratives in the Former Prophets are derivative? 

(5) The Criterion of Literary Effect: When the concern of a narrative or 
narrative complex in the Former Prophets is complemented by means of the 
parallel with the corresponding Tetrateuchal account it is best to conclude that 
the narrative in the Former Prophets was based on the given Tetrateuchal 
account, 

(6) The Criterion of Deuteronomistic Tendency: When the parallel within the 
Former Prophets includes features that are Deuteronomistic-insofar as such 
parallels also exist in other parallel narratives in the Former Prophets that were 
demonstrably based on the corresponding Tetrateuchal narratives-it is best to 
conclude that the narrative in the Former Prophets was based on the given 
Tetrateuchd account. 

(7) The Criterion of Incongruities: When a narrative in the Former Prophets 
contains a verbal feature that is grammatically and/or contextually inconaguous in 
its context but grammatically and contextually sound in the corresponding 
Tetrateuchd account it is best to conclude that the narrative in the Former 
Prophets was based on the given Tetrateuchal account Two types of 
incongruities exist. The first type consists of the author's attempt to call the 

- - 

Although this criterion presupposes that the same hand was responsible for the given 
narratives in the Former Prophets, in every instance that I use this criterion I will argue 
that because the parallels exhibit the same features the same hand was responsible for 
them. 
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reader's attention to the antecedent Tetrateuchal account by means of the 
incongruity. The second type is the product of the author's melding his source 
with a given Tetrateuchal account where the source and the Tetrateuchal account 
shared the same or similar verbal features? 

(8) The Criterion of Context: When an individual narrative in the Former 
Prophets occurs in a complex of namtives that are demonstrably dependent on 
Tetrateuchal accounts it is best to conclude that the account in the Former 

- .  Prophets is derivative. 

The greater degree to which one or more of these criteria are met the more certain one 

can be that the given narratives in the Former Prophets were based on the corresponding 

Tetrateuchal narrativess 

2.3 Dtrys Purpose in Drawing the Parallels 

The final question to be  asked is, What was the cause for the existence of the 

parallels? In the following paragraphs I will outline the reasons why Dm rather than his 

putative sources was respousible for the parallel narratives. I will then suggest that one 

must distinguish between those parallel narratives which Dtr drew for effect and those 

which arose fkom his familiarity with the given Tetrateuc hd accounts. Finally, I will 

'I it is no coincidence that such incongruous features in the Former Prophets regularly 
include a text-critical issue. Although text critics attempt to emend the incongruities (as 
did the LXX in most instances), because such incongruities are always accompanied by 
other parallels with the corresponding Tetrateuchal accounts 1 will contend that they best 
represent Da's work. 
'5 See also the criteria that Richard Hayes has posited for the identification of 
intertextuality in the Pauline corpus (Echoes of Scrzpture in the Letrers of Paul [New 
Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 19891 29-32). The differences between the criteria 
that Hayes has posited and my own are primarily due to the nature of the literature. 
Hayes' concern was with particular allusions and citations whereas my concem is with 
parallel narratives which may or may not include particular allusions and citations. 
Moreover, Hayes' concern was not with the direction of dependence for there is no 
question that Pauline literature postdates the Old Testament. In contrast with this are the 
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contend that various parallel narratives within the DtrH were the product of Dtr's 

paradigmatic historiography. 

4 2.3.1 Dtr and the Parallel Narratives 

The conclusions of the works reviewed above are largely the product of the given 

scholars' understanding of the relationship between the Biblical author and his sources. 

LmpIicit to Culley's argument is the view that the Biblical authors left the traditions that 
- 

they received and incorporated untouched, for he made no effort to compare the 

narratives in the Former Prophets that he discussed. What is only implicit in Culley's 

ar,oumentation is explicit in that of Darnrosch. Following Rost and others, Damrosch 

argued that the authors of the Ark Narrative (1 Sam 4: Lb--7: 1 ; 2 Samuel 6), the History 

ofDavid's Rise ( I  Sam 16:14--2 Sam 5:10), and the Succession Narrative (2 Samuel 

9-10; I Kings 1-2) were responsible for the given narratives in the Former Prophets. 

Similarly, Greenstein argued that the given narratives in the Former Prophets are the 

product of centuries of  sfo or mat ions and modidcations. In marked contrast to these 

scholars Garsiel argued that the shared artistly of the parallels in 1 Samuel points to a 

single hand: 

But the author of Samuel, so it seems to me, reworked his material with such 
genuine creative artistry that he cannot be regarded as an 'editor' in the restricted 
technical sense of collecting and arranging together material and providing 
editorial links and glosses; rather, he seems to have been a skilled creative 
artist-an author in the full meaning of the word? 

pardel narratives to be discussed, the direction of dependence of which cannot be 
assumed. 

Garsiei, Samuel, 15. 



Consistent with Garsiel's conclusion, throughout this thesis I will argue that the marked 

consistency that exists both between the use of Tetrateuchal accounts in Deuteronomy 

1-3 and the Former Prophets, as well a s  between accounts in the Former Prophets 

1- themselves, confirms the contention that Dn was responsible for drawing the parallels.- 

2.3.2 Two Types of Parallei Narratives 

Although Garsiel and Damrosch rightly argued that parallels were drawn in order 

to complement the narrahves in which they occur in the Former Prophets, at various 

points their interpretations of the parallels are forced or vague. For instance, in his 

discussion of the parallels bemeen Cab's murder of Abel and Absdom's murder of 

Amnon Damrosch concluded that the latter account "'wouId lose much of its force if the 

author of the Succession Narrative (and his audience) had not had the Yahwistic legend 

as a frame of reference."" Yet Damrosch made no mention of just what the force of the 

parallel is, and it is anything but self-evident The absence of interpretation at this point 

is all the more miking given that Damrosch skillfully defined the narrative force of 

various other paraIlels. S imilarly, although Garsiel acknowledged that "the phenomenon 

of resemblance in all its different manifestations in the Bible" cannot "always be 

explained in terms of deliberate literary analogy," he failed to provide any other 

explanation for the parallels--even in those instances where his interpretations are 

" Following Noth the majority of scholars have rightly attributed most or all of 
Deuteronomy 1-3 to Dtr. See the history of research of these chapters by H.D. Preuss, 
Deuteronornium (ErFor 164; Darmstadt: Wissensch&liche Buchgeselleschaft, 19 82) 75- 
84. 
" Damrosch, Narrative Covenant, 1 54. 
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forced? These observations raise the question as to whether the cause of the parallels 

can be restricted to narrative concerns. One must in fact distinguish between those 

parallels that Da drew for enect and those that are only the product of his familiaricy 

with the given Teuateuchd accounts. As I will show, some form of the Tetrateuch had 

become authoritative for Dtr. As such, it aorded a repository of paradigms through 

which Da interpreted and retold his nation's traditions. Consistent with the status that 

Dtr attributed to this Tetrateuch he was profoundly influenced by the stories that it 

contained; and while most of the parallels that he drew are the product of his concern to 

produce an effect, a few are simply the product of his familiarity with this Tetrateuch. 

The criterion that I will use in distinguishing between such parallels is that of 

context. Fundamental to the interpretation of literature is the contextualization of data. 

Terms are understood only in Light of neighouring terms; figures of speech and motifs 

are interpreted in light of the immediate context in which they appear, and pericopes 

cannot be divorced fkom their greater narrative context if they are to be understood. 

Similarly, Dtr's reason for creating pardel narratives can only be ascertained through 

contextualization. If the parallel complements the concern of the context in which it 

appears then one can conclude that Dtr drew it for effect Conversely, if the narrative 

function of the paralIel bears no relation to the concern of the narrative in which it occurs 

then it is best to conclude that it is only the product of Dtr's familiarity with the given 

Te trateuchal account. 

Ganiel, Samuel, 28. 



2.3.3 Paralief Nartatives and Dtr 's Paradigmatic H*onbgraphy 

The parallel narratives must also be understood as central to Dtr's paradi*matic 

historiography, that is, his conviction that history unfolded along various paradi_ms. An 

example of this feature comes in the book of Judges with its recurring five-fold sequence 

ofevents: the Israelites did evil before the LORD (21 1; 3:7, 12; 4:1; 6:1; L3:L); such evil 

led to the anger of the LORD and the consequent deliverance into the hands of foreign 

oppressors (2: 14; 3:8; 4:2; 10:9); the Israelites then cried out to the LORD (3 :9, 15; 6:6-7; 

10: 10); the LORD heard their cries and raised up a deliverer (2: 16; 3:9, 15; 10: 1, 11); and 

a period of peace ensued (3: 11,30; 5:3 1; 8:28).1° A similar paradigm comes with the sin 

of Jeroboam son oFNebat in the books of Kings. The criterion by which Dtr judged the 

kings of Israel consisted of their infidelity to the doctrine of centralized worship. 

Jeroboam's o ffense afforded a paradigm for this ~heologournenon, for all o f the kings o f 

Israel were judged not on the basis of their particular actions but whether or not they 

"walked in the way of Jeroboam son of Nebat."" 

Consistent with DO- 's use of paradigms in his hisron'ogruphy ir hir rendency to 

pattern various accounts within the DtrH after each other. As Jeroboam's infamous 

deed was the prototype of monarchic sins, so Moses' reform policies afforded a 

paradigm for monarchic fidelity. This latter point is no more apparent than in the 

30 See the discussions in Barnabas Lindars, Judges 1-5- A New Trnnslation and 
Commenrary (ed. A.D.H. Mayes; Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1995) 98- 10 1 ; and G. W. 
Trompf, "Notions of Historical Recurrence in Classical Historiography," in Studies in 
the Historical Books of the Old Tatament, SVT XXX (ed. J.A. Emerton; Leiden: E.J. 
Brill, 1979) 2 19-24. 
" See 1 Kgs 15:34; 16:19,26; 22:53[52]; 2 Kgs 3:3; 10:29,3 1; 13:2,6, 1 1; 14:24; 159,  
24, 28. 



Deuteronomistic depiction of Josiah, whose life and reform policies share a host of 

parallels with those of the Deuteronomic Moses. The two characters share the following 

para~lels.~' ( I) Dtr's verdicts of the two figures are parallel. The phrase "'Never again 

did there arise in Israel a prophet like ~Moses" (Deut 31: 10) is parallel to "nor did any 

(king) like him arise after h i m  (2 Kgs 23:25). Apart &om these two instances the 

phrase ''there did not arise like PN" occurs o d y  in 1 Kgs 3:12 (cf. 2 Kgs 18:5).33 

Similarly, Dtr's verdict that 'There was no king like him before who turned back to the 

LORD with a11 his heart and soul and might (1~&7321 W D J - ~ ~  ~253::)" (2 Kgs 

2 3 2 5 )  is parallel to the shema: 'You shall love the LORD your God with all your heart 

and with allyour soul and with ail your might (-h1 1~33-hl 7225-52' 

77KD)" @eut 65). Significantly, this three-fold form occurs only in these two texts." 

(2) As Moses "burned" ( $ 7 ~ )  Aaron's golden calf and smashed it as 'Yiine as dust" 

(1295 p1; Deut 9:21), so in 2 Kgs 23:15 Josiah 'burned" (471~) the shrine made by 

Ieroboam and he "beat it to dust" (1295 1377). Again, Josiah "burned" (4%) the 

statue of Asherah that Manasseh had set up in the temple "and he beat it to dust" Q?'? 

mi?+; 2 Kgs 23 :6). (3) Deuteronomy 17:8-13 commands that difficult cases were to be 

brought before the priests at the place that the LORD was to choose. The only king to 

" Most of the following parallels were first noted by R.E. Friedman, me E d e  and 
Biblical Narrative. The Fornation of the Deuteronomistic and Priestly Work ( H S  M 22; 
Chico, CA: Scholars Press, 1981) 7-9. 
33 See G. Knoppers, "'There Was None Like Him': Incomparability in the Books of 
Kings," CBQ 54 (1 992) 41 1-3 1 .  

Friedman, Exr'le, 7-8. 
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have ever done so was Josiah (2 Kgs 22:13, 18)." (4) The law of the king states that the 

king was not to deviate &om the instruction 90 the right or to the lee' @eut 1720). 

This command was fulfilled by Josiah "who did not deviate to the right or to the left" (2 

Kgs 222).  With reference to the "book," the motif of not deviating to the right or the 

left occurs elsewhere only in Josh 1 :7; ~ 3 : 6 . ~ &  (5 )  Finally, In Deut 3 1 : 1 1 Moses 

commanded that "'Every seventh year. . . you shall read this Torah aloud in rhe ears of 

nN Ismel (C;1911K2 5 ~ 7 ~ 3 3  7D M T ; I  mln;r0n# Npn)," and Josiah "read in [heir 

ears all the words of the book of the covenant" (790 9 1 3 T h l ~  E R V K 2  K11;-1 

nwn) (2 Kgs 23:2). The idiom Yo read in the ears" occurs with reference to the Torah 

onIy in these two instances in the ~ t r ~ . "  

Dtr's purpose for drawing these parallels may be adduced &om the context in 

which they appear. In Dtr's mind Josiah was an ideal king because his reformation 

activities were parallel to those of Moses. Dtr made this point explicit in his verdict of 

Josiah: there was no king before or after Josiah "who turned" to the  LOR^ in full accord 

with the instruction of Moses (2 Kgs 23:25). Dtr's high view of Josiah is aiso evident 

f?om the place given to the %oak" of Moses in the Josiah narrative. For Dtr it was 

imperative for kings to have a copy of Moses' teachings, which he was to read all his life 

in order that he might be faithful @eut 17: 18-20)," and out of a total of fourteen 

Friedman, Exile, 8. 
36 Friedman, W e ,  8. 
" Friedman, Exile, 8. 
'' That Deut 17: 18- 19 is a Deuteronomistic interpolation is evident kom the following. 
First, v. 17 is naturally followed by v. 20. Second, w. 16-17 and 20 are positive while 
w. 18 and 19 are negative. Finally, the phrase nKm Z l m ?  ("'this torah") not only 



references to the "book" (790) of Moses in the Former Prophets it is referred to ten 

times in relation to losiah's Significantly, some of the parallels that Dtr drew 

between Iosiah and Moses also pertain to the reform; and one may conclude that the 

parallels were drawn by Dtr because he wished to pattern Iosiah the reformer after 

Moses the reformer?' 

Another set of parallels within the DtrH concerns the Levite's dismemberment of 

his concubine's corpse and the caU to arms in Judges 19-21, which anticipates Saul's 

dismemberment of the oxen and the calI  to arms in 1 Samuel 11. (1) After his concubine 

had been murdered, the Levite "cut (her) up" ( h 3 )  into twelve parts (1929; 20:6) and 

sent them "throughout the temtory of Israel" ~ ~ K Y ~ L T  5'123 523; 1929 [cf 20:6]). 

Similarly, when Saul heard of the threat of Nahash the Ammonite he "cut up" (h!) his 

yoke of oxen into twelve parts and sent them "throughout the temtory oFIsrael" (%W 

h - 5 2 7 ;  1 Sam 113). (2) As the Levite thereupon said Wow you are all Israelites; 

produce a plan of action here and now!" (Judg 20~7) and the people gathered "'as one 

presupposes the existence of some form of Deuteronomy, but it occurs elsewhere in 
Deuteronomy only in passages which are regarded by most as secondary (1 :5; 4:8; Z T 3 ,  
8,26; 28:58,6 1; 29~28; 3 1 :9, 1 1-12,24; 32:46). Cf. George E. Mendenhall, "Ancient 
Oriental and Biblical Law," BAR 3 (1970) 3-24; A.DH. Mayes, Deuteronomy (NCBC; 
London: Marshall, Morgan & Scott, 1979), :! 73. 
" 2 Kgs 228, 10-1 1, 13 [2x], 16; 23:2-3,21 md 24. The term occurs four times 
elsewhere in the Former Prophets (Josh 1 :8; 8:3 1,34; aod 2 Kgs 14:6) and nine times in 
Deuteronomy (17: 18; 28:58,61; 29: 19-20[20-211; 29:26[27]; 30: 10; 3 l:X, 26). 
M This interpretation is consistent with the conclusion that Josiah is the model king of 
the DtrH (Richard D. Nelson, The Double Redaction of the Deuteronomistic History 
[ISOTSS 18; Sheffield: ISOT, 198 11 125; idem., "losiah in the Book of Joshua," JBL 
100 [I98 11 53 1-40; Marvin A. Sweeney, "The Critique of Solomon in the Josianic 
Edition of the Deuteronomistic History," JBL 1 I4  (1995) 607-22, esp. 6 12,6 19-22. 



man" (TnK wW; Iudg 20:8 [cf. v. I]), so Sad declared, "Thus shall be done to the 

cattle of anyone who does not follow Saul and Samuel into battle" and the people 

gathered "'as one man" (7nK WqK=; I Sam 1 1:7). (3) In both accounts the people were 

mustered and theu number is given (Judg 2 0 2 ,  8-13; 1 Sam 11:8). (4) As the 

Benjarninites would not surrender the perpetraton of the rape to the Israelites so the 

Benjaminite Saul would not agree to have those who did not support him put to death: 

Judg 20:13 I Sam 11:12-13 
'Give us  the men (PW~K;I-~K 'lln), "Give us the men @'WIK;I i3n) 
the scoundreIs who are in Gibeah 
and we will put them to death (m'~17) and we will put them to death (cnqai~)." 
and stamp out the evil f?om Israel." 
But the Benjaminites would not yield to But Saul said, 'Wo man shall be put to 
the demand of their fellow Israelites death this day." 

(5) Finally, in both narratives Gibeah of Benjamin or Saul had a similar relationship to 

the people of Jabesh-gilead. According to Judges 21 the only people who failed to show 

up at Miqah to fight the Benjarninites (cf. 20:3) were the Jabesh-gileadites- 

presumably because they were sympathetic with the Benjaminite cause (21 :8). As a 

consequence they were killed (2 1 :9- 14). Similarly, in 1 Samuel 1 1 Saul sided with the 

cause of the Jabesh-gileadites; but unlike the account in Judges in this instance the 

Jabesh-gileadites were saved. Again, it was the Jabesh-gileadites who stole the body of 

Saul and his sons &om the Philistines (1 Sam 31:ll-13; cf. 2 Sam 24-5; 2 1:12)." 

" The only other instance that Jabesh-gilead is mentioned is 1 Chron 10: 1 1, where it 
also concerns the rescue of Saul's corpse. 
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Dtr's purpose for drawing these parallels was to anticipate the reign of Saul 

negatively." In support of this interpretation, the first point to be made is that there 

exists in Judges 19 a concentration of place names that are associated with David and 

Saul. The lavish hospitality that the Levite received from his father-in-law in 1 9: 1-9- 

who was kom Bethlehem of Judah-is contrasted with the wicked reception that he 

received from the townsmen, the Gibeathites of Benjamin. The Levite's father-in-law, 

who lived in "Bethlehem of Judah" (19:2), gave the Levite a warm reception (19:3); 

pressed the Levite to stay for an initial three days (19:4); and daily insisted that the 

Levite stay yet longer (195-9). This stands in contrast to the reception of the Levite and 

his concubine in Gibeah of Benjamin, the home of Sad. To be sure, none of the 

Gibeathites offered hospitality to the Levite (19: 18)-a point that Dtr underlined by 

parenthetically stating that the old man who took the Levite in was not a Benjarninite but 

an Ephrairnite: 'This man hailed fkom the hill country of Ephrairn and resided at Gibeah, 

where the townspeopIe were Benjarninites" (19: 16). But the inhospitality of the 

Gibeathites is loudest in 19: 15-30 where they ordered the old man to send the Levite out 

so that they could have sex with him, but then contented themselves with raping and 

murdering the Levite' s concubine. This interplay between Davidic and Saulide centres 

is also evident from 19: 10-14 which outlines the Levite's travels Erom Bethlehem to 

Gibeah. After having finally Left his father-in-law the Levite journeyed as far as the non- 

Israelite town of Jebus, 'that is, Jerusalem," where the Levite's servant suggested that 

" M. Giidemann was among the first to note that Judges 19 is a polernic against Saul 
('Tendenz und Abfassungszeit der Letzten Capitel des Buches der Richter," MGWJ I8 
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they spend the night (1 9: 10- I I)." The Levite, however, opted to travel as far as the 

Israelite town of Gibeah-a decision that was made on the basis of the nationalities of 

the respective populations (1 9: 12- 14). The irony that Dtr here established is that the 

Levite and his concubine would have certainly received better treatment &om the non- 

Israelite Jebusites than the Israelite Gibeathites." 

To this point I have noted that both Judges and Kings unfold along paradigms, 

and that both the reform of Josiah and the actions of Saul in 1 Samuel L 1 are based on 

earlier accounts in the DtrH. Sigdicantiy, aN such paralIeLs occrrr within the DlrK 

Throughout the body of this thesis I will contend that, Like the given examples, the 

parallels that De drew between Tetrateuchal accounts and the corresponding accounts in 

the Former Prophets are also typical of his paradigmatic hi~toriography."~ But we can be 

even more precise. Although all parallel narratives may be attributed to Dtfs 

paradigmatic histo riograp hy-whether they are within the Former Prop he& or between 

the Tetrateuch and the Fomer Prophets-those narratives which Dtr based on 

Tetrateuchd accounts are more particularly the product ofhis high esteem for the 

Tetrateuch. I will argue both in the chapter on Dtr's use of Tetrateuchd narratives in 

[I8691 357-68; see also George Foot Moore, Judges [KC; New York: Charles 
Scribner's Sons, 19061 408). 
" Though the cIarifying What is, Jerusalem" of l9:LO may simply be an attempt to 
identify Iebus for iater readers, it may also represent a further attempt to honor the home 
of David at the expense of Saul's Gibeah. 
" Susan Niditch, "The 'Sodomite' Theme in Judges 19-20: Family, Community, and 
Social Disintegration," CBQ 44 (1982) 367. 
" See also Fishbane, who defined a 'typologies of a historical nature" as being those in 
which "one historical event serves as the prototype for the descriptive shaping of 
another" (Interpretation, 3 58)- See also Tromp f s discussion o f"historica1 recurrence" 
in the DtrH (b'Hstorical Recurrence," 2 13-29). 



Deuteronomy 1-3 as well as in the conclusion that in Dtr's time the Tetrateuch-and 

not simply various Tetrateuchal accounts-was nearing its h a 1  form and as such it 

provided a repository of paradigms for Dtr? 

3. OVERVIEW OF THE THESIS 

An accurate understanding of the relationship between the parallel narratives in the 

Tetrateuch and the Former Prophets can only be ascertained by first considering the 

relationship between the synoptic narratives shared by the Tetrateuch and Deuteronomy. 

If Dtr patterned the given accounts in the Former Prophets after Tetrateuchal accounts 

then one would expect that his use of Tetrateuchal narratives in Deuteronomy would 

exhibit the same or similar features. Conversely, if Dtr was not responsible for the given 

parallels, or if the given Tetrateuchal narratives were based on the corresponding 

narratives in the Former Prophets, then one would expect that the relationship between 

the synoptic Tetrateuchal and Deuteronomic narratives would be different than that 

between the parallel narratives in the Tetrateuch and the Former Prophets. Accordingly, 

" Dtr may we11 have inherited this use of the Tetrateuch £?om the Deuteronomic 
lawcode. For example, the story of Sodom served as a motivation for obedience to the 
covenant @eut 29:22). Particularly significant is the emphasis that deliverance &om 
Egypt receives as a motivation for obedience (5:15; 13:6, 11; 1514-15; 16:3, 12; 17:16; 
23 :8; 24: 17- 18; 24:22; c f the so-called little credos of 6:20-25 and 26:s- 10). The 
wilderness experience of Israel also provided motivation for obedience: Israel was not to 
try the LORD as they had done at Massah (6:16); the LORD had subjected Israel to hunger 
in the wilderness and then provided them with manna "in order to teach [them] that man 
does not Live on bread alone, but on anything that the LORD decrees" (8:3-4); Ammonites 
and Moabites were not to be admitted into the congregation because of their treatment of 
Israel in the wilderness (23:4-5); similarly, Israel was to destroy the Amalekites because 
of  what they had done to Israel after they had left Egypt (25: 17-19); again, the readers 
were to remember what the LORD had done to Miriam in the case of skin diseases (21:8- 
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in chapter one I will analyze Deuteronomy 1-3 and I will conclude that De here relied 

on the synoptic Tetrateuchal accounts. In chaptcrs two through four I will outline and 

analyze the parallel narratives that Joshua and Judges, 1 and 2 Samuel, and L and 2 

Kings share wirh the Tetrateuch. (Because Dtr's purposes for drawing the parallels 

coincides with the concerns of each section of the Former Prophets I will follow the 

canonical order of books.) The format of these chapters is roughly the same. After 

outlining an individual parallel 1 will argue that the account in the Former Prophets was 

based on the corresponding account in the Teaateuch. I will then discuss the purpose or 

cause of the parallel. At the end of each chapter I will argue that Dtr was responsible for 

the parallels because there exists a marked similarity between Dtr's use of Tetrateuchal 

narratives in Deuteronomy 1-3 and the use of such narratives in the Former Prophets. 

and because there also exists a marked similarity in the use of Tetrateuchal narratives 

between the given narratives in the Former Prophets themselves. In the conclusion I will 

discuss the implications that my thesis has for redaction criticism of the DtrH. for 

Tetrateuchal studies, and for historiographic studies. 

9). Cf. Rifat Sonsino, Motive Clauses in Hebrew Law. Biblical F o m  and Near Eastern 
Parallels (SBLDS 45; Chico, CA: Scholars Press, 1980). 



The principal purpose of this chapter is to define Dtr's use of Tetrateuchal accounts and 

thereby provide an Archimedean point by which the parallel narratives shared by the 

Tenateuch and'the Former Prophets can be better understood. I will first analyze those 

sections in Deuteronomy 1-3 that closely correspond to narratives in the Temteuch. 

Following this I will analyze those sections of Deuteronomy 1-3 that are at a hrther 

remove £?om the corresponding accounts in the Tetrateuch. 

1. A i i f i Y S r S  OF THE CLOSELY CORRESPONDI~YG ACCOUNTS 

Narratives in Deuteronomy 1-3 that closely correspond to their counterparts in the 

Tetrateuc h inc Iude the following: 

The spies and their failure Numbers 13-14 = Deut 1 :6-8, 19-46 

The appointment of officials Exod 18: 13-27; = Deut 1:9-18 
 NU^ 1l:lO-30 

Transjordan ventures Num 2121-35 = Deut 224-3:3 

The commissioning of Joshua Num 27: 12-23 = Deut321-28 
and the death of Moses 

1.1 Numbers 13-14 and Deut 1:6-8,1946 

Deuteronomy 1 :6-8, 1946, which concerns the mission of the spies and the 

subsequent murmuring, includes seventeen verbal parallels with the corresponding 

accounts in Numbers, many of which are verbatim and extensive. 



N u  1425 

Deut 1 :7 

Deut 1 :2 2 

Num 1317 

Deut 121 

Num 1323 

Deut 1:21 

Num 1320 

Deut 125 

Deut 1 2 5  

Dtr 3 Use of Tetrateuctml Narratives in Deureronomy 

turn and set our 

turn and set out 

Let us by all means go up and take possession of it. 

Go up, take possession. 

? m - n ~  cn4n  
And go up into the hill county. 

7177 152-1 
And they went up into the hill country. 

And they came to the Valley of EshcoI. 
5xix  57;-73 7x2-1 

And they came to the Valley of Eshcol. 

p m  qion cnpn5.r 
And take some of the h i t  of the land. 

And they took in their hands some of the h i t  of the land. 

And they brought back word to them. 

And they brought back word to us. 

Num 1328 cw nixi pm7 q - r h x i  -ncn nh: m;~=. c 3 ; n  
And the cities are fortified and very large; moreover, we saw the sons of the 
Anakim there. 

Deut 128 

Num 14:9 

Deut 1 :29 

c~ n w  eqpm mrx cmw. m7sx nh; e v  
fortified cities to the heavens; moreover, we saw the sons of the Andurn 

there 

-pn;r c?t-m IKT-n-5~ enw 
And do not fear the people of the land. 

c m p m n - N  h 
And do not fear them. 
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Num 1423-24 

Deut 1 :35-36 

N u n  I4:3 1 

Deut 1:39 

Deut 1 :SO 

Num 14:40 

Deut I :4I 

Num 14:42 

Deut 1:42 

(None of the men) shall see the land that I promised on oath to their 
fathers; none of those who spurn me shall see it But my servant CaIeb, 
because he was imbued with a different spirit and remained loyal to 
me-him will I bring into the land that he entered, and his offspring shall 
hold it as a possession. 

32lil3 71K7 nK 377 UTT 'ill7 ; 1 4 ~ ~  c'WJK~ O W  ;IN;'-CX 
 KT K I ; ~  m a 7 2  2% v5v e - v x 5  nn5 qnsxi~ WN 

;177 '1RK ~5i3 'IWK 19' JP'S~$JI 72-771 1 r L i ~  71K7TIK jrN-157 
Not one of these men, this evil generation, shall see the good land that 1 
swore to give to your fathers-none except Caleb son of Sephunneh; he 
shall see it, and to him and his descendants will [ give the land on which he 
set foot, because he remained loyal to the LORD. 

Turn tomorrow 

Tun about 

7 . 7  725 cmcw Y E K  C=ECI 
And your little ones whom you said would become a prey 

7'7' ~ 2 3  El7'7EK 7WK Z Z W l  

And your little ones whom you said would become a prey 

y l O T 1  777 111'1;3;1 ~ 3 5  lL7Gl 133 T i D  
and set out to the wilderness by the way of the Sea of Reeds. 

7 1 0 ~  717 77337 m~ c=5 urn cnw 
and set out to the wilderness by the way of the Sea of Reeds. 

+. 1;Nm -2 . . . ,a1 

We will go up . . . for we have sinned. 
+in r;mn . . . ~IXCT: 

We have sinned. . . we will go up. 

Do not go up for the LORD is not in your midst-lest you be struck down by 
your enemies. 

CTTPC 9195 r am s5.1 c x ~ p 3  r r H  . . .15m t45 
Do not go up . . . for I am not in your midst-lest you be struck down by 
your enemies. 



Deut 1:43 

Num 1494 

Deut 1:43 

Deut I:M 

Nurn 20: 1 

Deut 1:46 

777- q5-n~ ~ 7 2 5  zns zi  ~ $ 7  
Why are you transgressing zgainst the command of the LORD? 

;?mq 7xni  
And you rebelled against the command of the LORD. 

777 mm-5~ n1595 1523-1 
And they were defiant to go up to the crest of the hill country. 

mnn 159m n;m 
And you acted presumptuously and you went up to the hi11 country. 

And the Arnaiekites and the Canaanites who dwelt in that hill country came 
down and struck them and beat them down as far as Hormah. 

h d  the Amorites who dwelt in that hill counrry came out to meet you and 
they pursued you. . . and they beat you down in Seir as Far as Honnah. 

And the people remained at Kadesh. 

And you remained at Kadesh. 

In defense of the proposed direction of dependence, in the following paragraphs I will 

argue that because the account in Deuteronomy shares verbal parallels with each 

redactional layer of the synoptic account in Numbers, the account in Deuteronomy is 

dependent on that of Numbers. I will also support the proposed direction of dependence 

by outlining how the account in Deuteronomy assumes howledge of the corresponding 

account in Numbers, the oath to the fathers in Genesis, and the Exodus story.' 

1 Martin Rose has argued that Deuteronomy 1-3 was the Vorloge of  the corresponding 
Tetrateuchal accounts. He concluded that one can determine the direction of dependence 
between such accounts by analyzing the verbal and thematic links that they share 
(Benihungspunhen). For instance, he argued that in Deut 1 : 19-46 the spies initially 
have a dominant role, only to be overshadowed by the military role of the LORD. This 
movement is m e r e d  in Numbers 13-14 where the spies lose their military role 



The account in Deuteronomy includes verbal parallels with each redactional layer 

of its counterpart in Numbers. Most source critics have argued for the presence of J(E) 

and P in Numbers 13-14. Noth's analysis is typical. He attributed 13: 1 7b-20. 22-24, 

27-31; 14:4, 1 1-25, and 39-45 to J, and 13: 1-17% 21,25-26, 32-33; 14: 1-I,j-lO, and 26- 

3 8 to P.' FolIowing this analysis there are thirteen verbal parallels between the non-P 

layer of Numbers 13-14 and Deut 1 : 19-46 and three verbal parallels between the P 

layer of Numbers 13-14 and Deut I : 19-46.' It follows that because the account in 

Deuteronomy includes verbal parallels with more than one redactional layer of the 

account in Numbers one can reasonably conclude that Deuteronomy is here dependent 

on Numbers.' 

altogether. According to Rose, the account in Numbers was therefore based on that of 
Deuteronomy (Martin Rose, Deutmonomirt und Jahwist. Wntmchwrgen zu den 
Berrihungspunhen beider Literatuauerke [ATANT 67; Ziirich: Theologischer, 198 11 
271-74). Limiting oneself to this methodology, as Rose has done, has Limited value. 
The analysis of points of contact only has value for determining the direction of 
dependence when such points are studied in light of the greater contexts in which they 
appear-something that Rose consistently failed to do (see also the criticism of Suzanne 
Boorer, Be Promise ofrhe Land as Oath. A Key to the Formation of the Pentateuch 
@ZAW 205; Walter de Gmyter: Berlin and New York, 19921 397). 

Martin Noth, Numbers (OTL; Philadelphia: Westminster, 1 968) 10 1- 103; cf. the 
discussion in Philip I. Budd, Numbers (Word Biblical Commentary 5; Waco, TX: Word 
Books, 1984) 141-44, 150-55. 

Note also that Deut 1 :46 also shares a parallel with Nurn 20: 1, which has traditionally 
been assigned to P. I say %on-P layer" because there is some discussion over the 
identification of this layer as consisting oEI(E) and D, especially in Num 1 I: 1 1-25 (see 
the discussion in Budd, Numbers, 152-53). 
' Boorer similarly argued that because Deut 1 :35-36,3 9*-40 shares pardlels with the 
redactionally composite Num 14:22-25*, the account in Deuteronomy must be 
dependent on that of Numbers (Boorw7 Promise, 393). The conclusion that Deut 1: 19- 
46 is based on the redactionally composite Numbers 13-14 holds even with John Van 
Seters' conclusions regarding the Iayen of Numbers 13-1 4. Van Seten attributed Num 
149 (= Deut 1:29) and Num 14:3 1 (= Deut 1:39) to P ( B e  Life ofMosex The Yahwist 
us Historian in Exodus-Numbers [Louisville: Westminster/John b o x ,  19941 366). This 
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That Dtr assumed knowledge of the account in Numbers is evident, first, from a 

comparison of the report of the spies in Numbers and Deuteronomy. In Deut 12.5 the 

spies exclaimed "it is a good land that the LORD our God is giving to us." In 126-27 Dtr 

then outlined Israel's reha1 to enter the land, but in 1:28 the people stated "[The spies] 

have taken the heart out of us, saying, 'We saw there a people stronger and taller than 

we, large cities with walIs sky-high, and even Anakites."' Left to itself, therefore, the 

positive report of 125 contradicts the negative report of lr28. However, if Dtr assumed 

knowledge of the corresponding account in Numbers then the tension is resolved, for 

unlike 1 :25 and 28, in Num 1327-28 the spies' positive verdict that the land ''does 

indeed flow with milk and honey" is immediately modified by their description of the 

strength of the land's inhabitants and their cities. In this regard Mayes rightly stated that 

"[tlhis verse cannot be understood fkom the context of Dt 1. Only against a background 

.- 

conclusion also undermines the view of J.G. Pliiger that the theory of a shared oral 
tradition bemeen these accounts explains their relationship just a s  well as the theory of 
literary dependence (Literarkn'tzkche. fonngeschichtliche und stilkn'tische 
Unrersuchungen mnt Deuteronomium [Bonn: Peter Hanstein, 1 9671 49). 
Van Seten' contention that Deut 1 :30b-33,36-39a (to 3-79 come £tom a post- 

Deuteronomistic hand must also be considered, for if these verses are redactional then 
the present argument would be undermined as they share verbal parallels with the 
account in Numbers. With regard to 1 :29-30% Van Seters argued that because these 
verses concern the motif of the LORD'S fighting for Israel, whereas 1 :3 1 refers to the 
LORD'S care of the Israelites in the wilderness, they must be  secondary (Moses, 3 7 1-72). 
Against this view is the fact that 1:30b, like 1:30a, is concerned with the motif of the 
LORD'S fighting for Israel (cf. 4:34; 6:22; 1117; 29:1; 34: 12; Josh 24: 17). The transition 
therefore exists in the putative redaction itself. Moreover, the fact that both 1 :3Oa and 
1 :3 3 include verbal parallels with Exod 1 3 :2 1 (''who goes before you") suggests that 
these verses come from the same hand. As for 1:36-39a (to 779, Van Seten argued 
that 1:36 is secondary because Caleb is abruptly introduced However, this is just as 
easily explained by the contention that Dtr here assumed howledge of the account in 
Numbers. Moreover, the fact that 1:35 (which Van Seters attributes to Dtr) as well as 



knowledge of what the source in Nurn. 13f. con& concerning the report of the spies is 

it possible to reconcile what is said here with v. 25."' 

The second instance in which Dtr assumed knowledge of the account in Numbers 

pertains to Joshua and Caleb. In the Numbers account both Caleb and Joshua are first 

introduced with the other spies (13:6, 8). Following this list we read that "Moses 

changed the name of Hoshea son of Nun to JoshuaT' (13:16). After the spies expressed 

their fear of the inhabitants ofCanaan Caleb encouraged the people to take the land 

(1 3 :3O). The people were nevertheless swayed by the other spies and they longed for 

Egypt (14: 1-4). Joshua and Caleb thereupon rent their clothes and e-xhorted the people to 

follow the LORD, but the people threatened to stone them (14640). It is only after this 

point that the account in Deuteronomy shares parallels with that of Numbers. Like Nurn 

14122-24 and 30, Deut 1:35-36 and 38 refers to the LORD'S decision to keep the Exodus 

generation-& the exception of Caleb and Joshua-hm seeing the lands6 

S i@cantly, unlike the account in Numbers nothing is said of Caleb or Joshua prior to 

this in Deuteronomy. It follows that if Dtr did not here assume knowledge of the story in 

Numbers, the references to Caleb and Joshua in 1 :3 5-36,3 8 would be strikingly laconic. 

Moreover, even the introductions to Caleb and Joshua would be obscure. The only 

reason given for the LORD'S promise to let Caleb see the land was that "he remained 

loyal to the LORD" (1:36), but without Numbers we would not know of what such loyalty 

consisted. The case is yet more extreme for Joshua Dtr simply introduced Joshua by 

1 :3 6 are verbally parallel to Num 14:23-24 also suggests that these verses come from the 
same hand 
5 Mayes, Deuteronomy, 129-30. 



having the LORD state, "Joshua son of Nun, who attends you, he shall enter [the land]" 

(1 :38). Given that Dtr emphasized the point that not an individual of the Exodus 

generation was to see the land ( L :3 5; 2: 1 4 1  6), it would be most odd for him to say 

n o h n g  about why Joshua was an exception. The best explanation for such data is that 

Dtr assumed knowledge of the account in Numbers. 

This brings the discussion to the two instances in which Dtr assumed howledge 

of other Tetrateuchal accounts. The fust such instance comes in Deut 1 :30,32-33 in 

which shares parallels with the Exodus story. Exodus l3:2 1, which refers to the 

guidance of the LORD just prior to the crossing of the Sea, reads "And the LORD was 

going before them" (C ;1'305 7% ;iTZq1). Parallel to this is Deut 1 :30: "the LORD your 

God who goes before you" (~2'325 ?%;r c Z ~ ~ K  717) .  Similarly, Exod U : Z  1 and 

1 :32-33 are parallel: 

Exod 13:ZL 

And the LORD was going before them 
in a pillar of cloud by day 
to guide them dong the way, 
and in a pillar of fire by night, 
to give them Light 
to go day and night. 

Deut 1:32-33 

(32) Yet for all that you have no faith in 
the LOEU your God (33) who goes before you 
on the way to scout the place 
you are to camp, 
in fie by night 
to give you light on the way that you are going 
and in cloud by day 

Note the extensive verbal parallels between Num 14:23-24 and Deut 1 :35-36. 
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Significantly, these parallels occur in a context in which Dtr explicitly refet~ed to the 

Exodus story: in Deut 127 Moses quoted the people who had said, "It is because the 

LORD hates us that he brought us out of the land of Egypt"; similarly, in 129-30 Moses 

exhorted the people to have no fear of the Amorites because the LORD would fight For 

them "just as" (%N 522) he had done for them while they were "in E,vt." Because 

these parallels are accompanied by explicit refesences to the Exodus story the best 

expianation is that Dtr was responsible for drawing them.' 

This conclusion is supported by the fact that although the Exodus story is 

arguably the most central event in salvation history for Dtr, knowledge of the story itself 

is only assumed. To begin with, there are more than seventy references to the Exodus 

kom E,wt in the DM.' More specifically, the motivation given for obeying many of 

the Deuteronomic exhortations and laws was based on the LORD'S grace in deliverins his 

people from Egypt-' Similarly, the LORD'S power at the Exodus is recalled for 

confidence in future warfare.10 Even the nations feared the power of the LORD as it was 

exemplified in the Again, the central component of the so-called little credos 

7 On page 62 I will also argue that Deut 1:37 assumes knowledge of Moses' 
transgression at the waters of Meribath-kadesh (Num 20:22-29). 
' Deut 1 :27, 30; 4:20, 34,37, 45-46; 56, 15; 6: 12, l  l[xl]-22; 723, 18; 8: 11; 9:7, 12,26; 
11:4, 10; 135, 10; 16:1,3[x2], 6; 17:16; 20: 1; 23:4; 24:9, 18; 2917; 26:8; 28:68; 29: 16, 
25; Josh 2: 10; 5:4[x2]-6; 9:9; 245-7, 17; Jdg 2: 1, 12; 623-9, 13; 10: 1 I ;  1 1 : 13, 16; l9:3O; 
1 Sam 6:6; 8:s; 10:18; 12:6,8; 15:2,6; 2 Sam 7:6; 1 Kgs 6:l; 8:9, 16,21, 51, 53; 9:9; 
12:28; 2 Kgs 17:7,36; 21:iS. 

See page 22 footnote 46. 
lo Deut 1:30; 20:l; cf Judg6:13. 

Josh 2:10; 1 Sam 4:8; ct Deut 29:25; 1 Kgs 9:9. 
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is that of the Exodus fiom Egypt-" Finally, the most common time referent in the DtrH 

is that ofthe Exodus. There are many texts, for example, in which Dtr implicitly taught 

that the birth of Israel as a nation came only with the Exodus: "From the day that I 

brought Israel out of Egypt to this day. . ." (2 Sam 7:6; cf. Judg 1930; 1 Sam 83 ;  1 Kgs 

5: 16; 2 Kgs 2 1 : 15; etc.). This accords with the fact that the DtrH commences with the 

Exodus. The "fometh year" of Deut 1 :3 in which Moses addressed all Israel in ~Moab is 

an allusion to the Exodus, which is confirmed by Deut 445-46: "these are the decrees, 

laws, and rules that Moses addressed to the people of Egypt after they had left Egypt, 

beyond the Jordan" (cf Josh 56). This point is also clear £?om Solomon's 

commencement of the construction of the temple in ''the four hundred and eightieth year 

after the Israelites left the land of Egypt" (1 Kgs 6: 1). 

The second instance in which Dtr assumed knowledge of a Tetrateuchal account 

comes with the LORD'S declaration in Deut I:35: "Not one of these men, this evil 

generation, shall see the good land that I swore to give to your fathers." That "fathers" 

in this instance is Dtr's title for Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob is evident &om 1:s: "Go, 

enter the land that the LORD swore to your fathers, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, to assign 

to them and to their offspring after them." Such statements as these show that Dtr 

assumed knowledge of that tradition in Genesis regarding the oath that the LORD had 

made to the Patriarchs (Gen 127; 13:15, 17; 15:18; 265-4; 28:13). Against this 

interpretation are the contentions of Van Seters and Thomas Romer that the names o f the 

Deut 6:20-25; 28:HO; Josh 24:2-15. See Gerhard von Rad, "The Form-Critical 
Problem of the Hexateuch," The Problem of the Harateuch and Other Essays. SCM: 
London, 1966. 1-78. 
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Patriarchs in Deuteronomy represent a post-Deuteronomistic redaction and that "fathers" 

in Deuteronomy refers only to post-Patriarchal generations-" Significantly, however, 

this view does not do justice to the verbal parallel between Num 14:21-24 and 1 :35-36: 

Num 14:22-24 

(22) All the men . . . (23) will not see the 
[and which Iswore to their fathers, none 
who spurn me shall see it. (24) But my 
servant Caleb, because he had a different 
spirit and foliowed afrer me, will I bring to 
the land which he entered and his offspring 
will possess it. 

(35) Not one of these men, this evil 
generation, shaN see the good Land which I 
swore to give to your fathers (36) except 
Caleb son of Jephunneh-he will see ir 
And to him I will give the land on which he 
has set foot and to his sons because he 
followed after the LORD. 

he Patriarchal promises regarding land in No one disputes that Num 14:22-23 refers to t 

Genesis. Moreover, I have already shown that Dtr based Deut 1 : 19-46 on Numbers 13- 

14. It is therefore best to conclude that because Deut 1:35-36 was based on Num 14:22- 

24, Deut 155-36 must also refer to the Patriarchal promises in Genesis. 

l 3  John Van Seten, "Confessional Reformulation in the Exilic Period," VT 22 ( 1972) 
448-59; idem., Prologue to History. The Yahwirr as Kisrorian in Genesis (Louisville: 
Westminster/lo hn Knox, 1 992) 227-45; Tho mas Romer, Israeis Vater: Untersuchwzgen 
-?cr Vaterthernatik im Deuteronorniwn und in der deuteronomistischen Tradition (OBO 
99; Gattingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprechf 1990). See the extensive criticism of Romer's 
argument by Norbert L o w  Die Viier Israels im Deuteronomium: mit eider 
SteZZungnahme von I'Eomrrs R&ner (OBO 11 1; Giittingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 
1990). 
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1 3  Exod 18:13-27; Num 11:lO-30; and Dent 1:9-18 

Embedded within the account concerning the spies is Moses' appointment of 

o fficiais to judge the nation in Deut 1 :9- 1 8, which is parallel in many respects both to 

Exod 18: 13-27, where Moses followed lethro's advice to appoint chiefs over the nation. 

and Num 1 1 : 16- 17,2425, where, at the instance of the LORD, Moses appointed seventy 

of Israel's elders to accompany him in the Tent.'" In just ten verses the account in 

Deuteronomy shares five verbal parallels with the corresponding accounts in Exodus 18 

and Numbers 1 1 : 

Exod L8:18 

Deut 1 :9 

Num 1f:14 

Deut 1:9 

7125 inim kin-& 
you are not able to do it alone 
e3nx m i p  ~ 2 5  his -x5  
I am not able to bear you alone 

m;r cm-5:-nrr mi.5 -725 TJK 5=7~-& 
I am not abte to bear all this people alone. 

c=nK n w  7 2 5  h s - x 5  
I am not able to bear you alone. 

 NU^ ~1:17 7725 ; m ~  sanx51 O Y ; ~  ~ w i x  7 n ~  i~iilii 
And they will bear the burden of the people with you so that you do not bear it alone. 

Deut 1:12 mr71 c x w m  e3mo ~ 2 5  ~ i a z c  ; r x  

I4 Some have argued that Deut 1 :%I 8 is an interpolation as it interrupts the divine 
command to leave Horeb in 1:6-8 and the departure from Horeb in 1: 19 (e-g., N. 
Lohfink, 'Darstellungskunst und Theologie in Dtn. 1,6-3,29," Bib 41 [I9601 107 n. 1; 
J.G. Ploger, Literarkritirische, formgeschichtIiche und stilkritische Uniersuchungen ~ i m  
Deuteronomium [Bonn: Peter Hanstein. 19661 3 1 ; Weinfeld, Deuteronornic School, 45). 
However, the formufa K T 7  n93 "at that time," which introduces 1 :9- 1 8, occurs nine 
other times in the prologue, and, like its occurrence in 1 :9, in each of these instances it 
introduces a parenthesis (1: 16, 18; 234; 3:4, 8, 12, 18, 2 1, 23; cf. the parenthetical 
passages which pertain to the histories of Moab and Ammon in 2: 10-12,20-23). It is 
therefore better to regard 1:9-18 as having come f?om Dm (cf S.E. Loewenstamm, 'The 
Formula K.33 M 2  in the Introductory Speeches in Deuteronomy" in From Babylon lo 
Canaan. Studies in the Bible and its Oriental Background [Jerusalem: Magnes, 19921 
42-50). 
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How can I bear alone your trouble and your burden and your bickering? 

E X O ~  1 8:21, 25 niwu TWI oqwn;r vw ntsa -i@ c - m h  -7e 
chiefs of thousands, chiefs of hundreds, chiefs of fifties, and chiefs of tens 

Deut 1:15 T W 7  C ' W E ~  ~ b 1  n l K D  %I1 E-9% TQ 
chiefs of thousands, and chiefs of hundreds, and chiefs of Efties, and chiefs of tens 

Exod 15:26 (cf. v. 22) ;;o~?-+K ~ 1 ~ ~ 2 '  ; i ~ ? ;  YZT-ZK 

The difficult matter they would bring to Moses. 
Deut 1:17 +K p 1 l ; n  C;D ;rap9 ;ax 72771 

The matter that is too difficult for you, you shall bring to me. 

In the following paragraphs I will argue that the account in Deuteronomy consists of a 

collation and reformulation of these two Tetrateuchal accounts. 

In contrast to the majority view that this account in Deuteronomy was patterned 

after the given accounts in Numbers and Exodus, Van Seters has argued that both the 

Exodus and Numbers accounts were patterned after the account in ~euteronorn~." Van 

Seten has contended that it is a "serious methodological contradiction" to argue that the 

Tetrateuchal and Deuteronomic narratives have markedly different histories: 

We are asked to believe that the Yahwist, faced with different oral traditions, 
had no choice but to produce a combination of these traditions whose 
awkwardness is clearly apparent to any reader. Yet the Dtr, when faced with 
the written traditions of J (or E), exercised complete fieedom to combine the 
accounts, eliminate most of the details that did not suit him, and produce a 
homogenous narrative with scarcely any trace of such editorial activity. That is 
too hard for me to s~al low!'~  

l 5  Van Seters, Moses, 208- 19. This section of Van Seters' work is a revision of his 
"Etiology in the Moses Tradition: The Case of Exodus 18," HAR 9 (1 985) 355-6 1. 
Examples of the majority view include those of S.R. Driver, Deuteronomy (KC; New 
York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1 9 16) 14- 19; John L. McKenzie, 'The Historical 
Pro logue o f Deuteronomy," Fourth World Congress of Jewish Studies Papers. I 
(Jerusalem: World Congress of Jewish Studies, 1967) 95- 10 1; Mayes, Deuteronomy, 
1 18-25; and Weseld  Deuteronomy 1-11, 137-40. 
l6 Moses, 214. 
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Van Seters concluded that it is more tenable to argue that the awkward accounts in the 

Tetrateuch were patterned after the polished account in Deuteronomy. Entirely on the 

basis of this presupposition Van Setes argued that various differences between the 

accounts in the Tenateuch and Deuteronomy can be  explained on the basis of the priority 

of Deuteronomy. There is, however, nothing at all "contradictory" about different 

authors or redactors treating their sources differently." Moreover, all that Van Seten has 

done is posited reasons why--on the supposition that J's work is later than that of Dtr- 

J's accounts differ &om those of Dtr. But it is not enough simply to argue how the 

differences might be explained; rather, one must show how the differences are consistent 

with either I or Dtr's particular concerns. 

The fact is that a number of the differences between the accounts are 

demonstrably Deuteronomistic. To begin with, one must account for the fact that Moses 

is portrayed more positively in Deuteronomy than the corresponding Tetrateuchal 

accounts. The positive depiction of Moses is £irst evident &om Deut 1 :9, which is 

verbally parallel to Num 1 1 : 14. Whereas Deut 1 :9 refers to Moses' inability to bear the 

people by himself, in Num 1 1: 11 Moses' statement is hught  with perturbation: he 

accused the LORD of dealing unfairly with him (v. 11); he complained that he had not 

found favor in the LOW'S sight (v. I 1); he was not responsible for the birth of the people 

(v. 12); and he was not able to provide enough food for them (v. 13; cf. w. 21-22). This 

stands in contrast to Deut 1:9 where the sratement of Moses is thoroughly positive: 

Moses was not able to judge the people by himself because the LORD had multiplied 

17 See also the criticism of Marc Zvi Brettler, nte Creation of Histmy in Ancient Israel 
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them. This interpretation finds further support in 1 : 12 where Moses ' question "how can 

I bear by myself your trouble and your burden?" parallels the Lorn's statement in Num 

1 I: 17: "and they shall bear the burden of the people with you so that you do not bear it 

yourself." Once again, the statement in Numbers comes as a resuIt of Moses' 

perturbation, but there is nothing negative in Moses' statement in Deuteronomy: whereas 

in Numbers Moses expressed consternation over "dl this people" (1 1 : l 1 - l3), the "six 

hundred thousand" whom he had to feed (1 1 :21-22)' in Deuteronomy Moses rejoiced 

that Israel had become as populous as the stars of the heavens and he expressed his 

desire for Israel to become a thousand times more numerous than they were (1 : l 0-1 I).'' 

This brings us to the second half of the pericope, which is also pro-Mosaic. In 

the Exodus account Moses takes second place to his father-in-law Jethro. According to 

Jethro, Moses was sitting alone while the people were waiting for their cases to be 

judged (1 8: 14); what Moses was doing was not good (1 8: 17); and we read that Jethro's 

command was equivalent to that of the LORD (1 823; cE v. I 9).19 None of these points 

exist in Deuteronomy's account, which presents Moses more positively. FinaI!y, the 

idea to appoint "chiefs of thousands, chiefs of hundieds, chiefs of fifties, and chiefs of 

tens" (Exod l8:2 1) was Jethro's idea, whereas Deut 1: 15-which is verbally parallel to 

-- 

(London and NewYork: Routlege, 1995) 183 n. 3 1. 
I S  McKenzie refers to this as a "theological correction" on the part of Dtr ("Prologue," 
96). 
'9 This positive presentation of Jethro is also notable in Exod 18~8-12 where Jethro 
rejoiced in the LORD, blessed the LORD, sacrificed to him, and where Aaron and dl the 
elders of Israel are with "Moses' father-in-law." 



Exod 18:2l+redits Moses with the ideaM Compared to the portrayal of Moses in the 

accounts in Numbers 1 1 and Exodus 1 8, then, the presentation of Moses in Deut 1 :9- 1 8 

is more positive. 

The p r i m a  facie explanation for the above differences is that Dn was responsible 

for them, for in order for the alternative explanation to be valid (i-e., that the author[s] of 

the Tetrateuchal accounts were concerned to present Moses less positively) one would 

have to explain why this positive portrayal of Moses was dropped-a most tenuous 

hypothesis given the high, even hagiographic view of Moses in exihc and post-exilic 

literature-" Moreover, the positive portrayal of Moses in Deut 1 :9- 18 is consistent with 

the positive place given both to Moses and his instruction in the DtrH. The culmination 

of Moses' teaching comes in the series of blessings for obedience and curses for 

disobedience in Deuteronomy 28: if the people obeyed the instruction of Moses they 

would enjoy life in the land (w. 1-14); but if they disobeyed they would be driven fiom 

the land (w. 15-68). Moses' teaching thus sets the stage for the remainder of the history 

which is concerned in part with explaining why Israel was exiled born the land. 

" Similarly, whereas in Numbers it was the LORD who told Moses to choose the men 
(1 1 : 15-16), in Deuteronomy Moses chose the men without having received the idea fiom 
the LORD (1 : 13). 
'' E.g., Claude Chavasse, 'The SufTering Servant and Moses," CQR 165 (1 964) 152-63; 
Martin O'Kane, "Isaiah: A Prophet in the Footsteps of Moses," JSOT 69 (1 996) 29-5 1 ; 
William L. Holladay, 'The Background of Jeremiah's Self-understanding: Moses, 
Samuel and Psalm 22," JBL 83 (1964) 15364; idem., "Jeremiah and Moses: Further 
Observations," JBL 85 (1966) 17-27; Christopher R. Seitz, 'The Prophet Moses and the 
Canonical Shape of Jeremiah," ZQ W 101 (1989) 3-27; R.E. Clements, "Jeremiah 1-25 
and the Deuteronomistic History," in A.G. Auld, ed., Understanding Poets and Prophets 
(JSOTSup 1 52; Sheffield: .SOT, 1993) 94- 1 13; H. McKeating, "Ezekiel the 'Prophet 
Like Moses'?," JSOT 61 (1994) 97-109; R-B. Crotty, "The Suffering Moses of Deutero- 



Similarly, Dtr's principal criterion for judging the kings of Israel and hdah was the 

degree to which they were faithfclf to Moses' command concerning centrdized 

worship." Significantly, the differences between the depiction of Moses in Exod 18: 1 3- 

27; Num 1 1: 10-30 and Deut 1:9-18 are consistent with the prominent place that Dm gave 

to Moses in his history. It follows that the best explanation for the given differences 

between the depictions of ~Moses in these passages is that Dtr adapted the Tetrateuchal 

accounts in accordance with this particular concern. 

Another example in which a difference between the texts is demonstrably 

Deuteronomistic pertaim to the emphasis on wisdom." Whereas Exod I8:2 1 reads "You 

shall also seek out from among alI the people capable men ( ~ - ' w I K )  who fear God 

(~~;lh ' K l q ) ,  trustworthy men (Ran %73N) who spurn ill-gotten ga&' Deut 1 : 13 reads, 

"Pick from each of you. tribes wise (Zqt33n), discerning (C1131), and knowledgeable 

(CqD7') men." Similarly, Deut 1: 15 reads, "So I took your tribal leaden, wise (cq2=n) 

and knowledgeable (C'DT') men." Weinfeld has rightly argued that, consistent with 

Dm's emphasis on wisdom, the account in Exodus was reformulated because "leaders 

and judges must possess intellectual qualities, wisdom, understanding, and knowledge, 

Zechariah," Colloquium 14 (1982) 43-50; Dale C. Allison, The Nav Moses 
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993) 1 1-95. 
" Cf. Gerhard von kid, "The Deuteronomistic Theology of History in the Books of 
Kings," Snuiies in Deuteronomy (London: SCM, 1953) 75-78. 
" Weinfeld in particular has discussed the emphasis on wisdom in Deuteronomy 
(Deu~eronomic School, 244-8 1 ;  idem., Deuteronomy 1-11). See also Tikva Frymer- 
Kensky, "The Sage in the Pentateuch: Soundings," in The Sage in Israel and the Ancienr 
Near E m  (eds. John Garnrnie and Leo G. Perdue; Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1990) 



Dtr i Use of Te~meuchal N'vatives in Deuteronomy 

traits that characterize the leader and judge in wisdom literature (Prov 8: 15-1 6)."" This 

interpretation h d s  further support h m  Solomon's request for wisdom. Similar to 

Moses before him, Solomon was overwhelmed by the population of the Israelites and so 

he asked for understanding to judge the people (1 Kgs 3:8-9). The LORD was pleased 

with Solomon's request and he gave him "a heart of wisdom and understanding" (25 

p~ c x )  ( 1  Kgs 3: 10-12)." This is also consistent with Deut 16: 18-20. the other 

passage in Deuteronomy that concerns the appointment of judges. Whereas Exod 23 : 8 

reads, '&You shall not take bribes, for bribes blind the clear-sighted (cqng= ?w)," Deut 

16: 19 reads, "You shall not take bribes, for bribes blind the eyes of the wise (~ '22n '3's 

TLF)."'~ Once again, the fact that a difference between the accounts is Deuteronomistic 

shows that the Tetrateuchal account is primary; and in order for the alternative 

explanation to stand one would have to explain why this element was omitted.'' 

The differences between the given accounts therefore suggest that Deut 1 :9-18 

consists of a Deuteronomistic conflation of Exod 18: 13-27 and Num L 1 : 10-30. Equally 

significant for our purposes is the fact that, as with Deut 1 :35, in addition to relying on 

the texts in Exodus and Numbers Dtr also alluded to the promise to the Patriarchs. The 

280-85; and P. Kyle McCarter Jr., "The Sage in the Deuteronomistic History," in The 
Sage in Israel, 289-93. 
" Deuteronomy 1-1 1,64. 
" Weinfeld, Deuteronomy 1-1 1,6465.  
'6 Weinfeld, Deuteronomic School, 245 (cf. Fishbane, Interpretation, 241-45; Levinson, 
Innovation, 425-30). For an analysis of the relationship between Deut 1 : 15-1 7 and 
16: 18-20 see Brettler, Creation of History, 67-68. 
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divine promise of blessing and progeny to Abraham in Gen 22 : 1 7 shares paralleis with 

Moses' statement concerning the population of the Israelites in Deut 1 : 10- 1 1 : 

Gen 2217 cmwn 'nx ~itimtt m l ~  m1m ~ 1 2 ~  -p--= 
For I will surely bless you and multiply your seed like the stars of the 
heavens, 

Deut 130-11 

(The LORD) has multiplied you until you are today as numerous as the 
stars in the sky. . . and may he bless you just as he promised you. 

Moses' statement thus explicitly refers back to the given account in Genesis. Following 

DZ. Hofham,  Jacob Milgrom has rightly argued that whenever Deuteronomy refers to 

its own statements it uses the participial construction "which I am commanding" (1 WK 

msn q = ~ ~ ) . ' 8  Milgrom extended Hofkan's observation by noting that whenever 

Deuteronomy refers to an antecedent tradition it uses the perfect "just as I have/he has 

commanded/sworefpromised" (dl3Vd32~11d31~ 7f iK~)-even as w e  find with Deut 

" In his critique of Van Seters' view Levinson rightly asked, "[wlere Exodus 18 indeed 
dependent upon Deuteronomy I, why would the wisdom motif be deleted?' (Innovation, 
426 n. 92). 
" 4'Profane Slaughter and a Formulaic Key to the Composition of Deuteronomy," 
HUCA 47 (1976) 3. The instances include4:2,40; 6:2,6; 7:11; 8:1, 11;  10:13; 1123, 13, 
22, 27-28; 1214, 28; 13:11, 19; 155; 193; 27:1,4, 10; 28:1, 13-15; 302 ,  8, 1 1 ,  16. 



1 : 10- 1 1 ." It follows that the best explanation for Deut 1 : 10-1 1 is that it is a cross- 

reference to Cen 22: 1 7.=' 

f .3 Num 21:tl-35 and Deut 2:24-3:3 

This brings us to a discussion of Num 21 :2 1-33 and Deut 224-33, passages 

that outline Israel's dealings with Sihon and Og and that share eleven verbal parallels: 

 NU^ 2 1 : ~  112x5 -7a~n-75a p - 5 x  C Y K ~  5 x 7 ~  n5w~  
And Israel sent messengers to Sihon king of the h o r i t e s  saying 

Deut 226 lath ~ l h i  7 2 7  pwn +n 7 n q r h  . . . c q x h  7 5 ~ 1 ~ 1  
And I sent messengers . . . to Sihon king of Heshbon with words of peace 
saying 

Num 21 :22 751 7533 712 - . -7SlK2 T l u K  
Let me pass through your land. . . we will go by the way of the king. 

Deut 2:27 7% 7%" 1172 15'1"' 313.9~ 
Let me pass through your land; I will go by the way of the king." 

- - -- 

3 "Profane Slaughter," 3. The instances include 1 : I 1, 19,2 1 ; 2: 1, 14; 45; 5: 12, 16, 29; 
63 ,  19,25; 93; 105, 9; 1 1 :Z; 1221; 13: 18; 15:6; 182; 1923; 20: 17; 24:s; 26: 15, 18- 
19; 27:3; 2S:9; 29: 12; 3 1 :3; 34:9. (Mlgrorn wrongly noted that 5 2 8  and 10:7 include 
this formula.) Cf. Dieter Eduard Skweres (Die RtZckvenveise im Buch Deuteronomium 
[Analects Biblica 79; Rome: Biblical Institute] 1979) and Levinson (Innovation, 177-86) 
whose conclusions are consistent with those of Milgrom. 
j0 The fact that the divine promise was made to Abraham whereas Deut 1 : 1 1 reads "just 
as he promisedyou" is not problematic for it is consistent with Deuteronomy's tendency 
to blur the generations. For example, not only did the children of the Exodus generation 
witness the events accompanying the theophany at Horeb (920-2 I), but the 
Deuteronomist could even state that ''it war not with our fathers that the LORD made this 
covenant, but with us, the living, every one of us who is here today" (5:3). Similarly, in 
29:13-14 we read that Moses made a covenant 'hot with you done, but both with those 
who are standing here this day before the  LOR^ our God and with those who are not with 
us here this day" (Weinfeld, Deuteronomy 1-11,238). 
" Following Num 2122 I have emended 1 W 7 s  7772 7172 to ~ 5 n n  7772. 
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Num 20: 1 7 

Deut 227 

Num 20: 19 

Deut 228  

Num 21:23 

Deut 230 

Num 2 1 :23 

Deut 2 3 2  

Deut 2 3 2  

Deut 2:33 

Deut 234  

We will not turn aside to the right or the Iefi. 
5wawl 1-nq mrr s5 

I will not turn to the right or the left. 

It is nothing, let me pass through on foot. 

Only let me pass through on foot, 

And Sihon would not let lsraeI pass through his territory. 
12 137257 ;12~,*n 7% in-; x x  hi 

And Sihon king of Heshbon would not let Ismel pass by him. 

S &on gathered all his people and went out to meet h e l  in the wilderness. 
He came to Jahaz and battIed against Israel. 

7 x 7  ; r a n k 5  mr5n K I ~  1m1?5 ~n-3 uz-7 
And Sihon went out to meet us, he and all his people, for battle at lahaz. 

And Og the king of Bashan went our to meet them, he and all his people, for 
battle at Edrei. 

Sihon went out to meet us. he and all his people. for battle at Jahaz. 

And they struck him and his sons and all his people- 
1~9-53-n~1 1-12-n~1 7nK 721 

And we struck him and his sons and all his people. 

; r kn  ev;l-5= nw ~ K T ~ L I V  i;pq7 
And Israel took a11 these cities. 

V7L7-52-M 7 5 1  

And we captured all his cities. 



And they turned and went up the road to Brcshan and Og And Og the king of 
Bashan went out to meet them, he and ail his people. for battle at Edrei. h d  
the LORD said to Moses, "Do not fear him for I have given him and all hrs 
people and his land into your band; and you will do to just as you did to 
Sihon the king of the Amorites who dwelt in Heshbon." 

Deut 3: 1-2 ~ n ? r - h  Kl;l l X l~ ' 1$7  ~~i3;l-7% 219 KS'l ~wXI 777 5311 1031 
mx urn-5s +K m;rq ~ K Y  q ~ ~ m  3m5& 

ism-mi 1au-h-nw~ m x  -mi 7 ~ 2  -2 

,@I72 3Wl' 1Eh Y D K 7  T ~ D  ~R'oL) n'Q3 15 I7'Elll 11- 
And we turned and went up the road to Bashan and Og the king of Bashan 
went out to meet us, he and all his people, for battle at Edrei. And the LORD 
said to me, "Do not fear him for I have given him and all his people and h~s 
land into your hand; and you wiII do to just as you did to Sihon the king of 
the Amorites who dwelt in Heshbon." 

And they struck him . - - until there was no remnant left to him. 

And we struck him . . . until there was no remnant left to him. 

In support of his contention that Num 2 1 :21-25 is a collation of Deut 226-36 and Iudg 

1 1 : 19-16 Van Seten has argued that where Numbers differs fiom Deuteronomy in three 

respects Judges differs Eom Deuteronomy in the same way." The three texts read as 

follows: 

--- 

'' Moses, 393-98. Most of Van Seters' arguments first appeared in an article o f  1 972 
("The Conquest of Sihon's Kingdom: A Literary Examination," JBL 9 1 [I9721 1 82-97). 
Cf. the response of John R. Bartlett, ''The Conquest of Sihon's Kingdom: A Literary Re- 
examination," B L  97 (1978) 347-5 1, and the rejoinder by Van Seters, "Once Again- 
the Conquest of Sihon's Kingdom," JBL 99 (1980) 117-24. 
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I Num 21:21-25 I Deut 2:26-36 I Judg lM9-26 I 

eace, as follows, 
22) "Let me pass through 27) "Let me pass through cross through 

OUT country. to our place." 
e will not turn off into 1 will keep strictly to the highway, 

(21) Israel now sent 
messengers to Sihon king of 
the hor i t e s ,  saying, 

elds or vineyards, and we right nor t i  the 
'I1 not drink water fkom What food I eat you will 

our wells. We will follow money, and what water I 
e king's highway until we for money; just le 

ave crossed your temtory." @ oabites who dwell in Ar-that I may 

(26) T3en I sent messengers 
from the wilderness of 
Kedemoth to King Sihon of 
Heshbon with an offer of 

ecause the LORD had stiffened his will 
d hardened his heart in order to 

him into your power-as is now 
e case. 

the LORD said to me: "See, I 
egin by placing Sihon and his land at 
our disposal. Begin the occupation; 
ake possession of his land." 

(19) Then Israel sent 
messengers to Sihon king of 
the Amorites, the king of 
Heshbon. Israel said to him, 

(23) But Sihon would not let ehsed to let us go through, 
h e 1  go through his territory 

bihon mustered all his 
and they camped at 

he engaged Israel in 

attle. 
(24) But Israel put them to 
the sword, and took 
possession of their land, 

(33) and the LORD our God 
delivered him to u s  and we 
defeated him and his sons 
and all his men. 

(21) But the LORD, the God 0: 
Israel, delivered Sihon and all 
his troops into Israel's hands, 
,and they defeated them; 
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the Arnon to the iabbok as far 
[Az] of the Ammonites, for Az 

arked the boundary of the 
onites. 

(25) lsraeI took a11 these 

d Israel settled in all the 
of the Arnorites, in 

eshbon and all its 
ependencies 

took possession of 
of the Amorites, 

of that land 

$3) Now, then, the LORD, the God of Israel, disposse&ed the Amorites before his 
~eople Israel; and should you possess their land? (24) Do you not hold what Chernosh 
four god gives you to possess? So we will hold on to everything that the LORD our God 
las given us to possess. (25) Besides, are you any better than Balak son of Zippor, king 
~f Moab? Did he start a quarrel with Israel or go to war with them? (26) While Israel ha 
leen inhabiting Heshbon and its dependencies, and Aroer and its dependencies, and all 
he towns around the Amon for three hundred years, why have you not tried to recover 
hem all  this time?" 

35) We retained as booty only 
e cattle and the spoil of the 

ities that we captured. 

Fint, Van Seters has noted that whereas Deuteronomy amibutes to Moses the sending of 

L 

the messengers (2:26), in Judges and Numbers this action is ahbuted to Israel (Nurn 

2 l:2 1 ; Judg 1 1 : 19). According to Van Seten, this attribution fits the context of Judges 

36) From Aroer on the edge 
f the Amon valley, 
cluding the town in the 

alley itsell; to Gilead, not a 
ity was too mighty for us; 
e LORD our God delivered 

but in Numbers it represents a "striking inconsistency" as in Num 20: 14 Moses sent 

(22) Thus they possessed all 
the temtory of the Amorites 
h r n  the Arnon to the Jabbok 
and fiom the wilderness to thc 
Jordan 

messengers to Edom and in Nurn 21:32 he sent spies to Jazer.'" "[Sltriking 

i 

inconsistency," however, is surely an overstatement when all that can be shown is that 

" Moses, 395. 



one account differs from two others. Moreover, the sending of messengers that is 

attributed to Moses rather than to Israel in Deut 226 is in accord with Dtr's positive 

portrayal of Moses in 1:9-18. 

Second, Van Seters has noted that whereas Deut 234-36 refers to the capture of 

cities, Judg I 1:2 1-22 refers to the capture of temtory. He concluded that Num 2 1 24-25 

couflates these accounts because references to both the capture of territory as  well as 

cities are problematic in Num 2 1:24-25. With regard to the capture of temtory, Van 

Seten has contended that the seidng of land "from the Amon to the labbok, as far as the 

Ammonites" (Num 2 1 24; cf. Judg 1 1 :22) is problematic because the Ammonites are not 

mentioned in the narrative prior to this. However, this is hardly problematic for the 

narrator simply sought to delimit the area of conquest. With regard to the capture of 

cities, Van Seters has argued that "these cities" in Num 2125, where cities had not been 

previously mentioned, is a reference to the cities in Deut 234-36." However, Deut 2 3 4  

refers to "his cities," and "every city," but it never reads "these cities." This is also true 

of t:36 which only reads '%he city." 

Third, Van Seters has noted that whereas Deuteronomy avoids any discussion of 

settlement (2:34), both Judg 1 126 and Nurn 2 125 refer to it, though Num 2 1 2 5  is 

inconsistent with its context. According to Van Seters, the mention of Israel settling in 

the region in Nurn 2 1 :25 is "'quite surprising" for shortly thereafter the narrative refen to 

the conquest of Jazer (v. 32) and Bashan (w. 33-39? But ifJ had the Deuteronomy 

account before him he could have easily overcome this problem by incorporating Deut 

" Moses, 396-97. 





resemblance between "'and I will harden Pharaoh's heart9' (3979 19-RK YN) of 

Exod 7:3 and 'because the LORD your God had stiffened his will and hardened his heart" 

( 1 2 2 h ~  ~an7 1nlTnN 7 h 4  m;rq 7W~3-3) of  Deut 230. Similarly, just as the 

LOEO had hardened Pharaoh in order to deliver Israel (Exod 3 : 19-20; 4:2 1 ; 1 1 :9), so the 

LORD hardened Sihon in order to deliver him over to Israel (Deut 230). It is difficult to 

h o w  why J would have omitted the Exodus motif. If, er hypoihesi, I had this account in 

Deuteronomy before him which shares parallels with the Exodus story, and if l was 

responsible for the Exodus story itself, then his omission of the Exodus motif in Num 

21:3 is odd A better explanation for the parallel is that Dtr was responsible for it. 

This conclusion h d s  support from a verbal difference between Num 21 :23 and 

Deut 250 .  To be sure, in both instances we read that Sihon would not let Israel pass 

through his territory. However, whereas in the Numbers account Sihon's refusal is 

worded as "Sihon did not let PsraeI] pass" (12D In-G 1n1~5) Deut 2:30a reads "And 

Sihon . . . refused to let US pass through" ( ~ 5 7  l17Zft3 . . . iEqZ 334 ~ 5 7 ) .  

Significantly, Dtr's account again finds a parallel to the Exodus story: "and (Pharaoh) 

reficsed to send them" ( ~ n h h  738 ~51) (Exod 10:27). Again, if l had this account in 

Deuteronomy before him, and if J was responsible for Exod 1027, then one would 

expect J's account rather than that of Dtr to be  consistent with the Exodus story. It 

follows that the best explanation for the given difference is that the account in 

Deuteronomy was based on that of Numbers. 

That Dtr was drawing on the Exodus story is also evident from Deut 224-25: 



(24) Up! Set out across the wadi Amon! See, I give into your power Sihon the 
Amorite, king of Heshbon, and his land Begin the occupation: engage hm in 
battle. (25) This day I begin to put the dread and fear of you upon the peoples 
everywhere under heaven whenever they hear you mentioned so that they shall 
tremble and quake before you. 

To begin with, there is a parallel between Exod 15: 14 and Deut 2 2 5 :  

Exod 1514 Deut 2 2 5  
The peoples hear (PYX? ilmri); The peoples (CqDD;?) . . . hear (T'ICX?) . . . 
they tremble (11T31q); so that they tremble (Xi71) 

writhing (h) grips the dwellers in and writhe (r5ni) before you. 
Philistia 

Not only is the same terminology used in the same sequence in both passages (these are 

the only two instances of this grouping), but in both instances the concern is that of 

describing the affect of Israel upon the  people^.'^ Furthermore, the command to cross 

the Amon in Deut 224  is reminiscent of the command to cross the Sea of Reeds in Exod 

In terms of the relationship between the Exodus story and Deut 2:24-25 and 30, 

the Exodus parallels in Deut 1 :3O-j 3 suggest that the account in Exodus was original. I 

argued above that Dtr based Deut 1 30-33 on Exod t 3 :2 1 because the verbal parallels are 

- - - -  

'a W.L. Moran, "The End of the Holy War and the Anti-Exodus," Bib 44 (1963) 340. 
39 Because v. 25 uses the second person singular some commentators have argued that it 
is secondary (e.g., Mayes, Deuteronomy, 134, 140; Perlitt, "Deuteronomium 1-3 im 
Streit der exegetischen Methoden," in Das Deuteronorniwt: Entstehung, Gestalt und 
Botschaft @3ibliotheca ephemeridum theologicarum Lovaniensium 68; ed. N. Lohfink; 
Leuven, Leuven University Press, 19851 160; cf. Noth, Deuieronornistic History, 53-54 
n. 4). However, the fact that both w. 24 and 25 refer to the Exodus story suggests that 
they come &om the same hand. Moreover, in other instances in the prologue in which 
Dtr referred to Tetrateuchd accounts he used the second person singular ( L :2 1 ; 2:3 0). 
Cf. Christopher Begg, who has argued that certain changes of number in 4: 130 can be 
explained by a system of "quotation" ( T h e  Literary Criticism of Deut 4, 1-40. 
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accompanied by two verses that explicitly refer back to the Exodus story. Because Deut 

224-25 and 2:30 also share paralleIs with the Exodus story it is best to conclude that 

they too were based on the account in Exodus. 

To this point I have argued that Dtr relied on the corresponding account in 

Numbers as well as the Exodus story in his recounting of Israel's encounter with Sihon. 

What remains to be discussed is the account concerning Og and the summary of Israel's 

Transjordan adventure in Deut 3 : 1-3. Arguing that Dtr based his narratives on 

Tetrateuchal accounts does not preclude the possibility that Dtr himseIf may have edited 

various Tetrateuchd accounts. This appears to be the case with the account of the battle 

with Og in Nurn 2 1 :33-35 and the corresponding account in Deut 3 : 1-3 .' That Dtr was 

responsible for Num 2 1 :33-3 5 is evident, first, from its teminolog. Apart from Num 

11 :33 and Deut 3:1 the verbs ;llD Yo tum" and 7% "to go up" only occur together in 

Deut 124. Moreover, whereas Dtr often used the verb 735 with reference to the travels 

of Israel @eut 1 :7,24,40; 2: 1'3, 8), Numbers reguiarly uses the verb 301 "to set our" 

(1 1 :35; 20:22; 2 l:4,1O-l3; 221); and apart f?om Num 21 :33 719 is only used once for 

Israel's travels in Numbers (17:7). Similarly, apart Eom personal and place names Deut 

3: lb, which apart &om person and number is identical to Nurn 2 1:33, is parallel to Deut 

232: And SihodOg king of Bashan went out to meet us, he and ail his people, for war at 

Jahaz/Edrei. Again, the phrase ~1 'n -h  "do not fear" is a favorite of Dtr (Deut 1 :2 1 [cf. 

Contributions to a Continuing Discussion," in Epheremides l?zeological Lovanienses 56 
[1980] 10-55, esp. 28-55). 



1:29]; 3:22; Josh 8: I), as is the pair 7-3 In1 "he gave into the hand" with the LORD as 

the subject (e-g., Deut 1 27; 2:24, 30; 724;  20: 13; Josh 2:24). The terminology of Num 

21 33-35 is thus Deuteronomistic. This conclusion does not detract from the premise 

that Dtr patterned Deuteronomy 1-3 after the Tetrateuch, for Dtr himself was likely 

responsible for the interpolation. 

Dtr's purpose for this interpolation was possibly to conform the Tetrateuchal 

account to his own. For Dtr the conquest commenced not with the crossing of the Jordan 

but with the crossing of the Arnon. This is impticit in Dtr's concern to have the entire 

Exodus generation die prior to the conquest: in Deut 1 :35-38 the LORD swore that with 

the exception of Joshua and Caieb the entire Exodus generation would die prior to seeing 

the land; and it was only with the fUIfiIlment of this vow in 2: 14-16 that the conquest 

could therefore begin. What is only implicit in 1:35-38 and 2: 14-16 is explicit in 224- 

25 as well as 2 3  I where, with the crossing of the Amon, the conquest began: "Up! Set 

our across the wadi Amon! . . . This day I begin to put the dread and fear of you upon the 

peoples everywhere under heavenT' (2:24-25); "See, I begin by placing Sihon and his 

land at your disposal. Begin the occupation; take possession of his land" ( 2 3  I)." De 

was evidently compelled to present the conquest as having begun already with the 

crossing of the Amon because he needed to provide theological justification for how 

Israel came to occupy the Transjordan as well as Canaan. Si,@ficantly, without Num 

40 Apart &om some of the pronouns, the only difference between these accounts comes 
with Num 21:35 and Deut 3:3. 
'" This conclusion is also supported &om the fact that according to Deut 34: 1-4 the land 
which the LORD had promised to the Patriarchs included Gilead (cf. No& 
Deuteronomistic History, 54; Weinfeld, Deuteronomy 1-1 1, 1 75-78). 



2 1 :33-35 there would be no mention of the conquest of the land north of the Jabbok in 

the Tetrateuch: Numbers 21 refers only to the conquest of Sihon's kingdom, which for 

Dtr extended fkom the Amon to the Jabbok (Judg 1 1 : 1 3,22 [cf. Num 2 1 241). By 

interpolating the account of the conquest of Og's kingdom, which for Dtr extended from 

the Jabbok to Mount Hermon (as may be adduced from Deut 3:8), Dtr filled in this 

lacuna and thereby brought some measlire of conformity between the Tetrateuchal 

account and his  OW^.'^ 

" For an analysis of Dtr's adaptation of the traditions concernins the extent of these 
kingdoms see .J.R Banlett, "Sihon and Og, Kings of the Amorites," VTZO (1970) 257- 
77. The contention that Genesis-Kings was at one point a single composition has been 
advocated by the following: D.N. Freedman, "Pentateuch," IDB, 71 1-27; idem. 'The 
Earliest BibIe," in Backgrounds for the Bible (ed. Michael P. O'Comor and D.N. 
Freedman; Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 1987.29-37); idem. with lef iey C. 
Geoghegan, "Martin Noth: Retrospect and Prospect," in me Histmy of Israel's 
Traditions. n e  Herirage of Martin Noth (eds. Steven L. McKenzie and M. Patrick 
Graham; JSOTSS 182; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994) 128-52; Brian 
Peckham, The Composition of the Deuteronomistic History (Harvard Semitic 
Monographs 35; Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press, 1985); idem. History and Prophecy; John 
H. Hayes and Paul K. Hooker. A Nau Chronology for the Kings of Israel and Judah and 
its Implications for Biblical Literature and Histmy (Atlanta: John Knox, 1988) 75. To 
be sure, contending that Num 2 1:33-35 is a Deuteronomistic interpolation allows for the 
possibilty that Dtr might have also been responsible to some degree for those 
Tetrateuchal narratives that are parallel to narratives in the Former Prophets. However, 
among those who have argued for the presence of D in the Tetrateuch few have 
contended that such materid exists in the narratives under consideration (see the reviews 
of scholarship in Claus Westerman, Genesis 1-11. A Commentary winneapolis, MN: 
Augsburg, 19841; idem. Genesis 12-36. A Commentary m e a p o l i s ,  MN: Augsb urg, 
19851; idem. Genesis 37-50 m e a p o l i s ,  MN: Augsburg, 19861; Brevard Childs, T?ie 
Book of Exodur: A Critical. Theological Commentary [OTL; Philadelphia: Westminster, 
19741; John I. Durham, Exodus word Biblical Commentary 3; Waco, TX: Word Books, 
19871; and Budd, Numbers). 



1.4 Num 27:12-23 and Deut 3~21-28 

To this point I have limited the analysis to a discussion of the prologue to 

Deuteronomy. With the account concerning the succession of Joshua and the death of  

Moses in Deut 3%-28, however, it is essential to discuss the relationship between Num 

27: 1 2-23 and various texts in the epilogue to Deuteronomy-texts that are also 
*. 

concerned with the succession of Joshua and the death of Moses. Num 27: 12-1 4 and 

Deut 32:45-52 read as follows: 

Num 27:12-14 

Num 27:12-14 
12 And the LORD said to Moses 

"Ascend these heights of 
Abarim 

Deut 32:48-52 
48 That very day the LOW spoke to Moses: 
49 "Ascend these heights of Abarim to 

Mount Nebo, which is in the land ofMoab 
facing Jericho, 



and view the land 
which I have given to the 
children of b e l ,  

13 And when you have seen it 

then you too shall be gathered 
to your kin, 
just as your brother Aaron was, 

14 foryoudisobeyedmy 
command- 
in the wilderness of Zin, 

when the commUIZity was 
contentious- 
to upho Id my sanctity in their 
sight 
at the water." 
Those are the waters of 
Me rib ath- kadesh, 
in the wilderness of Zin. 

and view the land of Canaan, 
which I am giving the children of Israel as 
a possession. 

And die on the mountain that you ascend, 
and be gathered to your kin, 

as Aaron your brother died on Mount Hor 
and was gathered to his kin; 
for you both broke faith with me among 
the Israelites, 

at the waters of Meribath-kadesh in the 
wilderness of Zin, 

by failing to uphold my sanctity among 
the Israelites. 

51 You may view the land &om a distance, 
but you shall not enter it-the land that I 
am giving to the Israelites." 

The traditional argument has been that Deut 32:48-52 was interpoIated by P in order to 

make a c o ~ e c t i o n  between Num 27: 12-14 and Deut 34: 1 *, 7-9, texts which have almost 

universally assigned to P or a P redactor? Contrary to this argument, I will contend that 

Dtr was responsible for Deut 32:48-52 for the following reasons: (1) because the 

" Von Rad argued that Deut 32:48-52 is a variant of Num 27: 12-14 (Deuteronomy 
[OTL; Philadelphia: Westminster, 19661 20 1). However, the differences can easily be 
expIained as the redactor's attempt to adapt 3248-52 to its context: "on that same day" 
(3248) was added with 1:3 in mind; "Mount Nebo, which is in the land of Moab facing 
Jericho" (32:49) finds parallels with 1 5 ;  28:69; 34: 1,s-6; 'Die on the mountain which 
you are ascending7' (3250) is M l l e d  in 34: 1,s; and ''you shall view the land &om a 
distance, but you shall not enter it-the land that I am giving to the Israelites" (3252) 
picks up &om 3 :27 and anticipates 34: 1-4. 
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presence of "'P language" in Deut 32:48-52 is consistent with Dtr's use of such language 

elsewhere; (2) because Deut 32:48-52 includes "D language"; and (3), because Deut 

3248-52 is integral to Dtr's narrative. I will then conclude that Dtr based Deut 3 2  1-28 

in part on Num 27: 15-23. 

In support of the view that P interpolated Deut 32:48-52 commentators have 

argued that in some instances where this passage differs fiom Num 27: 12- 14 one finds 

language that is characteristic of P. This is true, for instance, of "as a possession" 

( ; l id7)  in 32:49 as well as "Mount Hor" (133 17) of 32:5O." However, it does not 

necessarily follow that P interpolated this passage, for as I noted above Dtr cited P texts 

in Deuteronomy 1-3. Although there is no question that the language of passages that 

have traditionally been attributed to P is markedly homogenous, it has often been the 

case that one's presuppositions concerning the compositional history of  the Tetrateuch 

govern the way that the criterion of P language is used- This is no more apparent than in 

Deuteronomy. The reigning presupposition is as follows: "'P is later than D; it therefore 

follows that where P language exists in D there exists a redaction by P-" A majority of 

scholars have quickly employed this presupposition by asserting that various texts in 

Deuteronomy which include P language represent P's attempt to round off the 

~entateuch." A glaring inconsistency in this regard is the failure to draw the same 

conclusions with regard to P language in, for instance, the story of the spies in Deut 

3mK occurs elsewhere in Lev 1454; 25:45; N u n  325,  22, 29 (though it 

in Josh 21 : 12; 22: 19). 178 13 occurs elsewhere in N u n  20:22-23, 25, 27; 
39,41; 34:7-8. 

also occurs 



1 : 19-46. This pericope includes three striking verbd parallels with the P layer of the 

corresponding Tetrateuchal account (Deut 1 :25 and Num 1326; Deut 1 2 9  and Num 

1429; Deut 1 :39 and Nurn 11:3 I), and one with Num 20: l (= Deut 1 :46)-which is also 

attributed to P? Yet one searches the commentaries in vain for any discussion resarding 

the possibility that P interpolated such passages. The fact is that like the dozens of other 

instances in which Deuteronomy 1-3 shares verbal parallels with the corresponding 

Tetrateuchal accounts, there is no evidence that such passages were interpolated Rather, 

in each instance it is best to regard them as citations of the corresponding Tetrateuchal 

account by Dtr. Consistent with this contention, the existence of P language at the close 

of Deuteronomy should not be seen as a redaction by P but Dtr's use of P language. This 

view is supported by the fact that the phrase "in the land of Moab" ( X T D  r Y N 3 )  of 

3249 (which does not occur in Num 27:12-14) occurs only in Deuteronomistic passages 

(it occurs only here and in Deut 15 ;  28:69 and 34:s-6)." 

45 See the review of scholarship in Lotha. Perlitt, "Priesterschrift im Deuteronomium?," 
24 W 100 (1988) 65-68. 
" Seepage 25. 
47 2KY3 YlK occurs only in Judg 1 1 : 15, 18 and ler 48:24; and =KID YlKO occurs only 
in Jer 18:33. Many commentators have also argued that C'lqn CS93 (on that same day) 
of 3248  should be attributed to P, first, because the phrase ocurs eiesewhere in P texts 
(Gen 7: 13; 17:23,26; Exod 12: 17,41, 5 1; Lev 23:2L, 28-30); and second, because P is 
concerned with chronology. But the force of this argument is undermined both by the 
fact that the phrase also occurs in Josh 5: 1 1 and that Dtr was also concerned with 
chronology (c f. No th, Detrteronomisric History, 34-44). Moreover, though 3 2:48 refen 
to 1 :3 (which gives the date of Moses' speech) there is no reason to attribute 1 :3 to P. 
Indeed, consistent with 1 :3 Dtr dated the commencement of the construction of the 
Temple &om the Exodus in t Kgs 6: 1 (cf Perlitt who has cogently argued against the 
view that 1 :3 and 32~48 come fkom P or a P redactor ["Priestschrift," 69-70, 73-74]). 



DO- f Use of Tetrateuchal Narratives in Deuteronomy 59 

The view that Dtr was responsible for Deut 32:48-52 is also supported by the fact 

that this passage is integral to Dtr's narrative, as is evident Eom the progression between 

Deut 3 1:14 and 3250, and between 3249-50 and 34:L. 5: 

The LORD to Moses (31 :14) The LOW to Moses (3250) 
'The days have drawn near for you to die" "And die on the mountain which you 

ascend" 

The LORD to Moses (32:49-50) Moses' action (34:1,5) 
(49) "Ascend ( 3 5 ~ )  . . . (1) "And Moses went up (nit3 52-7) . . . 
Mount Nebo (121-73) . . . Mount Nebo (12377) . . . 
facing Tericho (lmq d X 7 )  . . . facing Jericho (1RT '19?9) . . . 
see the land (y1K-nX ZKl) . . . and the LORD showed him dl the land 

( y ~ ~ n - h - n ~  ;nnq rnxi-I) . . . 
(50) And die (m)." (5) and he died (nD-1) . . . at the command 

of the LORD." 

Deut 3 1: 14 is the first explicit reference to the imminent death of Moses (it is only 

anticipated in 1 :37 and 327). But it is only with 3250 that we learn that Moses would 

die on the mountain, which happened, in tum, in 345. More striking is the relationship 

between 3249-50 and 34: I ,  5. In addition to the verbal correspondence between these 

distant pericopes, the three divine commands in 32:49-50 are fulfilled in the same 

sequence in 34: 1, 5 .  Moreover, the fact that Moses' death came "at the command of the 

LORD" (345) afso shows that the narrator had 3 2:SO in mind as this is the only place 

where the LORD uttered such a command. Such features show that 34: 1,s was based on 

32:49-50. All that remains to be shown is that Dtr rather than P was responsible for the 

given elements of M A ,  5. The traditional view is that P interpolated "Mount Nebo" of 
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34: 1 ." However, because this name only occurs in 32:49 and 34: 1 it cannot be used to 

support the view that it is fbm P? As for 345, many commentators have attributed 

"according to the command of the LORD" (;I'l;iT - 9 -h )  to P." But there is little to 

support this conclusion. This phrase appears elsewhere in the DtrH," as does ''command 

of the LORD" (;('I?' '9." These facts undermine any dogmatic attribution to P." That 

345 is Deuteronomistic is evident, first, h-om "and Moses the servant of the LORD died 

occurs elsewhere only in Deuteronomistic literature." Moreover, 345  is parallel to Judg 

2:s: "and Joshua the son of Nun, the servant of the LORD, died" (113-12 9~13' n m  

48 Commentators have also argued that "firom the Plains of Moab" of 34: 1 was also 
interpolated by P because "Plains of Moab" occurs elsewhere only in P texts (Nun 12: 1 ; 
263 ,  63; 3 1: 12; 33:48-50; 35: 1; 36: 13; Josh 13:32) (see the review of scholarship in 
Perlitt, "Priesterschrifl," 65-68). However, this only begs the question, for if Dtr was 
reliant on P texts elsewhere it follows that he may have here used P's language. 
49 There is no contradiction between Deut 3:27, where the LORD instructed Moses to go 
up Pisgah where he would view the land, and 34: 1, which includes a reference to Mount 
Nebo: 34:l consists of Moses' itinerary: he traveled West fiom the steppes of Moab to 
Mount Nebo, and Northwest h r n  Mount Nebo to the summit of Pisgah (cf. E.D. 
Grohman, 'Webo, Mount,'' D B ,  529). 
50 E-g., Driver, Deuteronomy, 423. The phrase occurs in the following P texts: Exod 
17:1; Lev 24:12; Num 3:16,39, 51; 4:37,41,45,49; 9:18,20,23; 10:13; 13:3; 33:2,38; 
365. 

Josh 1950; 229; 2 Kgs 24:3; cf. Josh 21:3 which reads 713' '3%. 

As the object of 773 ("to rebel [against]"): Deut 126.43; 923; 1 Sam 12: 14-1 5; 1 
Kgs 132  1 (c t  Josh 1 : 18; 1 Kgs 1 :26) (Philipp Stoellger, "Deuteronomiurn 34 ohne 
Priesterschrift," 2 4  W 105 [I9931 32 n. 33). 
" Stoellger has rightly stated that it appears "u~vliirsig, in [the phrase] Pg rrnd Rp zzl 
suchen rind zufinden" [emphasis his] ("Priesterschri£t," 32). 
54 Josh 1:1, 13; 8:31,33; lM2 ;  12:6; 13:s; 1417; 18:7; 22:2,4-5; W29; Iudg 2 8 ;  2 Kgs 

18:12. 



urr s use oj f etrafatchai Narrahves in Deuteronomy 

Dtr and to conclude that 32:48-52 is integral to Dtr's narrative." Contrary to the view 

that P interpolated 32:48-52 in order to bring cohesion to the Pentateuch, then, the best 

explanation for the data is that Da was responsible for 32:48-52-perhaps in his effort to 

unite the Tetrateuch to the DtrELS6 

This leads me to a discussion of the relationship between TetrateuchaI accounts 

and Deut 321-28, which also concerns the succession of Joshua and the death of Moses. 

The fint point to be made is that Dtr based 3:24-25 on various texts fkom Exodus 14- 

1 5 . ~  To begin with, Deut 3:24 is parallei to Exod 14:3 1 : 

Exod 14:31 Deut 3 :34 
And Israel saw ( K V )  the great hand You have begun to show (n'l~135) your 
( n 5 ? 3 3 7 ~ n ) ~ h i ~ h t h e L o ~ ~ d i d ( 7 w f t )  servantyourgeatness(7~7:)andyour 
among the Egyptians. strong hand (3Pm;r 11') . . . who can do 

(3~9 . )  works like your own? 

Deut 3:24b is also reminiscent of Exod 15: 1 1 : 

Exod f 5 1  1 Deut 3:24b 

55 Note also the association between 3252 and 344: 
3252 

"For you shall see (;INTn) the land "I will give 
34:4 

it (333nK) to your descendants; 
kom a distance, 
but you shall not enter there (~DwI ) ,  I have let you see (7'n'Km) with your 

eyes, 
into the land which I am giving (1nJ) but you shall not cross there (md'l)." 
the sons of Israel." 
That v.4 is Deuteronomistic is evident from the reference to the oath to the Patriarchs in 
the first half of the verse (cf. Deut 1 :35; 10: 1 1 ; 3 1 :20,23; Josh 1 :6; Judg 2: 1) and &OM 
the similarity between the second half of the verse and Deut 3:27. 
56 Similar to this is the Deuteronomistic interpolation in Num 2 1 :33-3 5 (see the 
discussion on page 52). 

See also Moran, "Anti-Exodus," 341. 
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Who is like you, 0 LORD, among the gods What god is there who can do such works 
. . . doing wonders? . . . . as y o u ?  

But most pronounced is the parallel between Exod 15: 16-1 7 and Deut 324% 25: 

Exod 15:16-17 
Terror and dread descended upon them; 
through the majesty (5712) 
of your arm they are still as stone; 
till your people cross over ('l3gq),O LORD, 
till your people cross over (lrnJf') whom 
you have ransomed. 
You will bring them and plant them 
in your own mountain (77). 

Deut 3:24a, 25 
You have begun to show your servant 
the works of your majesty (75-i;) 
and your mighty hand . . . . 
Let me, I pray, cross over ( T X ? i l K ) ,  
and see the good land 

on the other side o € the Jordan, 
this good mountain (:;I), and the Lebanon. 

Given the fact that Dn based Deut 2:30b-3 1 on the Exodus story, and that he used the 

language ofthe Exodus story in Deut 1:30 with reference to the conquest, It is best to 

conclude that he also based Deut 3:24-25 on Exod 14:3 1; 15: 1 1, 16-17. 

That Dtr based Deut 321-28 on Tetrateuchal accounts is also evident &om 325- 

27 where we read that Moses would not enter the Land because the LORD was angry with 

him on account of the Israelites. With regard to the cause of the LORD'S anger, some 

have argued that although Moses did not follow the counsel orthe unbelieving spies, as 

leader of the people the LORD nevertheless implicated him in their sin.j3 More Iikely is 

the view that 3:26 is a reference to the Lorn's anger with Moses for his transgression at 

the waters of Meribath-kadesh (Num 20:22-29). In support of this view is the fact that 

32:48-52 (for which Dtr was responsible) teaches that Moses would not enter the land 

because of his sin at the waters of Menbath-kadesh. Moreover, 1 :3 7, which gives the 

same explanation as 395-27 concerning the LORD'S anger at Moses, is followed in 1 :38 

5s E.g., Driver, Deuteronomy, 26-27; Mayes, Deuteronomy, 147. 
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by the LORD'S statement that Joshua would enter the land. Significantly, these are the 

two subjects that are outlined in Num 27: 12-23; and since De used Num 27: 12-14 for 

Deut 3248-52 it follows that the best explanation for both 1:37-38 and 325-27 (cf. 421) 

is that they were similarly based on Num 27: 1 2-2XS9 

2. AiiALYSlS OF THE RELMAINING ACCOUNTS 

To this point 1 have limited the analysis to a discussion of the reIationship between those 

narratives in Deuteronomy that closely correspond to narratives in the Tetrateuch. What 

remains to be discussed are the remaining portions of Deuteronomy 1-3, namely, 2: l -  

23 and 3 : 12-20?' Since Dtr was reliant on the Tetrateuch for the dozens of verbal 

parallels that 1 :6-8, 19-46; 2:24-3 :3; and 3 :2 1-28 share with the Tetrateuc h, the prima 

59 That De was aware of Num 27:12-23 is also evident f?om Deut 349 .  There is 
universal agreement that Deut 34:9 refers to Nurn 27: 18, the only other text which refen 
to Moses' commissioning of Joshua by laying his hand@) on him (e.g., Driver, 
Deuteronomy, 424; Mayes, Deuteronomy, 4 13; von Rad, Deuteronomy, 2 1 0). Contrary 
to most commentators, however, the evidence suggests that Dm rather than P was 
responsible for this verse. This is evident from the differences between Num 27: 18 and 
Deut 34:9. To begin with, whereas Num 27: 18 states that Joshua was a man "in whom 
was the spirit" (12  ~ 1 7 - ~ w N ) ,  Deut 34:9 states that Joshua "was filled with the spirit of 
wisdom" (;1?33n Rl'l K ~ D ) .  As I noted above, Dtr reformulated Exod l8:2 1 in Deut 
1 : 15 in order to emphasize the role of wisdom among Israel's leaden (see page 40). 
Moreover, whereas in Nurn 27: 18 the LORD commanded Moses "and lay your hand on 
him" (7-53 Ttl-nK R3001). Deut 34:9 states that Joshua had the spirit of  wisdom 
"because Moses laid his hands on him" ( l l h  M ' T K  ;lWn T1O12), which is 
consistent with Dtr's concern to present Moses positively in the prologue. The fact, 
then, that the differences between Num 27: 18 and Deut 34:9 are consistent with Dtr's 
reformulation of the Tetrateuch in the prologue shows that Dtr rather than P was 
responsible for Deut 34:9 (cf. Perlitt who, after reviewing a century of literature, could 
state that it was especially annoying that commentators avoided the problems of 
attributing 34:9 to P ["'Priestschrift," 801; Weinfeld, Deuteronomic School, 18 1 n.3). 

Because the function of Deut 1: 1-5 is only that of setting the time and place of Moses' 
oration I wilt not discuss it. 
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facie explanation for 2: 1-23 and 3:4-20 is that Dtr was reliant at least in part on the given 

Tetrateuchal accounts, for these portions also share verbal parallels with Tetrateuc ha1 

accounts. Deut 2: 1-23 shares two verbal parallels with accounts in Numbers, and 3:4-20 

shares three verbal parallels with Numbers 32: 

Num 21:4 

Deut 2: 1 

e n x  - p t - n s  3 2 ~ 5  =ivzq 7-7 
by the way of the Sea of Reeds to go around the land of Edom 

l q 3 i a l m x  3211 . . .712-C' 777 
by the way of che Sea of Reeds . . . and we went around the hill country of Seir 

Num 3 2 1 3  

Deut 2: 13 
until the entire generation 

untiI the entire generation 

NU 32:41 ~w nm ~ r n ~  K Y ~ ~ ' I  c m m - n n  c5.1 753 z ina-~ l  TW I' 
Jair son of Manasseh went and captured their villages and he named them 
Hawoth-jair- 

Deut 3: 14 . . .2n4 h-%m qh 3tnn-72 YW 

TW nln . . . raw-53 cnn ~ p . 1  

Jair son of Manasseh took the whole district of Argob . . . and he named them 
after his name, Hawoth-jair. 

Deut 3:18 

715"-52 c=5 12m 
and all of your armed men cross 

r2cn c9.;:5r: 
you cross as armed men 

Our children, our wives, our flocks, and dl our livestock will be there in the 
cities of Gilead 

Deut 3: 19 
Only your wives and your children and your flocks . . . will remain in your 
cities 

Another argument in support of the proposed direction of dependence between 

the given texts is the fact that the differences between them can be explained on the basis 

of Da's concern with the land. Von Rad argued that Deuteronomy 1-3 was based not 
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on the given Tetrateuchd accounts but on "an account not preserved for us, which gave a 

considerably shorter description of the events between Horeb and the arrival in the 

country east of ~ordan.'~' But the fact that Deuteronomy 1-3 is much shorter than its 

counterpart in Numbers only points to Dtr's selectivity. McKenzie rightly argued that 

"[olne theme, and one theme only, runs through all these passages: the theme that 

Yahweh is giving Israel the land which he promised to the fathers.'*' This theme 

introduces the events in the prologue: "See, I place the land at your disposal. Go, enter 

the Imd that the  LOR^ swore to your fathers, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, to assign to 

them and to their offspring after them" (1 :8).63 The appointment of officials in 1 :9- 1 8, 

which was a response to the population surge, is also consistent with the land theme. 

The command of 1:8 is repeated at the bepinning of the story of the spies in 1: 19-16, 

which is itself concerned with the conquest of the land. Again, the people were not 

permitted to take the lands of Edom, Moab, or Ammon because they had been allocated 

to them by the LORD (25, 9, 19-22), even as the land of the Arnorites was given to Israel 

(2%; j :2). Finally, Moses himself would not enter the good land (323- t8)?  On the 

supposition that Dtr only had the non-P texts of Numbers 11-32 before him (a view 

which I do not hold), Dtr omitted the following accounts that do not concern the land: 

the rebellion of Miriam and Aaron in 12: 1-16; the rebellions of Korah, Dathan and 

Abiram in 16; the bronze serpent in 21:4-9; Balak and Balaam in 22-24; and apostasy 

61 Von Rad, Deuteronomy, 39. 
" McKenzie, b6Prologue," 96. 
63 See page 33 where I argued (against the views of Van Seters and Romer) that Dtr was 
responsible for Deut 1 : 8. 
64 McKenzie, "Prologue," 96. 



De 's Use of Tetrateuchul Narratives in Deuteronomy 

in Moab in 15: 1 -sS6* Two further accounts that are not paralleled in Deuteronomy 1-3 

must also be explained, Dtr did not include the defeat of Arad the Canaanite king in 

21 : 1-3 because that account is inconsistent with the commencement of the conquest after 

the death of the Exodus generation @eut 1 :34-36; 2: 11-1 6). Similarly, Dtr did not 

include the itinerary of the wilderness wanderings in 2 1 : 10-20 because for him the only 

wilderness wanderings traditions that were of import took place at Kadesh (Deut I: 19- 

46)-for it was f h m  Kadesh that the people refused to take the land? 

This brings us to Deut 2: 1-23 and 34-20. Similar to my arguments above, the 

differences between these accounts and the corresponding Tetrateuchal accounts may be 

explained by Dtr's concern with the land. With regard to Deut 2: 1 -23, whereas Num 

20: 14-21 has Israel requesting permission from the Edomites to enter their land (20: 14- 

17), in Deuteronomy the LORD instructed Israel to pass through Edom (2:3-4). Again, 

whereas in Numbers Edom came out against Israel and Israel tuned away (20:20-2 I), in 

Deuteronomy the Edornites were afraid of Israel (24). Similarly, whereas in Num 

2 1 : 13-20 Israel's Transjordan itinerary is outlined, in Deut 29-23 Israel's encounter with 

Moab and Arnrnon is similar to that of the previously discussed encounter with Edom. 

All of these differences can be explained as the result of Da's understanding of the 

conquest. For Dtr nations possessed their Ian& only because such lands had been 

allotted to them by the LORD. This was true of Edom (2:5), Moab (2:9), and Ammon 

65 That Dtr was nevertheless familiar with such accounts is evident from the fact that, 
with the exception of the apostasy in Moab, they are referred to elsewhere in the DtrH: 
Miriam and Deut 24:9; Dathan and Abiram, and Deut 1 1 :6; the bronze serpent and 2 Kss 
18:4; B a l m  and Deut 23:4-6; Josh 13:22; 24:9-10. 
66 The wilderness wanderings are only referred to in 1: 19a and 2: 1. 



(2: i 9). This was equally true for Israel: just as the Edomites dispossessed the Horites 

because the LORD willed them to do so (2:9, 12), so Israel later dispossessed the 

Canaanites in accordance with the will of the LORD (2:12). Because these lands had 

been allotted to Edorn, Moab, and Ammon it followed for Dtr that Israel was prohibited 

Eom engaging these peoples in battle (2:5,9, 12). 

The differences between Deut 3 :4-20 and Num 32: 1 -42-passages that concern 

the apportioning of the Transjordan to the two and a half tribes-an also be explained 

on the basis of Dtr's view of the conquest. Whereas in Numbers Moses chastised these 

tribes for requesting to stay in the Transjordan, the account in Deuteronomy does not 

mention this conflict and it explicitly states that the LORD had given them the land. As I 

argued above, for Dtr the conquest commenced not with the crossing of the Jordan, but 

with the crossing of the A.rnod7 Because the Transjordan was a part of the promised 

Land De had no pIace for a tradition that had Moses chastising the two and a half tribes 

for wishing to occupy the Transjordan. 

3. LDENTTFYING THE WORK OF DTR 

A perennial difficulty in Deuteronomistic studies is that of distinguishing between Dtr 

and his sources. Noth argued that although Dn at times edited his sources, for the most 

part he was wont to Leave them as he found them? According to Noth, Dtr "spoke in his 

67 See page 53. 
" Deuteronomistic Histoy, 128-33. Moa of subsequent scholarship has followed N o h  
in this regard. Exceptions include T h o  Veijola, Das KLinigtum in der Beurteilzcng der 
deuteronomirtischen Historiugrizphie. Eine redaktionsgeschichte Untersuchung (AASF 
B;  Helsinki, 1977); Hans-Detlef Hofbann, Reform und Reformen. Uncerszichungen zzl 
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own person only at certain exceptional points, letting the old traditions speak for 

themselves instead. He did so even when these old traditions told of events that did not 

fit in with his central ideas.'6g 69 his analysis of Deuteronomy 1-3, however, Noth 

concluded that although Dtr based much of these chapters on the given JE accounts he 

freely adapted his sources. With regard to the prologue as a whole, for instance, Noth 

concluded that Dtr "at all times related the incidents which he select[ed] fkom his own 

point o f view and thus somewhat independently of his source or  source^."'^ &fore 

specifically, although Noth argued that Deut 1 :9-18 was taken From Exod 18: 13-27 and 

Num 1 1 : 10-30 he could conclude that Dtr "expresse[d] them in his own way" and 

rearranged them." With regard to the account of the spies in Deut I : 19-46 No th argued 

that Dtr 'put this whole section in his own words and is responsible for the nuances of 

the story."" As for the Transjordan expedition in Deut 2: 1-25 Noth concluded that Dm's 

marked departure fiom the account concerning Edom in Num 20: 14-21 was the result of 

his revisionist historiography: "[ilt is obviously better to connect this [the divine 

prohibition conceming warfare against Edorn] with Dtr's tendency towards a systematic 

theological interpretation of history such as we can clearly see in Deuteronomy 2 and 3" 

and that it was Dtr's contention that Edom was not part of the promised land "that lies 

behind Dtr.3 deviation from Num. 20.14-2 1 ."73 Noth's conc1usions regarding Dtr's use 

einem Gmndthema der deuteronomistikchen Geschich~schreibung (ATANT 66; Ziirich: 
Theologischer, 1980); Van Seters, Search; and Peckham, History, 5 18-655. 
69 Deuteronomistic History, 128. 
'O Deuteronomistic History, 46. 
" Deuteronomistic Hktory, 49. 
" Deuteronomistic Histoy, 50. 
73 Deuteronomistic History, 53. 
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of the JE traditions in the prologue thus stand in marked contrast to his conclusions 

rezarding Dtr's genera! procedure through the rest of the DtrH. 

The fact is that in one of the only instances where Dtr's sources are extant we see 

that he totally reworked them." I argued above, for instance, that as  a result of his hi& 

view of Moses as weU as his concern with wisdom Dtr reformulated the accounts that are 

given in Exod I 8: 13-27 and Num I 1 : 10-35 in his rendition of the appointment of 

officials in 

not pertain 

concerning 

Deut 19-1 8. I aiso argued that Da omitted ail those texts in Numbers that do 

to the land, and that the only wilderness stories that concerned Dtr were those 

Kadesh because these stories alone pertain to the people's initial failure to 

take the land. It follows that the operating assumption in any analysis of the DtrH must 

not be that Dtr was wont to leave his sources unt~uched.'~ 

Directly related to the manner in which Dtr used his sources is the criterion of 

Deuteronomistic language, a criterion that scholars have appealed to for determining 

where Dtr's sources leave off and where his own work begins. With regard to this 

criterion Noth stated: 

The linguistic evidence remains the most reliable basis ["sicherste Grundlage"] 
for attributing parts of the various traditions to Dtr. . . . The limited variety of 
expression has led to kequent repetition of the same simple phrases and sentence 
constructions, in which the 'Deuteronomistic' style is easily recognized. The 
characteristics of this styIe, its vocabulary, diction and sentence structure, are, 
therefore, undisputed; we need not consider them in detail." 

" as seems likely, Dtr's source for the account of Deborah's defeat of Sisera in 
Judges 4 was the poem of Judges 5, then we have another instance in which Dtr's source 
is extant (see Halpem, First Historians, 76- 103). 
" In this regard Brettler has rightly stated that 'Woth's understanding is fundamentally 
flawed" (Creation of History, 77). 
76 Deureronornistic History, 18. 
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The fact that Noth rarely used this criterion makes this introductory statement rather 

curious. In his thorough analysis of N0t.h'~ argument from Deuteronomistic language 

Tdstra pointed out that in every instance that Noth appealed to this ar,pment in 

Deuteronomy he was referring to putative interpolations in Dn's work;' and that thxs 

argument is rarely used elsewhere in Noth's w o k a  Talstra rightly concluded that "[tlhe 

characterization 'sicherste Grundlage' seems a somewhat bold assertion" and that this 

argument "'does not have the decisive importance which Noth awards to it at the 

beginning of his study."79 

IfNoth can be criticized for failing to use the ostensibly compelling criterion of 

Deuteronomistic language, much of subsequent scholarship can be criticized for failing 

to address the Limitations of this criterion adequately. Such limitations are evident from 

the lack of agreement among scholars concerning Deuteronorn(ist)ic language in the 

Tetrateuch. Though there is some measure of agreement over the identification of texts 

in the Tetrateuch which include Deuteronom(ist)ic language, to date there is no 

consensus concerning the nature and extent of such language. A distinction cannot be 

made between proto-Deuteronom(ist)ic and Deuteronom(ist)ic language, or between 

Deuteronom(ist)ic and post-Deuteronom(ist)ic Language. Similarly, there is no thing 

approaching a consensus over the extent of Deuteronom(ist)ic language in the Tetrateuch 

77 E. Talstra, Solomon 3 Prayer. Synchrony and Diachtony in the Composirion of I 
Kings 8, 14-61 (Kampen, The Netherlands: KOK Pharos, 1993) 21. 
'"olornon 's Prayer, 25-3 I. 
79 Solomon's Prayer, 25,32. 
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or even in the DtrH itself." Can a distinction be made between the language used by 

~ t r ' ,  D$, DtrG, DtrP, DtrN, or other putative redactions? Is it possible to distinguish 

between the language of such redactions and the sources that were redacted? Again, 

judging from the diversity of opinion in the latter part of the twentieth century, at present 

the answer to such questions is No; and the criterion therefore has limited value.'' This 

contention is readily supported by the above analysis of the prologue to Deuteronomy. If 

the TetrateuchaI accounts were not extant it wodd be impossible to identi@ Dtr's source 

material, for in the dozens of instances in which Dtr cited the Tetrateuch he did so 

without creating any disjunctions." 

Another limitation of the criterion of Deuteronom(ist)ic language is that context 

determines the selection of words." Weinfeld Iisted more than two hundred terms, word 

" See the surveys of scholarship by Talstra, Solomon 's Pruyer, 53-68; and Marc 
Vervenne, 'The Question of 'Deuteronomic' Elements in Genesis to Numbers" in 
Studies in Deuteronomy in Honour of C.J. Labwchagne on the Occasion of his 6jrh 
Binhday (F. Garcia Martinez et al. eds.; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1994) 243-68. See also the 
comments of Walter Dietrich, 'Wartin Noth and the Future," in The History of Israel f 
Traditiom. The Heritage of Martin Noth (eds. Steven L. McKenzie and M. Pacrick 
Graham; JSOTSS 182; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994) 16 1 .  
3 I See the survey of scholarship by Talstra, SoZumon S Prayer, 68-78. See also the 
remarks of Steven L. McKenzie in this regard as well as the scholarship to which he 
refers ('The Books of Kings in the Deuteronomistic History," in The History of Israel i 
Traditions. The Heritage of Martin Noth [eds. Steven L. McKenzie and M. Patrick 
Graham; JSOTSS 182; S heffield: Sheffield Academic Press, I9941 299,30 1-302). 
'' This is equally true of the twenty times that the Deuteronomist cited the Tetrateuch in 
Deuteronomy 9-10 (Exod 24: 12 = Deut 9:9; Exod 24: 18 = Deut 9:9; Exod 3428  = 
Deut 9:9; Exod 3 1 : 18 = Deut 9: 10; Exod 32:7-8 = Deut 9: 12;. Exod 3 2 9  = Deut 9: 13; 
Exod 32: 10 = Deut 9: 14; Exod 32: 15 = Deut 9: 15; Exod 32: 19 = Deut 9: 17; Exod 3 4 2 8  
= Deut 9:18; Exod 32:20 = Deut 9:21; Exod 32:ll = Deut 9:26; Exod 32:13 = Deut 927;  
Num 14: 16 = Deut 9:28; Exod 32: 1 1 = Deut 9:29; Exod 34: 1 = Deut 10: la; Exod 34:2 = 
Deut 10: 1 b; Exod 34: 1 = Deut 10:Z; Exod 34:4 = Deut 1 O:3; Exod 34:28 = Deut 10:4; cE 
Driver, Deutmnomy, 1 12). 
g3 Cf. Halpern, First Historians, 194-96. 
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pairs, and phrases that recur in the Dm. Yet he could state that "[o]nly those recurrent 

phrases that express the essence of the theoIogy of Deuteronomy can be considered 

'deuteronomic. "" The force of the criterion of Deuteronom(ist)ic language for the 

identification of any text is thus contingent on the degree to which such a text expresses 

the theology of Deuteronomy. Moreover, it is reductionistic to suppose that every 

Deuteronomistic text must express "the theology" of Dtr- Contending that those 

narratives that do not use Deuteronomistic language cannot be Deuteronomistic thus 

amounts only to a non sequirur, for they simply pertain to matters that are not expressly 

theological. The contention that context determines the selection of words is no more 

evident than in the prologue to Deuteronomy, for although the prologue is rightly 

attributed to Dtr it contains a paucity of so-called Deuteronomistic language. Only 

m e e n  examples fkom Weinfeld's list are present in the and four of these 

thirteen examples cannot be regarded as uniquely Deuteronomistic: one of the thirteen 

examples includes the phrase "he followed the LORD fully" (317 '7ZK ~53) in Deut 

136, which also occurs in N u  32: 12 and is one of Dm's many citations of the 

Tetrateuch in the prologue; three of the thirteen examples occur outside the D~H;" and 

only the remaining nine examples consist of lexical data that are unique to the D t r ~ . "  

B* Weinfeld, Deuteronomic School, 3. 
The thirteen examples come in the following sections of Weinfeld's list: 1II 16; V 19; 

VI 4,8, 10-13, 15-16, 16a; VII 2% 9; Wr 4. 
s6 W 11, 13; VII I4-  
El 16; VI 8, lo, 12, 15, 16, 16a; W 2% 9. 



Other uniqueiy Deuteronomistic terms were not used by Dtr in the prologue simply 

because it was not amenable to the context.88 

The fact, then, that there is no consensus concerning the nature and extent of 

Deuteronom(ist )ic language and that context determines word selection lessens the force 

of the criterion of Deuteronomistic lan,wge. This is not to say that the criterion is 

without value, only that it rarely furnishes the definitive concIusions that some are wont 

to credit it with. Consequently, in my andysis of the parallel narratives in the fo tlowing 

chapters I will not use the criterion of Deuteronomistic language. Rather, in keeping 

with the nature of this thesis the criterion that I will use in the identification of 

Deuteronomistic texts is the use of Tetrateuchal accounts. That is to say, because there 

is a marked consistency between the use of the Tetrateuch in the prologue and the 

Former Prophets, as well as among the Former Prophets themselves, it is best to 

conclude that Dtr was responsible for the given parallels. 

At this point it is important to define my understanding of the extent of D tr' s 

work within the DtrH. In spite of the many challenges to Noth's rhesis of a DtrH, in my 

88 Lyle Eslinger makes a similar argument with regard to Solomon's prayer of 1 Kings 
8, a passage which the majority of scholars have regarded as Deuteronomistic (see the 
review of scholarship by Gary N. Knoppers, "Prayer and Propaganda: Solomon's 
Dedication of the Temple and the Deuteronomist's Program," CBQ 57 [I9951 229-30 nn. 
4 and 5): 

M. Weinfeld's comprehensive catalogue of deuteronomic phraseology lists 59 entries 
falling within the verses that constitute Solomon's prayer in 1 Kgs 8. Oddly, if one 
were to accept the notion that it is the narrator (redactor) who shares the 
deuteronomic (more properly Mosaic) ideology in w. 1-1 1 and w. 62-66, the 
narratorid exposition that brackets the prayer, Weinfeld's indices record only one 
instance of deuteronomic phraseology in v. 5, which is itself an anomalous usage 
(Weinfeld 1972: 326). Solomon waxes more deuteronomic than the deuteronomist 
himself. 
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mind his contention that a single hand h m  the exile was responsible for compiling and 

redacting Deuteronomy-2 Kings remains the most plausible e~planation.~' 

Nevertheless, according to Noth Dtr's principal task in the creation of his history was 

that of selecting and compiling disparate sources, and Noth's attribution of authorial 

status to Dm is therefore inconsistent with his conclusions. Consistent with my 

conclusions regarding Dtr's use of Tetrateuchal accounts in the prologue to 

Deuteronomy, my working assump tion throughout this thesis is that Dtr reworked his 

sources-an assumption that is readily supported by the marked continuity between the 

ways in which both the prologue to Deuteronomy and the given narratives in the Former 

Prophets make use of Tetrateuchal accounts. 

3. CONCLUSION 

The conclusions that I arrived at in this chapter set the stage for the subsequent chapters. 

First, I concluded that in every instance where the prologue corresponds to an account in 

the Tetrateuch the Tetrateuchal account is primary.9' This conclusion will support my 

contention that Dtr was responsible for drawing the parallels shared by narratives in the 

Tetrateuch and the DtrH, 

(Into the Hands of the Living God [JSOTSS 84; Sheffield: Almond, 19891 123 n. 1). 
99 Cf. Hofhann (Reform); Van Seters (Search); Burke Long, I Kings. wirlz an 
Introduction to Historical Literancre (FOTL 9; Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, L 981) esp. 
14-18; T.R. Hobbs, 2 Kings (Waco, TX: Word Books, 1985) esp. xxiv-xxv; and J.G. 
McConviHe, 'Warrative and Meaning in the Books of Kings," Bib 70 (1 989) 3 L -49. 
90 For an analysis of the sources that Dtr may have used see Halpem, First Nistoriam, 
207-1 8. 

Num 2 1:33-35 and Deut 3: 1-3 are not exceptions to this as I argued that Dtr was 
responsible for both of them. 



Dtr's Use of Tetrateuchal Narratives in Deuteronomy 

Second, I argued that Dtr fkely adapted and reformulated the given Tetrateuchal 

accounts in accordance with his concems, as is evident fiom Dtr's hi* view of Moses, 

his emphasis on wisdom, his use of the Exodus story, and his concern with the conquest 

and the land. The fact that these concerns are also present in those narratives in the 

Former Prophets which were based on Tetrateuchal accounts supports my contention that 

Dn (rather than his putative sources) was responsible for such parallels. As 1 stated 

earlier, Dtfs use of the Tetrateuch in the prologue to Deuteronomy is thus the 

Archimedean point by which the nature of the parallels in the Former Prophets can be 

determined. Because there is a marked consistency between Dtr's use of the Tetrateuch 

in the prologue and the use of Tetrateuchal narratives in the Former Prophets. Dn rather 

than his sources must be regarded as the creator of the parallel features between 

narratives in the Former Prophets and narratives in the Tetrateuch. 

Third, in section three of this chapter I argued on the basis of my analysis ofthe 

prologue that it is impossible to distinguish between Dtr and his sources with any degree 

of certainty because Dtr extensively reworked his sources, because there is no consensus 

among scholars regarding the nature and extent of Deuteronom(ist)ic language, and 

because context determines the selection of words- Consistent with these conclusions, in 

the chapters to follow I will not concern myself with distinguishing Dtr's sources from 

his own work. Rather, when the given narratives exemplify features that are common to 

the prologue I will conclude that such features are the work of Da. 

Finally, the above analysis of the prologue suggests that the Temteuchal 

accounts on which Dtr depended in Deuteronomy 1-3 may have already been brou@t 
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together by Dtr's time. This is evident &om the fxt that Dtr based his accounts not only 

on the synoptic Tetrateuchd accounts in Exodus 18 and Numbers 1 1-32, but also on 

various other Tetrateuchal accounts as well. As for the Patriarchal narratives, Dtr cited 

Gen 22: 17 in Deut 1: 10-1 1. With regard to the Exodus story Dtr cited Exod 1027 and 

13:15 in 230; Exod 13:l i  in 150, 32-33; Exod l5:1 1, 16-17 in 324-25; and Exod 1514 

in 225. The fact that Dtr relied on various P texts also supports this conclusion (I noted 

that Dtr cited Num 13 :26 in 1 :25; Num 14:29 in 1 :B; N u .  14:3 1 in 1 :39; and Num 20: 1 

in 1:4Q9' There has been a growing trend among scholars to argue that although P may 

consist in part of an independent source or sources, it presupposes bowledge of and 

interacts with non-P accounts.93 That Dtr cited various P texts therefore suggests that by 

his time some form of the Tetrateuch was already in existence. Similarly, the contention 

that Dtr made use of a Tetrateuch is supported by the way in which Dtr assumed 

knowledge of the corresponding Tetrateuchal accounts. This is particularty evident Eorn 

Deut I:34-33 which presupposes knowledge of the stories concerning Caleb and Joshua- 

Finally, as a perusal of al l  the verbal.parallels shows, the fact that Dtr fieely cited the 

corresponding Tetrateuchal accounts without being concerned about the order in which 

they occur in the Tetrateuch suggests that this Tetrateuch was stamped indelibly on his 

92 The fact that Dtr incorporated P material suggests that at least parts of P antedate 
Dtr's work (cf. John E. Petersen, "Priestly Materials in Joshua 13-22: A Return to the 
Hexateuch?," HcLR 4 [I9801 13 1-146; Menahem Haran, "Behind the Scenes of History: 
Determining the Date of the Priestly Source," JBL 1 00 [1 98 l ]  3 2 1-33; Ziony Zevit, 
"Converping Lines of Evidence Bearing on the Date of P," 2 4  W 94 (1982) 18 1-5 1 1 ; 
Friedman, Ede;  Moshe Weinfeld, Deuteronomy and the Deureronornic School [Oxford: 
Clarendon, 19721 180-89; idem., Deuteronomy 1-11 [AB 5 ;  New York: Doubleday, 
199 11; Jacob Milgrom, "'Priestly ['P '1 Source," AB 454-6 1). 
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mind. These conclusions will provide the working h e w o r k  for the subsequent 

chapters for I will contend that Dtr recounted his nation's past through the lens of his 

Tetrateuc h. 

93 See the review of scholarship in Philip I. Budd, Leviticus (NCBC; Grand Rapids: 
Eerdmans, 1996) 5-12. 



CHAPTER TWO 

DTR'S UE OF TETRATEUCHAL NARRATIVES lN JOSHUA AND JUDGES 

Similar to Dtr's use of Tetrateuchal accounts in Deuteronomy 1-3, in the Former 

Prophets Dn freely adapted the paradigms afforded by Tetrateuchal accounts. In this 

chapter I will analyze Joshua and Judges together because they provide a contrast 

between the different ways in which Dtr made use of Tetrateuchal accounts: whereas Dtr 

used Tetrateuchal accounts in Joshua in order to complement his positive depiction of  

Joshua and the generation that he led, he used Tetrateuchd accounts in Judges in order to 

underline his negative depiction of the period of the judges. After outlining and 

discussing such parallels I will turn to the remaining parallel narratives, that is. those that 

are only the product of Dtr's familiarity with the given Tetrateuchal accounts. 

1. PARALLEL NARUTIVES IN f OSHUA 

As with every analysis of extensive parallels, I will first outline the parallels shared 

beween Tetrateuchal accounts and Joshua I will then defend the proposed direction of 

dependence; and I will conclude with a discussion of Dtr's purpose in drawing the 

parallels. 

1.1 Moses, Joshua, and Their Generations 

1.1.1 The PardIeis 

There are four parallel accounts between the Tetrateuchal Moses and the 

depiction of Joshua in Joshua 1-5. First, both Numbers 13 and Joshua 2 concern the 
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sending of men to scout the promised land (1) As Moses "sent" (Thrd.1) the spies who 

were to "see" (hl) "the land" ( 7 l K R )  and "the cities" (O'lPR) in Nurn 13: 17-19, so 

Joshua "'sent" (R%) the spies to "see the land and Jericho" (1nTq-nK1 -p;-EX 7x7) 

in Josh 2: 1. (2) Accordingly, in both accounts the men journeyed to a city: Hebmn in 

Num 13:22 and Jericho in Iosh 2: 1. (3) FolIowing this the spies "reported to 

~oses/Joshua]" ( 1 ~ 1 7 ~ ~ ~ 1 )  their findings (Num 13 :27-29; Iosh 222) .  (4) Finally, 

whereas the men in Numbers 13 negatively reported that the people could not succeed in 

taking the land (Num 13 :3 1-33), the spies of Joshua 2 positively reported that the Lorn 

had delivered dl the land into their power (Josh 2124). 

Second, there is the parallel between the crossing of the Sea (Exodus 14-15) 

and the crossing of the Jordan (Joshua 3 4 ) ,  a connection that Joshua explicitly drew: 

"For the LORD your God dried up the waters of the Jordan before you until you crossed, 

just as (TUX:) the LORD your God did to the Sea of Reeds, which he dried up for us until 

we crossed" (423). More specifically, the two accounts share the following parallels. 

(1) According to Exod 1523 the waters of the Sea of Reeds stood up like a "heap" (13); 

similarly, according to Iosh 3:13, 16 the waters of the Jordan became a single "heap" 

(71). Apart from these three instances this term occurs elsewhere only in Ps 75: 13. 

where it also concerns the piling up of the Sea of Reeds.' (2) In both instances the body 

of water became "'dry ground" (;l>ln) (Exod 14:21 [cf. 14:22,29]; Josh 3: 17). (3)  In 

' CE Isa 17: 1 1, which may represent a cormption of 173 (see John D. Watts, isaiuh 1-33 
[Word Biblical Commentary 24; Waco, Texas: Word Books, 19851 240). 
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each case the waters then returned to their normal course (Exod 1427; Josh 4: 1 8). (4) 

Like the deliverance fiom Egypt, the crossing of the Jordan took place on the tenth day 

of the first month (Josh 4: 19; Exod 12: l-3,4l, 5 1). (5) Each account represents the 

point at which the people placed their confidence in their leader: after the crossing of the 

Sea "the people believed in the LORD and in Moses his servant" (Exod 145 1); and in 

Josh 3:7 the LORD stated. "'this day I wiIl begin to exalt you before all Israel that they 

might h o w  that just as (1rriKZ) I was with Moses so I will be with you" (cf. 4: 14). 

(6) Finally, in each instance the reaction of the nations is similar. As the peoples of 

Edom, Moab and Canaan were gripped with fear by the crossing of the Sea, so the kings 

on both sides of the Jordan "lost heart and no spirit was left in them" because o F the 

crossing of the Jordan (Exod 15: 15-1 6; Josh 5: I ) . ~  

Third, in Exod 1243-50 Moses commanded that people be circumcised prior to 

participating in the Passover, which finds a close parallel in Josh 5% 12 where Joshua 

also had the Israelites circumcised before participating in the Passover. The reference in 

Josh 5 2  to the circumcision at Gilgal as the '3econd" circumcision makes this parallel 

explicit. For Dtr the k t  circumcision took place just prior to the Exodus (Exod 1248- 

50), as is evident from Josh 5 5  where he contrasted the two circumcisions: "Now 

whereas all the people who came out of Egypt had been circumcised, none of the people 

born after the Exodus, during the desert wanderings, had been circumcised."' Moreover, 

-- - - -- - - 

For further parallels between the latter half of the Song of the Sea and Deuteronomistic 
literature see page 50. 
' Consistent with this is the fact that the Exodus kom Egypt marked the birth of the 
nation for Dtr (see page 33). That Dtr did not regard the first circumcision as that of 
Abraham and his family in Genesis 17 is evident £kom "the second circumcision of the 



consistent with the first Passover celebration 'the Israelites offered the Passover sacrifice 

on the fourteenth day of the month, toward evening" (Josh 510; cf. Exod 126, IS). 

Fourth, Joshua's meeting of the captain of the LORD'S host in Josh 5: 13-15 is 

reminiscent of Moses' encounter with the angel of the LORD in Exod 3: 1-5. In each case 

the protagonist confronted an angelic being who said, "'Remove your sandal(s) from your 

foot (feet) For theplace where you stand is holy (ground).'"' Moreover, the accounts 

have similar Functions: the Exodus account prefaces the promise of deliverance from 

Egypt and the Joshua account prefaces the promise of conquest of Jericho; and each 

account functions as a divine guarantee of deIiverance/conquest insofar as through the 

respective angelic encounters the protagonists were assured that the LORD would be the 

principal agent of their success.' 

sons cflsrael" (v. 2). Of the roughly 900 times that the term "Israel" occurs in the DtrH 
it never refers to the people prior to the conquest. Rather, the DtrH always refers to the 
pre-conquest generations as the "fathers" (roughly eighty times). 

The differences between the MT and the LXX in Josh 52-6  rneric discussion. The 
LXX of Josh 52-6,  which, unlike the MT, does not refer to a "second" circumcision (v. 
2), and which states that not all of the Exodus generation was circumcised (v. 5): is likely 
a better representation of the original account than the MT's version for there is no 
reason why the LXX's VorZage would have omitted such material (cf. A.G. Auld, 
''Joshua: The Hebrew and Greek Texts," in Studies in the Historical Booh of the Old 
Testament WTSup MM; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 19791 8-10}. However, because the MT's 
version contains a number of Deuteronomistic features it is tenable to conclude that the 
LXX's account is pre-Deuteronomistic, perhaps even the tradition which was Dtr's 
source. The reference to a second circumcision is consistent with Dh's concern to 
pattern the conquest story after the Exodus story (v. 2). Only the MT states that "all the 
men of war died" (v. 4), which is consistent with Deut 2: 14- I6 where we read the same 
thing. Finaily, whereas the LXX states that the wilderness travels lasted for forty-two 
yean, consistent with Deut I :3 and 2: I4 the MT states that such travels lasted for forty 
years (v. 6). 

The Exodus account is represented by the bracketed reading. 
' Joshua's encounter with the angelic being also shares a striking verbal parallel with 
Balaam's encounter with the angel of the LORD. As Balaam's ass saw the angel of the 
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Other parallels between Moses and Joshua include the following. (1) As Moses 

set up twelve piIIars "for the twelve tribes of Israel'' (Exod 24:4), so Joshua had twelve 

stones removed fkom the Jordan "corresponding to the number of the tribes of Israel." 

which he set up in the middle of the Jordan (Josh 4:7-9). (2) Joshua's intercession on 

behalf of Israel after its defeat at Ai is reminiscent of Moses' intercession on behalf of 

Israel after the spies swayed the people with their unfavorable report: "When the 

Canaanites and all the inhabitants of the land hear of this, they will tum upon us and 

wipe out our very name fkom the earth. And what will you do about your great name?" 

(Josh 7:9); "When the Egyptians, from whose midst you brought up this people in your 

might, hear the news, they wilI teU it to the inhabitants of that land . . . If then you slay 

this people to a man, the nations who have heard your fame will say, 'It must be because 

the LORD was powerless to bring that peopIe into the land"' (Num 14: 13- 16). (3) As 

Moses held out the rod of God until the Amalekites were defeated, so Joshua held out his 

sword until the forces of Ai were exterminated (Exod 17% 13; Iosh 8: 18-1 9. 26). 

(4) As the LOW hardened Pharaoh's heart that Moses might defeat the Egyptians, so he 

hardened the hearts of the Northern kings that Joshua might defeat them (Exod 4 2  1; 

9: 12; 10:20,27; I 1 : 10; 14:4,8; Josh 1 1 :20). Significantly, these are the only instances 

in which the LORD is the agent of the verb pm with 25 as the objectm6 

- - -- 

LORD standing in the way "and his sword was drawn in his hand"(l'lq3 ;IS~% l x n ) ,  
so Joshua saw the angelic being standing before him "and his sword was drawn in his 
hand" (n-2 R P ~ ~ W  l2lnl) (Num 22:23; Josh 5: 13; cf. 1 Chron 2 1: 16). 

For another treatment of the parallels between the Exodus story and Joshua 3-5 see 
Fishbane, Interpretation, 3 5 8-59. C f. R. Hulst, 'Der Jordan in den alttestarnentlichen 
ijberlieferungen," OTS 14 (1 965) 162-88; Gordon I. Wenham, 'The Deuteronomic 
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1.1.2 The Direction of Dependence 

Three arguments may be adduced in support of the proposed direction of 

dependence. The first argment concerns the criterion of cross reference. As with other 

accounts in the DtrH, in Joshua 1-5 De invited comparisons with ihe corresponding 

Tetrateuchai accounts by means of cross-references. This is true of the explicit 

comparisons between Moses and Joshua In 1 : 17 the Transjordan tribes stated that they 

would obey Joshua "just as" (YrdKZ) they had obeyed Moses and they declared 'only 

may the LORD your God be with you just  as (7WK3) he was with Moses." Similar to this 

is 3:7 where the LORD stated to Joshua that he would exalt him before all Israel "so that 

they shall b o w  that I will be with you just as ('IaK3) 1 was with Moses." A notice of 

the fulfillment of this promise comes in 4: 14: "On that day the LORD exalted Joshua in 

the sight of all Israel, so that they revered him all his days just as ( W K ~ )  they had 

revered Moses" (c f. 1 1 : 1 5). Another cross-reference pertains to the parallel between the 

crossings of the Sea and the Jordan: "For the LORD your God dried up the waren of the 

Jordan before you until you crossed, just as (ltLk2) the LORD your God did to the Sea o of 

Reeds, which he dried up before us until we crossed" (4:23). Such cross-references 

suggest that Dtr was reliant on the given Tetrateuchal accounts. Finally, there is a cross- 

reference to the Exodus story. In her speech to the spies Rahab stated, "for we have 

heard how the LORD dried up the waters of the Sea of Reeds" (210). As elsewhere, Da 

. - - -  -- - - - 

Theology of the Book of Joshua," D L  90 (1971) 146; and Yair Zakovitch, "And You 
ShaN TeN Your Son . . . " The Concept of the Exodus in the Bible (Jerusalem: Magnes 
Press, 199 1) 60-67. 
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evidently had Rahab make this declaration because he wanted to aid the reader in 

drawing the connection between the Exodus and conquest stories. 

The second argument in support of the proposed direction of dependence 

concerns the criterion of assumed knowledge. Dtr's reference to the circumcision at 

Gilgal as the "second circumcision" ( 5 2 )  assumes knowledge of what was in his mind 

the h t  circumcision. Exod 12:43-50.' Similarly, the statement of the captain of the 

LORD'S host in 5:  14, "Now (m9) I have come"-which precedes the battle against 

Jericho-is the fulfillment oPExod 3 3 2  where the LORD promised to send an angel 

before Israel to drive out the inhabitants of  Canaan.' Finally, in Josh 5: 1 1 - 12 Dtr 

emphasized the point that on the day following the celebration of the Passover, which 

took place four days after having crossed the Jordan (cf. Josh 4: 19 and 5: 10), the divine 

provision of manna ceased This assumes knowledge of Exod l6:3 5, "And the Israelites 

ate manna forty years, until they came to a settled land; they ate the manna until they 

came to the border of the land of Canaan." 

The third ar,pnent comes with the criterion of multiple occurrence. In the 

previous chapter I showed that in Deut 1:34-36,39 and 2: 14-16 Dtr assumed knowledge 

of the account of the spies in Numbers 13-44. It is therefore reasonable to conclude 

that because Joshua 2 also shares parallels with Numbers 13-14 it too was based on this 

7 The criterion of source criticism therefore also supports the propsed direction of 
dependence as Exod 1243-50 is usually assigned to P (for a review of scholarship sze 
Durham, Erodus, 170-7 1). 
C t 2 Kgs 1 9:X where this ad~~erb is also used with reference to the fdfilhnent o f an 

earlier divine decree: 'Wave you not heard? Of old I planned that very thing. I designed 
it long ago. Now (7nP) I have fulfilled it." 



account. Similarly, because the reference to the death of those who heeded the counsel 

of the spies in Josh 54-6 assumes knowledge of Deut 1 :34-36,39 and 2: 14- 16 (passages 

which assume lmowledse of Numbers 13-14) it is tenable to conclude that Dtr was also 

dependent on Numbers 13-14 for Josh 54-6. 

Further arguments concern the criterion of Deuteronomistic tendency. Because 

the parallels between Moses =d Joshua are consistent with Dtr's concern elsewhere, it is 

best to conclude that De was responsible for such parallels. I argued in chapter one that 

Dtr was concerned to present Moses more positively than the depiction of him provided 

by the Tetrateuch. Consistent with this is the presentation of Joshua as a new Moses. A 

similar argument &om the criterion of Deuteronomistic tendency concerns the parallels 

that Dtr drew between the Datteronomic Moses and Josiah, which I outfined in the 

introduction. Because Dtr's patterning of Josiah after the Deuteronomic Moses is 

consistent with the parallels between Moses and Joshua, it is again reasonable to 

conclude that Dtr was also responsible for the parallels that exist between Moses and 

Joshua. 

2.1.3 The Purpose of the ParaiIeIs 

Although all the parallels discussed above concern events in the lives of Moses 

and Joshua, some of them also pertain to the respective generations that were under their 

leadership. This is true of the parallels pertaining to the spies, the crossing of the Jordan, 

and the circumcision and Passover. In the following paragraphs I will first argue that 

Dtr's purpose in drawing the parallels was to present Joshua as a new Moses. I will then 
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contend that Dtr also sought to present the generation that was under Joshua as a new, 

obedient Israel. 

As elsewhere, Dtr's purpose in drawing the parallels between Moses and Joshua 

may be determined koom an analysis of the context in which they appear. A central 

teaching of Deuteronomy is that the prosperity of the nation was contingent on its 

fidelity to the Mosaic teaching This is particularly evident fiom the blessings and 

curses of Deuteronomy 28 as we11 as fkom Moses' concluding remarks concerning his 

teachings: "This [teaching] is not a trifling thing for you: it is your very life; through it 

you shall long endure on the land that you are to possess upon crossing the Jordan" 

(32:47). Deuteronomy thus sets the stage for the subsequent history insofar as each 

generation or era in the DtrH was judged on the basis of the degree to which it was 

faithfb1 to the Mosaic teaching. Significant for our purposes, as the leader of the post- 

Mosaic generation Joshua was wholly faithful to the teaching of Moses. This is already 

anticipated in the LORD'S k t  speech to Joshua in 1 :7-8: 

But you must be very strong and resolute to observe faithfully all the Teaching 
that my servant Moses enjoined upon you. Do not deviate £?om it to the right or 
to the left, that you may be successful wherever you go. Let not this teaching 
depart from your lips, but recite it day and night, that you may observe faithfully 
all that is written in it. Only then will you prosper and only then will you be 
S U C C ~ S S ~ . ~  

9 Some have argued that the seemingly redundant 1 :7-9 was interpotated (e-g., Norbert 
L O W ,  "Die deuteronomistische Darstellung des &ergangs der Fiihnrng fsraels von 
Moses auf losua," Scfiolastik 37 [I9621 36-38; Noth, Deuteronomistic History, 62 n. 1; 
cf. Alexander ROE, "The Piety of the Torah Disciples at the Winding-Up of the Hebrew 
Bible: Josh 1 :8; Ps. 1 :2; Isa 59:21," in Bibel in JGdischer und Chrirtlicher Tradition 
Frankfiut am Main: Hain, 19931 78-85). However, the terminology used in 1 : 7-8 
suggests that these verses are Deuteronomistic: these verses bear a close resemblance to 
Da's interpolation in Deut 1798-19 (see page 17, footnote 38), and the motif of not 



In accordance with this are the many instances in which Joshua carried out earlier 

commands of Moses. In Numbers 32 and Deut 3:18-20 Moses commanded the 

Transjordan tribes to aid the Cisjordan tribes in the conquest before settling in the 

Transjordan, a command that Joshua reiterated in Josh 1:12-15. That Joshua was 

carrying out the command of Moses is made explicit by Joshua's introductory statement, 

"Remember what Moses the servant of the LORD enjoined upon you" (1: 13). Dtr also 

made this explicit by the people's response, "We will obey you just as (%K) we 

obeyed Moses" (1 : 17). Again, in Deuteronomy 27-18 Moses commanded the people 

to construct an altar on Mount BaI and recite a series of blessings and curses from 

Mount Gerizim and Mount Ebal respectively, a command that Joshua fulfilled in Josh 

8:30-35. As with the previous example, in this instance Dtr made the co~ec t i on  

explicit: 'There was not a word oEaU that Moses had commanded that Joshua failed to 

read in the presence of the entire assembly of Israel" (8:35).1° In Deut 20: 16- 1 8 the 

LORD commanded Moses "everything that breathes shall not live" (Z~U' I -% 7.nE ~ 5 ) .  

In Fulfillment of this Joshua killed the inhabitants of Hazor: "nothing that breathed 

remained" (32 ei3-53 Ynll x+; 1 1 : 1 1 [cf. v. 1 J])." Again, Dtr made the connection 

explicit: "Just as (7piK3)  the LORD had commanded his servant Moses, so Moses had 

charged Joshua, and so Joshua did; he left nothing undone of all that the LORD had 

turning to the right or the left with reference to the Torah occurs elsewhere only in the 
DtrH (see page 17). It is therefore best to conclude that 1 :7-8 was composed by Dm. 

Cf. Deut 3 M I .  
Significantly, the phrase ; ~ D w J ~ >  occurs elsewhere ody  in 1 Kgs 15:29. 
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commanded Moses" (1 1: 15). In Deut 9: 1-3 the LORD promised Israel that they would 

dispossess the Anakites, and in Josh 1 121-22 Israel wiped out the haki tes  from the 

land. As elsewhere, Dtr recalled the Deuteronomic promise: 'Thus Joshua conquered 

the whole country just as ( l a ~ 3 )  the LORD had promised Moses" (1 123). In Fulfillment 

of Num 34: L 3, in Josh 14: 1-2 Dtr introduced the section regarding the allotment to the 

nine and a half tribes with the standard 'just as (WK=) the LORD had commanded 

through Moses." In Deut 19:L-10 (cf. N u .  359-15) Moses commanded the people to 

set aside cities of refuge, and in Joshua 20 Joshua set them aside "as ( X X )  [the LORD] 

had spoken through Moses" (20:2). Finally, in Num 35: 1-8 the LORD had commanded 

Moses to have cities set aside for the Levites, and in Josh 21:1-40 this was hifilled by 

Joshua As in all of the other instances Da made the connection explicit: "so the 

Israerites, in accordance with the LORD'S command (317' &K), assigned to the 

Levites" the land (Josh 21:); cf v. 2). In light of these many instances of Joshua's 

obedience to Moses it is evident that Dtr's purpose in drawing the above parallels was to 

underline Joshua's faithfulness in €0 llowing the Mosaic teachings. 

As 1 stated above, Dtr also sought to present the generation under Joshua as a 

new, obedient Israel. The first point that I will establish is that Dtr made a clear 

distinction between the righteous generation under Joshua's leadership and the preceding 

and following generations. With regard to the generation under Joshua, as Dtr praised 

Joshua for his obedience to Moses so he praised Israel for its obedience to Joshua: "the 

Reubenites, the Gadites, and the half-tribe of Manasseh went across armed before the 

Israelites, as Moses had charged them" (Josh 4: 12); "they revered [Joshua] just as they 
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had revered Moses" (Josh 4: 14); "the people served the LORD during the lifetime of 

Joshua and the lifetime of the older people who lived on after Joshua and who had 

witnessed all the marvelous deeds that the LORD had wrought for Israel" (Judg 27) .  

This emphasis on the obedience of the generation under Joshua is highiightrd by Days 

carel l  distinction between the generation under Joshua and the following generations: 

whereas Jos hua7 s generation "served the LORD" (Judg 2: 7), the succeeding generations 

"did what was offensive to the LORD" (Judg 2: 11). Dtr also sought to distinguish the 

generation under Joshua &om the generation under Moses because, Like the period of the 

judges, the generation under ~Moses was compt-as is clear from the account of the 

spies and the aftermath (Deut 1 : 1946). This concern to disting~ish these generations is 

already present in Deut 1 :37-39 where Dtr made the point that only the generation under 

Joshua would see the land (cf. Deut 2: 14-16). In light of this concern to distinguish the 

generation under Joshua &om the preceding and following generations, Dtr evidently 

drew the above parallels in order to present the generation under Joshua as a new Israel: 

in marked contrast to Num 1325-33, in Joshua 2 the spies stated the LORD had given all 

the land into their hands and that the inhabitants of the land were quaking before them 

(224); the crossing of the Jordan marked the birth of a new Israel (3: 1-5: 1); with the 

passing of the disobedient generation there came the second circumcision and the 

celebration of the Passover (5% 12); and with the appearance of the promised angel the 

business of conquering Canaan could at last proceed (5: 13-15). 



1.1 Lot (Genesis 19) and Rahab (Joshua 2,6) 

Embedded within the group of parallels concerning Joshua and Moses there exist 

striking parallels between the narrative of the two Israelite spies and Rahab in Joshua 2, 

and the narrative of the visit of the two angels to Lot in Genesis 19. " ( 1) As two 

"angels" ( c ~ z K ~ ;  Gen 19: 1, 15) arrived in Sodom in the evening, so two spies, who are 

later referred to as "messengers" ( c ' = K ~ ;  Josh 6: 17,25), arrived in Jericho at ni&t 

(Gen 19: 1; Josh 2: 1-2). (2) As the angels entered the house of Lot (3nq2-% ix=ql), so 

the spies entered the house of Rahab (7117 T ~ N - K - ~ - =  1x2'7) (Gen 193; Josh 2A). (3) As 

Lot provided lodging for the two angels who were going to spend the night in the "'town 

square" (21'lm), so the two spies were hosted by one "Rahab" (=El) (Gen 192-3; Josh 

2 :  (4) As the angels "had not yet lain down" (I==@ G l t " )  when the men ofsodom 

came to Rahab's home, so the spies "had not yet lain downy* (1723~' C?E)  when Rahab 

came up to them on the roof (Gen 19:4; Josh 2:8). Significantly, this phrase only occurs 

in these two instances. ( 5 )  As the men of Sodom said to Lot, "Where are the men who 

came to you ( ~ h  1 ~ 2 7 E ? X  c'~:K;O tonight? Bring them out to us (?'h CS'277)" 

(Gen 19:5), so Rahab was commanded, "Bring out the men who came to you" ('HIE'l;l 

T ~ K  C q K X  c'W~K;I) (Josh 2 3 ) .  (6) Fdowing this, in both instances the demand was 

denied: the men of Sodom were struck with blindness and Rahab sent the king's men off 

in the wrong direction (Gen 19: 1 1; Josh 2:4-5). (7) Both Sodom and Jericho were 



subsequently destroyed (Gen l9:23-25; Josh 6:24). (8) Finally, the hosts together with 

their families were nevertheless spared (Gen 19: 15-22; Josh 6: 17,25). More 

specifically, as the angels seized Lot and his family and "brought him out and left him 

outside the city" (1'95 ylns l;imql l;IKSqI), so the spies '8rought out @XahabTs] whole 

h 7 @  ;lln;35) (Gen 19: 16; Josh 6:23). 

Evidence in support of the proposed direction of dependence is available from 

Rahab's confession to the spies: 

(9) I know that the LORD has given the comtzy to you, because dread of you has 
fallen upon us, and all the inhabitants of the land are quaking before you. 
(1 0) For we have heard how the  LOR^ dried up the waters of the Sea of Reeds for 
you when you left Egypt, and what you did to Sihon and Og, the two &norite 
kings across the Jordan, whom you doomed. (1 1) When we heard about it, we 
lost heart, and no man had any more spirit left because of you; for the LORD your 
God is the only God in heaven above and on earth below. 

To begin with, there is the criterion of cross-reference: Rahab's reference to the Exodus 

in v. 10 is followed in Joshua 3 4  by the crossing of the Jordan, which Dtr patterned 

after the Exodus story. The criterion of multiple occurrence also supports the proposed 

direction of dependence at this point In the previous chapter I argued that Dtr based 

Deut 2 2 5  on Exod 15: 14." Similar to this is Rahab's speech in Josh which 

shares striking parallels with Exod 15: 14- 16: 

'' Some of the following parallels were noted by L. Daniel Hawk, Every Promise 
Fulfiiled: Contesting Plots in Joshua (LouisviIle, KT: Westmins ter/Jo hn b o x ,  1 9 9 1 ) 
64-65. 
13 See page 5 1. 



Dtr S Use of Tehateuchal Nmatives in Joshua and Judges 

E X O ~  15A4-16 Josh 2~9-10 
(14) the peoples have heard ( T Y D ~ ' )  . . . (9) dread of you (CX2'K)  

(IS) the dwellers C2PT) - in Canaan has fallen upon us  (11'53 ~52:) 

are quaking (1;iX) . . . and all the inhabitants ( ' X P )  of the land 
( 16) dread (;mDqH) . . . are quaking ('1151) before you 
fell upon them (~7-53 k) (10) for we have heard ('l332W) . . . 

The fact that Dtr based Deut 2:25 on Exod 15: 14 suggests that Dtr was also responsible 

for the parallels between Josh 2:9-10 and Exod 15: 14-16. This contention finds further 

support Eom the criterion of Deuteronomistic tendency, for the use of Exod 1 5: LC 16 in 

Josh 29-10 is very similar to the use of Exod 15:14 in Deut 2 2 5 .  Like Deut 2 2 5 ,  Josh 

2: 9- 1 0 refers to the dread of Israel's enemies upon hearing of Israel (c f. Josh 2: 1 1, 24). 

Again, similar to Deut 224-25 this text in Joshua is used with reference to the imminent 

conquest of Canaan." 

The proposed direction of dependence is also supported by the criterion of 

context insofar as this parallel is embedded within several parallels shared between 

Moses and his generation and Joshua and those whom he led. Because the Joshua 

accounts were demonstrably based on the corresponding Tetrateuchd accounts it is 

therefore most reasonable to draw the same conclusion in this instance. Finally, the 

criterion of incongruities also supports the contention that De was responsib Ie for the 

" One feature that is present in the speech of Rahab but is not shared by Deut 224-25 
and 2 3 0  is that the passages in Deuteronomy do not explicitly refer back to the Exodus 
story. However, these verses must be understood in Light of Deut 1:30,32-33, which 
include both verbal parallels with, as well as a cross-reference to, the Exodus story. 

Note also the verbal parallel between Deut 4:39 ("for the LORD alone is God in 
heaven above and on earth below7') and Josh 2: 11 ("for the LORD your God alone is God 
in heaven above and on earth below7') (Hawk, Every Promise, 66). This verbal link 
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parallel. The redundant nature of Josh 2:3 is suggestive of its dependence on Gen 195. 

The two texts read as follows: 

Gen 
195 

Where are the men who came to you tonight? Bring them out to us. 

J O S ~  2:3 7"-5 I K ~ Y W U  +K cwzn EWJM w'im 
Bring out the men who came to you, who came to your house. 

That Iosh 2:3 is dependent on Gen 195 is probable &om its redundancy concerning the 

arrival of the men to Rahabmahab's house." I would suggest that the redundancy is the 

result of Dtr's attempt to pattern his source (which also read that '?he men came") after 

Genesis 19. '' 

13  The Defeat of Coalitions by Abram (Genesis 14) and Joshua (Joshua 10) 

The final parallel in Joshua concerns that between Joshua's defeat of Canaanite 

kings in Joshua 10 and Abram's battle against the Mesopotamian kings in Genesis 11.'' 

(1) In both accounts a coalition of kings united against a rebellion (Gen 14: 1-9; Josh 

1013-4). (2) Following this there was a capture or impending threat: the Mesopotamian 

kings captured Lot and the Canaanite kings were poised to dehat the Gibeonites (Gen 

14: 10- 12; Iosh 105). (3) The hero of the story (Abram, Joshua) then heard of the crisis 

supports the contention that Dtr was responsible for the given parallels between Exod 
15:14-16 and Rahab's speech. 
'' Cf. Trent C. Butler who has argued that the MT at this point represents a conflation of 
traditions (Joshua w o r d  Biblical Commentary 7; Waco, TX: Word Books, 19831 26). 
l6 As in other instances the parallels shared by Genesis 19 and Joshua 2 are only the 
product of Dtr' s familiarity with the given Tetrateuchd account, there being no thing 
tendentious about them. 
" This analysis is adapted &om Greenstein, "Formation," 168. 



and pursued and defeated the coalition (Gen 14: 13-1 6; Josh 10:6-39). (4) The warfare is 

described similarly in Gen 14: 15 and Josh 10% 10: 

Gen 14:15 em7-7 . . . CZY . . -3% ~3-5~7 +n? 
and he deployed against them at night. . . and he mote  them . . . and 
he pursued them 

Josh lO:9-10 D ~ T T ~  . . c>qq . .3%% . . . E Z - 5 ~  KX-7 

and he came upon them. . . al l  night. . . and he smote them . . . and he 
pursued them 

Significantly, these are the only instances where C3'1 and em7m appear in a word 

string. (5) Finally, there is the s-g paraUeI between the phrases "Melchizedek 

((511~'3k3) of Salem" and "Adonizedek (p'IS711H) of Jerusalem" (Gen 14: 18; Josh 

As elsewhere, the source-critical criterion suggests that the account in Joshua was 

based on the account in Genesis. Though commentators differ over the text's 

provenience and the number of literary layers within it, for our purposes it is noteworthy 

that the majority have argued that the account of Melchizedek in Gen 14: 18-20 is an 

interpolation." Significantly, the phrase 'Welchizedek of Salem" (Gen 11: 18) is a part 

of the interpolation, while the remaining parallels occur outside the Melchizedek 

See the discussion in John Van Setes, Abraham in Hirroty and Tradition (New 
Haven and London: Yale University Press, 1975) 299. For a review of scholarship see 
Westermann, Genesis 12-36? 1 89-90. Even Wenham, who is generally skeptical of 
source-critical analyses, could say "[ilt is admittedly strange that with the king of Sodom 
having been introduced to Abram in v 17, Melchizedek should suddenly appear, bless 
Abram, receive a tithe, and the king of Sodom say nothing until v 2 1. On k t  reading it 
does look like an insertion" (Genesb 1-15, Word Biblical Commentary 1 PaIIas, TX: 
Word, 19871 306). 



pericope. Because Joshua 10 shares structural and verbal features with more than one 

layer of Genesis 14 it follows that Joshua 10 is dependent on Genesis 14. 

Determining Dtr's purpose for drawing the parallel is not as straightforward as 

with the previously discussed parallels. Although the parallel may only be the product 

of DB's familiarity with the given Tetrateuchal account, it seems more likely that Dtr 

drew it in order to extol Joshua: not only was Joshua a new Moses but he also shared 

parallels with Abram. 

2, PARALLEL NARRATIVES IN JUDGES 

In marked contrast to the exemplary generation under Joshua is the epoch of the judges 

in which covenant infidelity reigned supreme. All of the parallels that Dtr drew between 

Tetrateuchal accounts and the book of Judges serve to highlight this negative depiction. 

The first parallel narrative comes with Moses and Gideon; the second concerns the 

episode of the spies in Numbers 13 and the migration of the Danites in Judges 18; the 

third comes with the account concerning Gibeah in Judges 19 and the corresponding 

account concerning Sodom in Genesis 19; and the fourth concerns the near-sacrifice of 

Isaac in Genesis 22, which shares parallels both with kphthah's sacrifice of his daughter 

in Judges 11 as well as the account concerning Gibeah in Judges 19. In each case Dtr 

either inverted the parallel afforded by the Tetrateuchal accounts, omitted one of its 

features, or sought to contrast the respective stories-all in order to emphasize the 

depravity of pre-monarchic Israel, that is, Israel of the period of the judges. 



2.1 Moses (Exodus 2 4 )  and Gideon (Judges 6,8) 

The first pardlel is that between Moses and Gideon.19 (1) As the Egyptians 

oppressed Israel in the time of Moses and the Israelites "cried out to the LORD," so in the 

time of Gideon the Midimites oppressed Israel whose "cry" rose up to God (Exod 1 2 3 ;  

Judg 6:6). The connection with the deliverance from Egypt is Furthered in Judg 6:s-9 by 

an unnamed prophet: "I brought you up out of Egypt and keed you from the house of 

bondage. I rescued you £torn the Egyptians." (2) The connection between Moses and 

Gideon is suggested by Gideon's refaences to the deliverance &om E a q t  in Judg 6: 13, 

"Where are d l  his wondrous deeeds about which our fathers told us, saying, 'Truly the 

LORD brought us up from Egypt7?" More specifically, Gideon's reference to "all [the 

LORD'S] wonders" ( l q n n h ~ - b )  is parallel to the LORD'S statement to Moses that he 

was to mite Egypt "with all [his] wonders" ( ' . I K ~ I  522; Exod 3 20). ( 3 )  The calls o f  

Moses and Gideon share paraIIel features. As God said to Moses, '4 will send you," so 

he said to Gideon, "have I not sent you?" (Exod 3 : 10; Judg 6: 14). Again, both hdoses 

and Gideon thought that they were unequal to the task of delivering Israel (Exod 3: 12; 

Judg 6: 15) but the LOEXD nevertheless assured them of his presence. Significantly, the 

phrase "for I will be with youYT ( F D  ;lq;lK'3) of Exod 3:12 and Judg 6: 16 only occurs 

in these two instances. (4) Both Moses and Gideon received signs from the LORD as 

confirmations that he would grant them success: the LORD gave signs to Moses (Exod 

'' Many of the following parallels were adapted corn Zakovitch, Concept ofrhe E ~ u ~ u s ,  
67-69; Lillian R KIein, The Tn'umph of Irony in the Book of Judges (JSOTSS 68; 
Sheffield: Almchd Press, 1988) 49-69; and AUison, Moses, 28-30. See also A. Graeme 
Auld, "Gideon: Hacking at the Heart of the Old Testament," VT39 (1989) 257-67. 
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4:1-9) and Gideon requested signs &om the LORD (Judg 6:36-40). (5) In both instances 

"the angel of the LORD appeared to him ~oses/Gideon]" (7~572 [1'%] K T 1  

[ l q h ]  373') (Exod 3 2; Judg 6: 12)' a phrase that only appears in these two instances (c f. 

Judg 133). (6) Both figures were a h i d  to took at a theophany: this is true of Moses 

before the burning bush and Gideon before the angel of the LORD (Exod 316; Judg 6 2 2 ) .  

(7) Both the father-in-law of Moses and the son of Gideon share the name Vether" (w ) 

(Exod 4:18; Judg 8:20)." (8) Finally, as Moses killed an Egyptian for beating a Hebrew, 

"his brother" (lqRK), so Gideon killed Zebah and Zalmunna for killing "my brothers" 

(m) ( E x o ~  2: 1 1-14; hdg 8A8-21). 

The criterion of literary function supports the proposed direction of dependence. 

Because the h c t i o n  of the parallel corresponds with the depiction of Gideon in Judges 

6-8 it is reasonable to conclude that Dtr was responsible for the parallel. Judges 

presents Gideon both positively and negatively. Positively, we read that the LORD was 

with Gideon (6: 12, 16); that Gideon was the LORD'S messenger (6: 14); that Gideon had 

found favor in the LORD'S sight (6: 17-18); that the spirit of the LORD enveloped Gideon 

(6:34); that the LORD delivered the camp of Midian into Gideon's hand (7:9); and that 

Gideon rejected the invitation to rule, for he only wanted the LORD to rule over Israel 

(822).  Negatively, we read that Gideon was &aid to replace the altar of Baal with an 

altar to t h e Z o ~ o  during the day (625-27); that he was afraid to attack the Midianite 

" Elsewhere Moses' father-in-law has the name Jethro (lln') (Exod 3 : 1 ; 1 8 : 1-2, 5-6, 
12). Cf. 2 Sam 17:25 where Amasa is the son of Ithra (K1i17) and L Chron 217 where he 
is referred to as the son of Jether (lnl). 
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camp (7:IO-11); and, most significantly, that he set up an ephod which Ied IsraeI astray 

(8 :U-27)." 

The parallels also present Gideon both positively and negatively. Not unlike the 

presentation of Joshua as a new ~Moses, the parallels between Gideon and &loses are 

suggestive of a positive portrayal of Gideon. However, the positive parallels be@n to 

break down with Gideon's complaint of Judg 6: 13 : 

Please, my Lord, if the LORD is with us, then why has all this befallen us? Now 
where are all his wondrous deeds about which our fathers told us, saying, 'Truly, 
the LORD brought us up from Egypt'? Now the LORD has abandoned us and 
delivered us into the hands of Mdian! 

I noted above that the LORD'S statement "for I will be with youT' (1;39 ;r9;iKy=) occurs 

only in the divine assurance given to Moses and Gideon (Exod 3: 12; Judg 6: 16). 

Whereas this parallel serves to align Gideon with Moses, Gideon's complaint concerning 

i~~~)-should be taken as an inversion on the aforementioned assurance to Moses of 

Exod 3 : 12. But the inversion goes much hther than what is found in Gideon's 

complaint insofar as Dtr patterned Gitieon after Moses and then his apostate brother 

Aaron. I noted above that the presentation of Gideon in Judges 6-8 is both positive and 

negative. This is no more clear than at the close ofthe Gideon narrative where the 

positive 8:22-23 is in marked contrast to the negative 8:24-27: In response to Israel's 

request that Gideon rule over them, Gideon stated, "1 will not rule over you myself, nor 

shall my son rule over you; the LORD done shall rule over you" (823). Immediately 

'' See Klein for the ironic presentation of Gideon (Triumph, 67). 
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following this pious rejection Gideon requested the earrings of the Israelites, from which 

he made an ephod which led both Gideon and IsraeI astray (8:24-27). Consistent with 

this bizarre transition, the parallels with Moses cease in 820-2 1 and in 8:24-27 Gideon 

becomes a new, apostate Aaron. (1) As Aaron told the Israelites to take off their rings of 

goid (=;i?;i P72; Exod 32:2), so at Gideon's request the Israelites gave him their rings of 

gold (xT 'nr2; Judg 8:24). (2) As Aaron thereupon made a molten calf from the rings 

so Gideon made an ephod from the rings (Exod 32:4; Judg 827). (3) Finally, in both 

instances the people then worshiped the molten calfkphod (Exod 3223; Judg 827). The 

fact, then, that the transition fkom parallels with Moses to parallels with Aaron is 

consistent with the interplay of positive and negative portrayals of Gideon suggests that 

Dtr was responsible for the parallels. 

2.2 The Rebellion of the Spies (Numbers 13--14) and the Migration of the Danites 
(Judges 18) 

As with Joshua 2, the migration of the Danites in Judges 18 share various 

parallels with the rebellion of the spies in Numbers 13." (1) Both the wilderness 

generation and the Danites were without land (Num 13:2; Judg 18: 1). (2) As lMoses sent 

twelve men representing the twelve tribes to scout the land that Israel was to possess, so 

the Danites sent five men representing their clan to spy out the land prior to seizing it 

(Num 13 :2, 17; Judg 18:2). (3) As the northernmost point of the spies' travels was 

Rehob (Zlil), so the northemost point of the Danites' travels was Beth-rehob (-n.2 
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am) (Nun 13%; Judg 18:28).* (4) Although both the twelve spies and the five 

Danites gave reports of the land and its inhabitants, whereas the report of ten of the 

twelve spies was negative, that of the Danites was positive (Num 1328-79. 3 1-33; Judg 

18:9-10). (5) A find parallel is that whereas the wilderness generation included six 

hundred thousand men of military age (Num 1 :45-46; 2 3 2 ;  1 1 :2 1), the migrating 

Danites consisted of six hundred men "'girt with weapons of war" (Judg 18: 1 1, 1 6- 1 7). 

In terms of the direction of dependence between these accounts, the criterion of 

multiple occurrence suggests that Dtr was responsible for the parallel. I argued above 

that Dtr reworked the story of the spies in Numbers 13-14 in Deut 1 :6-8, 19-46 in 

accordance with his concerns. Similarly, I argued that Numbers 13 was Dtr's basis for 

the mission of the spies in Joshua 2. It is therefore reasonable to conclude that Dtr was 

also responsible for the parallels between Numbers 13 and Judges 18. 

The criterion of Literary function also supports the contention that Dtr based 

Judges 18 on Numbers 13. The Danites' failure to take the inheritance that ~Moses had 

allotted to them (Judg 1 :34; cf. Josh l9:40-48) led them to look for a different land. The 

Danites' search in fact led them beyond the boundaries of the promised land, as is 

evident h m  the introduction to the narrative: "the tribe of Dan was seeking a territory in 

which to settle, for to that day no temtory had fallen to them in the midst of the tribes of 

" Cf. O'ComeH who has outlined the parallels that Nurn 12:16-14:43 and Judges 18 
share with Deut 1 : 19-46 (Robert H. O'Connell, Ihe Rhetoric of the Book of Judges 
[VTSup LXIII; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 19961 236). 
') This play between MVmi  is consistent with the parallel which Dtr drew between 
the messengers' arrival at the "town square" (m1) in Gen 19:2-3 and the spies' arrival 
to the house of "Rahab" (am) in Josh 2: 1 (see page 90). 



LFraeP' (I 8: I)." The Danites thus went outside their dotted territory as well as outside 

Israel in search of a home, and their conquest of Laish consequentiy underlines their 

failure to take the temtory that was initially dotted to them? 

Consistent with this, by patterning Judges 18 after Numbers 13 Dtr effectively 

presented the migration of the Danites as an inverted conquest. The promised land for 

the Danites was no longer the land that had been allotted to them but Laish. This is 

particularly evident &om the report of the Danite spies, which is replete with language 

that is applied elsewhere to the conquest of the promised land: 

Let us go at once and attack them! For we have seen the land and it is very good 
(7KD ;l3W . . . YlKZ), and you are sitting idle! Don't delay to go, to enter, and 
to possess the land ( r l K 3 n K  ~~15). When you come, you will come to an 
unsuspecting people, for God has given it into your hand ( P Y ~  ;Cmll= 
0>'Iq2); and the land is spacious (O"Iq n3Rl y7N;n)  and nothing on earth is 
lacking there (18:9-10). 

The description of Laish as being a very good land is consistent not only with the report 

of Joshua and Caleb (Nun 14:7) but it frequently occurs in Deuteronomy with reference 

to the promised land (e-g., 1 : X ,  35; 325; 6: 18; 8:7, 10; 9:6; 1 1 : 17). Similarly. the 

'' Note that the empbsis is on 3 h  ("temtory"), which appears onIy at the end of the 
sentence (Robert G. Boling and G- Ernest Wright, Judges [AB 6A; Garden City, NY: 
Doubleday, 19751 258). 

Dtr also underscored the illegitimacy of the Danites' conquest of Laish by 
emphasizing the innocence of the Laishites over against the militaristic Danites: whereas 
the Laishites were "dwelling careeee" ( ~ ~ 2 h 2 ~ 1 ~ ;  1 8:7) and "tranquil and 
unsuspecting" (nt93l U?W; l8:7,27; cf v. 10). in three instances we read that the 
Danites were "girt with weapons of waZ7 (Judg 18:11, 16-17; cf- v. 2). Moreover, the 
Danites broke the Deuteronornic law of warfare: Laish lay outside the promised land 
(1 8: I), and according to Deut 20:lO-14 the Israelites were to offer such towns terms of 
peace and if the people of such towns rejected the offer only the men were to be killed- 
the women, children, and spoil was to be kept. Significantly, there is no mention of such 
an offer, the people of Laish were put to the sword, and the city was burned (1 8 : X ) .  



Danite spies' statement concerning the breadth of the land is verbally parallel to the 

LORD'S description of the promised Land in Exod 3 3 ,  and the hyperbolic "nothing on 

earth is lacking [in Laish]" is reminiscent of descriptions of the promised land (e-g., 

Exod 38; Num 13:23,27; Deut 8:7-10). Again, the spies exhorted the Danites "'to 

possess the land," a phrase that occurs elsewhere with reference to the conquest o C the 

promised land @eut 9:4; 11:3 1; Josh 1:ll; 18:3; Judg 26) .  Finally, the expression that 

God had b4given" the land occurs with reference to the promise of land to the Patriarchs 

(e.g., Gen 127; 157, 18; 24:7; 28: I)); it occurs in the report of Joshua and Caleb (Nun 

1433); and it occurs in Deuteronomy and Joshua with reference to the conquest (Deut 

125; 3: 18,20; 34:4; Josh 1 : 1 1, 13; 2 1 :43)? By patterning Judges 18 after Numbers 13, 

and by having the Danite spies refer to Laish with language which usually applies to the 

promised laud, Dtr thus made the point that the Danite migration to Laish amounted to 

an inverted conquest." 

'6 The motif of God's putative "giving of the land" to the Danites also suggests that the 
Danites viewed the conquest as a holy war (for the use of the motif elsewhere see 
Gerhard von Rad, Holy War in Ancient Isruel [Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdrnans, 199 11 42- 
44; for the ironic use of holy war language in Deuteronomy 1-3 see Norbert LoMnk, 
"Darstellungskunst und Theologie," 1 10-14, 1 19-20; M o m ,  "Anti-Exodus," 3 34-39). 
" Abraham Malamat concluded that the parallels between Numbers 13 and Judges 18 
are due not to literary dependence but to a shared form ( T h e  Danite Migration and the 
Pan-Israelite Exodus-Conquest: A Biblical Narrative Pattern," Bib 51 [I 9701 1 - 16). 
However, as I will argue below, the fact that the Literary function of the parallel exhibits 
the same features as other parallels between Genesis and Judges supports the contention 
that Judges 18 was based on Numbers 13. 

Also worthy of note are the parallels that Dtr drew between the departure of the 
Danites fiom Micah's house and Genesis 31-33. (1) As Jacob placed his herds and 
flocks ahead of his family in preparation to meet Esay so the Danites placed "'the 
children, the cattle, and their household goods in fkont" when they set out £?om Micah's 
house (Gen 324-22; 33: 1- 1 1; Judg l8:2 1). (2) As Laban pursued Jacob because Jacob 
had taken Laban's daughters and because Laban's gods were missing, so Micah and his 
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23 The Account of Sodom (Genesis 18-19), and the Outrage at Gibeah and its 
Aftermath (Judges 1-21} 

2-3.1 The ParrzUes 

One of the most extensive parallels between the Tetrateuch and the DtrH comes 

with the accounts concerning the divine punishment of Sodom in Genetis 18-1 9 and 

that of the outrage at Gibeah of  Benjamin in Judges 19-21 The two accounts share 

the following parallels. (1) As Abraham requested the angels to receive his hospitality 

so the Bethlehemite urged the Levite to receive his hospitality (Gen 1 8: I -5; Judg 19: 1 - 

9). More specifically, as Abraham b'sawT' (Kl'l) the angels and ran "to meet them" 

( c ~ K Y I ; ~ ) ,  so the Bewehemite '&saw [the Levite]" (l;IKlql) and was glad "to meet him" 

( I ~ K Y ? ~ )  (Gen 1 8:2; Judg 19:3). (2) Shortly thereafter, Lot, who was a resident alien in 

Sodom (Gem 19:9), urged the angels to "spend the night" (13'5) at his home and wash 

their feet ( ~ 3 %  'I?Sn11), even though they expressed the desire to stay "in the town 

squareT' (3E72; Gen 1911-3)- Similarly, the resident alien of Gibeah successfully urged 

the Levite not to ""stay the night in the town square" (m72 ~h-h) and the Levite and 

his companions thereupon "washed their feet" (E 751 Ism-1) (Judg 19: 15-1 1 ). 

neighbours pursued the Danites because they had taken Micah's priest and his gods (Gen 
3 I :25-30; Judg l8:22-24). (3) Although LabadMicah caught up with and codonted 
Jacoblthe Danites, Jacobkhe Danites nevertheless kept what they had taken and the 
parties went their separate ways (Gen 3 1 :25-32:2; Judg 18:23-27). As in other instances, 
such parallels simply arose &om Dtr's familiarity with the given Tetrateuchd accounts. 

As I will argue below, Genesis 18 must be included as it too shares parallels with 
Judges 19, a point that has not been noted in scholarship. 
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(3) Both Lot and the resident alien provided a feast for the visitorts) (Gen 19:3; Judg 

1921). More specifically, as Abraham said to the angels Yet me fetch a morsel of bread 

( c n h q  . . . afterward you may go on (l-txn inn)," so the Bethlehemite said to the 

Levite, "Eat a morsel of bread ( d 7 - n ~ )  and afterward you may go ( l zh  ?nxl)" (Gen 

1 8:s; Judg 1 8 5). (4) The arrival of the townsmen is described in the same way: "the 

men of the city" (X73 WIN) "gatthered about/to the house" (nq=;r-n~\h 12~1) (Gen 

19:4; Judg 19:Z). Significantly, this form of223 occurs only in these two instances. 

 moreo over, n-2 occurs as an (in)direct object of '3c only in these hvo verses, Judg 205 

(which refers back to Judges 19) and 2 Sam 14~24. (5 )  The townsmen then demanded 

that the host '"bring out9* (hiphil of UPq) the medman &'who came to" (58 [1]~2 ?ax) 

the host in order that they might have sex with themmim (Yfl in a purpose clause) (Gen 

195; Judg 19:22)? (6) The host then '%vent out to them" (C;T+K i?iql)  to dissuade 

them, after which he stated, "Please, my fiends, do not commit such a wrong" (Gen 

19:6-7; Judg 1923). (7) The host's proposed solution to the dilemma is the same in each 

account: he introduced his proposal with the particle 313 and thereupon offered two 

female relations (Lot's daughterdthe horn's daughter and the Levite's concubine) in 

place of the visitor(s). The host said that he would "bring out'' (Kl-;IKqSIK) the 

women/woman and the townsmen could do whatever they wished to them (IVY 1 

Dtr also used the phrase 1K3 'IWK in his patterning the story of Rahab (Josh 2:3) after 
Genesis 19 (see page 90). 



--- L 1 q L  l 3 l 5 )  The townsmen, however, were not to harm the visitor(s) (Gen 
s 

19:8; Judg 1924). (8) The townsmen thereupon refused the host's offer (Gen 19:9; Judg 

1 9%). (9) The visitor(s) then acted to bring resolution to the conflict: the angels struck 

the townsmen with blindness and the Levite pushed his concubine out to the rapacious 

crowd (Gen 19: 10- I 1 ; Judg 19:2S). (1 0) On the following morning the visitor(s) left the 

city (Gen 19: 15-22; Judg I 9:26-28).30 (1 1) As the LORD destroyed Sodom for its sin so 

Israel destroyed Gibeah for the rape of the concubine (Gen 19: 12-29; Judges 20). 

(1 2) Finally, Lasine rightly noted that in both cases there are "bizarre attempts at 

'repopulation"' of the given people." In Gen L9:30-38 the two daughters of Lot were 

concerned about their progeny so they deceptively made their father drunk and had 

intercourse with him. Similarly, in Judges 21 the Israelites were concerned that a tribe of 

Israel was close to extinction so they deceptively had the surviving Benjaminites seize 

the &is of S hilo h for themseive~.'~ 

30 The departure of the angels is implicit in 1 9:22. 
'' "Guest,'* 40. 
'' Two verbal links which, unlike all the above parallels do not occur in the same place 
in the narratives, include bCPray7 turn aside" of Gen l9:2 and "Come pray, let us turn 
aside7' of Judg 19: 1 1; and "He implored themhim" of Gen 19:3 and Judg 19:7 
(Greenstein, "Formation," 169-70). 

For other analyses of the parallels between Genesis I9 and Judges 19 see the 
following: Charles Fox Bumey, 27re Book of Judges, with Introduction and Noles (2nd. 
ed.; London: Rivingtons, 1920) 444-45; A- Van den Bom, "~tudes sur queiques 
toponymes bibliques," OT' 10 (1 954) 197-2 14; Cdey, Stmetwe, 56-59; Greenstein, 
'formation," 169-70; Westermann, Genesis 12-36, 197-98; Klein, Triumph, 16 1-74; 
Daniel I. Block, "Echo Narrative Technique in Hebrew Literature: A Study in Judges 
19," m J  52 (1 990) 325-41; O 'Co~e l l ,  Rhetoric, 250-52. 



2-3.2 The Direction of Dependence 

Some schoIars have argued for the primacy of Judges 19 over Genesis L 9. 

Westemam, for instance, contended that "if one can speak of priority here, and this is 

questionable, then it falls to Judg 19."33 His primary reason for this conclusion is that 

Judg 19: 15-25 is an integral part of Judges 19-10. Similarly, Niditch has argued that 

Judg 19: 10-30 requires the preceding episode to explain how the Levite had found 

himself in Gibeah and that the rape at Gibeah was the motivation for the civil war rhat 

followed in chapter 2O? 

Two points in response are in order. First, the close relationship between Judg 

19: 15-25 and its context is only typical of Dtr's tendency to integrate the paradi,ms 

afforded by Tetrateuchal accounts into his history, a point that is wholly consistent with 

my conclusions regarding Dtr's use of Tetrateuchal accounts in Deuteronomy 1-3. 

Second, both Westemam and Niditch have wrongly presupposed that Gen 19: 1-1 1 is 

not as closely related to its context as the episode in Judges 19 is to its context. 

Wenham, for instance, has rightly argued that Gen 18: 16- l9:D is a palistr~phe:'~ 

- 

33 Westennann, Genesis 12-36,300. 
3"iditch, 'The 'Sodomite' Theme," 376. 
" Gordon J. Wenham, Genesis 16-50 (Word Biblical Commentary 2; Waco, Texas: 
Word, 1994) 41-43. 1 have modified E, E', and D' (Wenham's 5'7, and 8). 
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A Abraham's visitors look toward Sodom (1 8: 16) 
B Divine reflections on Abraham and Sodom (1 8: 17-2 1) 

C Abraham pleads for Sodom (18:22-33) 
D Angels arrive in Sodom (1 9: 1-3) 
E The Sodomites reject Lot's appeal and malign him (19:4- 1 1 ) 
F Destruction of Sodom announced (1 9: 12-13) 

E ' Lot's sons-in-law reject his appeal and malign him ( 19: 14) 
D' Departure h m  Sodom (19: 15-16) 

C' Lot pleads for himself (1 9: 17-22) 
8' Sodom and Gomorrah destroyed (1 9:23-26) 

A' Abraham looks toward Sodom (19:27-28) 

Sigificandy, there are also verbal between the pieces. A and A' use the hiphil of 

7pP' (1 8: 16: "the men . . . looked down toward Sodom"; 1928: "he looked down toward 

Sodom"). C and C' use 4 ~ ~ 3  (1 8:26: "1 willfirgive the whole place"; 19:2 1 : "1 will 

grant you this favor"), as we11 as 47~9 to describe the destruction of Sodom (18:25,29, 

30; L9:Z). D and D' are the only scenes that refer to the visitors as angels ( l2 -3~5~)  

(19:;  9 :  Finally, E and E' done state that "Lot went out" (& K S " ~ ) . ' ~  

Consistent with Wenham's analysis is that of Van Seten, who has also outlined 

many of the verbal and thematic links between the two chapters:37 

1 Genesis 18 w 1 Genesis 19 Iw I 

36 Wenham argued that the pieces of the narrative also correspond in terns of 
narrativehonolopuddialogue and geographical position (i-e., tiom Mamre, to Sodom's 
gates, to outside Lot's house, to inside Lot's house, and then back outside Lot's house, 
through the city gate, and back to Mamre). However, he forces his argument at this 
point (Genesir 16-50,4243). 
" Van Seters, Abraham, 215-16; see also Wenham, Genesis f6-5O, 48-49. 

and he was sitting at the entrance to the 1 
b 

tent a s  the day ,grew hot 
and Lot was sitting in the gate of 
Sodom in the evening 

1 



and he looked and he ran to meet them 
and he bowed to the ground 

and he said, 'my lords' 
if I have found favor in you.  eyes 

The palistrophic structure as well as the thematic and verbal similarities beween these 

hkro chapters, then, is suggestive not of a composite text but of the work of a single 

please do not go on past you. servant 

and wash your feet 
and recline 
then you may go on 

since you have come your servant's way 

and he took curds and mik and the calf 
that he prepared 
and he gave it to them and they ate 
the outcry of Sodorn and Gomorrah is so 
great 
and I will see its outcry which has come 
to me 
will you indeed sweep away the 
righteous with the wicked 
will you indeed sweep away 
1 will not destroy 

hand." It follows that one cannot argue that because the episode in Judges 19 is integral 

to its context it must have primacy, for Gen 19: 1- 1 1 is equally integral to its context. 

In support of the proposed direction of dependence is the criterion of multiple 

occurrence. Because Dh based Joshua 2 in part on Genesis 19 it is reasonable to 

2 

3 
3 

- -- --- 

'a See also Robert Ignatius Letellier who, in addition to outlining the structural unity of 
these chapters, contends that "time, place and action . . - link the different characters and 

and Lot looked and he rose to meet 
them and he bowed with his face to 
the ground 
and he said, 'please my lords' 
if I have found favor in your eyes 

3 

4 
4 
5 

5 

8 

8 
20 

21 

23 

24 
28 

please turn aside to the house of 
your servant 
andwashyourfeet 
and spend the ni-ght 
then you may rise early and go on 
your way 
since they have come under the 
shelter of my roof 
and he prepared a feast for them and 
unleavened bread 
and they ate 
their outcry has become so great 
before the LORD 

lest you be swept away by the 
wickedness of the city" 
Lest you be swept away 
for we are about to destroy 
and the LOEU sent us to destroy it 
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conclude that he was also responsible for the parallels between Genesis L 8-1 9 and 

Judges 19. In fhther support of this contention is the fact that both Joshua 2 and Judges 

19 share parallels with particdar terms and phrases in Genesis 19. This is true of Josh 

2 3  and Judg I9:22, which both cite Gen 195: 

Where are the men who came Bring out the men who Bring out the man who 
to you toni&t? Bring them came to you, who came to came to your house, so 
out to us, so that we might your house. that we might know him. 
know them, 

The similarity between Gen 19: 16, Josh 623 ,  and Judg 19:25 also merits attention: 

Gen 19~16 

So the men seized his hand, 
and the hands ofhis wife 
and his two daughters-in 
the LORD'S mercy on him- 
and brought him out and 
left him outside the city. 

Josh 6:23 Judg 19:25 

So the young spies went in and So the man seized his 
brought out Rahab, her father concubine and brought 
and her mother, and all that her out to them. 
belonged to her-they brought 
out her whole family and left 
them outside the camp of Israel. 

Also noteworthy are the parallels that both Judges 19 and Joshua 2 share with Genesis 19 

in their use of the root : in Gen l9:2-3 the messengers arrived in the "town square" 

events into a single sequence" (Day in Mamre Night in Sodom. Abraham and Lot in 
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(21R7); in Judg 19: f 5 the Levite was urged not to stay the night "in the town square" 

(21m2); and in Josh 2: 1 the two Hebrew spies were hosted by one "Rahab" (2;n). The 

fact that in Genesis 19, Judges 19, and Joshua 2 the use of the root ln7 is accompanied 

by several other parallels makes this parallel striking.39 

2.3.3 The Directiim of Dependence and the Purpose of the Parallels 

2.3.3.1 Gibeah as a Superlative Sodom 

Another argument in support of the proposed direction of dependence comes with 

the criterion of literary effect The parallels between Judges 19-2 1 and Genesis 18-1 9 

serve to emphasize the corrupt state of pre-rnonarchic Israel: out of the ashes of wicked 

Sodom pre-monarchic Israel was eventually born. The question that arises is whether 

such an aesthetically pleasing function of the parallel is only the result of redaction- 

critical happenstance or whether the parallel was drawn by Dtr with the given function in 

mind. Three differences between these accounts support the contention that Judges 19- 

2 1 is derivative. 

The first and most striking difference between the accounts pertains to divine 

intervention. Whereas in the Genesis account the angels intervened to rescue Lot and his 

family, in the Judges account divine intervention is noticeably absent and the concubine 

was raped and murdered. Significantly, this lack of divine intervention is consistent with 

Genesis 18 and 19 [Biblical Interpretation Series 10; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 19951 3 7). 
39 Note also the use of the root among the parallels between the Num 1 3 2  1 and 
Judg 1 8 :28 discussed above: as the northernmost point of the spies ' travels was Rehob 
( X 7 )  so the northemmost point of the Danites' travels was Beth-rehob (mv-m). 



other Deuteronomistic accounts in which the LORD did not intervene or was slow to 

deliver Israel because of sin. For instance, the LORD did not intervene to bring Israel 

victory over Ai until the sin of Achan was exposed and dealt with (Joshua 7-8). 

Similarly, the relation between the presence of sin and the lack of divine intervention is 

explicitly drawn in Judg 10: 10- 14: 

Then the IsraeIites cried out to the LORD, "We stand guilty before you, for we 
have forsaken our God and served the Baalim." But the LORD said to the 
Israelites . . . . 'You have forsaken me and have served other gods. No, I will not 
deliver you again. Go cry to the gods you have chosen; let them deliver you in 
your time of distress." 

The fact that Judges 19 is consistent with the motif of the absence of divine intenrention 

where sin is present supports the view that Dtr was responsible for the parallel. Dtr's 

purpose, then, in omitting this motif in Judges was to make the point that Sodom-like 

h e 1  did not merit divine intervention, 

A second difference between the accounts concerns the depiction of the hosts. 

Lasine rightly noted that whereas Lot, in his overblown hospitality, had offered his two 

virgin daughters, the Levite's host turned Lot's hospitality into inhospitality by offering, 

in addition to his own virgin daughter, the Levite's concubine." Similarly, unlike the 

Genesis account, in the Judges account the host explicitly told the townsmen to "violate" 

(h~) the women, a term that is used elsewhere for sexual crimes." In both o E these 

instances the host is thus portrayed more negatively in Judges than in Genesis. The 

suggestion that the writer of Genesis 19 softened the portrayal of Lot fails, for Lot is 

" Stuart Lasine, "Guest and Host in Judges 19: Lot's Hospitality in an Inverted World," 
JSOT 29 (1984) 39. 
' Gen 34:2; Deut 11 : 14; 22:24,29; Judg 205;  2 Sam 13: 12, 14, 22,32; Lam 5: 1 1. 



portrayed elsewhere as a spineless individual: he chose the ptain of the Jordan for 

himself (13:8-12); he offered his daughters to the men of Sodom (19:8); his sons-in-law 

regarded him as "one who jests" (19:14); like his sons-in-law he hesitated to leave 

Sodom (19:16); he pleaded to stay in Zoar rather than in the hill country (19:18-22). but 
- 

nevertheless eventually left Zoar to live in the hill c o u n v  (19:30); and he had an 

incestuous relationship with his daughters (1 9:30-3 8)-the same daughters whom he 

offered to the Sodomites!" It follows that the best explanation for the differences 

between the hosts is that Dtr was responsible for them. This view finds Further support 

from the fact that this portrayai of Lot is consistent with DtrTs negative depiction of pre- 

monarchic Israel. 

A third difference between the accounts comes with the portrayal of the 

visitor(s). Though the function of the visitors is parallel insofar as in each account they 

brought resolution to the conflict, the means by which they did so are opposite to each 

other. In the Genesis account the people rejected Lot's proposal and sought to make him 

the object of their depravity, but the angels rescued him by striking the people with 

blindness (Gen 19:9- 1 1). This stands in contrast to the account in Judges where the 

host's proposal was also rejected. bur the Levite satisfied the people's depravity by 

" See also Sharon Pace lansonne, "The Characterization of Lot in Genesis." BTB 18 
(1988) 123-29; Laurence A. Turner, "Lot as Iekyll and Hyde. A Reading of Genesis 18- 
19," in The Bible in ntree Dimensions. Essays in Celebration of Forty Years of Biblical 
Studies in the University of Shmeid (ISOTSS 87; ed. David J.A. Clines et al.; Sheffield: 
JSOT, 1990) 84-1 0 1. 
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giving them his concubine (Judg 19:25).'" More specifically, even the particular actions 

of the visitors in each account stand opposite to each other. The visitors in Genesis 

brought deliverance and the visitors in Judges brought death: in rescuing Lot and his 

family the angels "seized" (1Pifil) their hands and "sent him" (1XKSq1) out of the city, 

whereas the Levite "seized" Qm"l) his concubine and "sent" (KSql) her to her rape and 

ultimate death (Gen 19: 16; Judg 19:25)! The differences between the visitors is also 

clear £kom their final actions. Whereas in their effort to rescue Lot and his family Eom 

the coming destruction the angels said "rise (el?), take (Rp) your wife" (Gen 19: Is), the 

Levite only commanded his concubine to "rise" (.nip) after she had died, at which point 

"he took her" (;lirpql; Judg 19:28)! Because these differences are consistent with D t f s  

concern to present pre-monarchic Israel negatively, they too suggest that Dtr was 

responsible for them. 

I have argued that it is tenable to conclude that Dtr was responsible for the given 

parallels because they complement Dtr's concern to present Israel negatively. But Dtr 

did not simply equate Lot's Sodom with pre-monarchic Israel. Rather, the above 

differences show that he portrayed pre-monarchic Israel as even more cormpt than 

Sodom of Lot's day: Israel was unworthy of divine intervention; the Levite's host was 

even more degenerate than his counterpart Lot; and whereas the Levite satisfied the 

" That @ K ; I  of v. 25 is the Levite is evident £kom the fact that this is his title throughout 
the narrative (1 9: 1,6-7, 9-1 0, 17,22-23,28; 20:4). Whenever eiqw;r refers to the host it 
is qualified either by 13m (19: 17, 20, 22), n-27 (19:22-23), or ~ W K  

E W ;lqJ1-iK (19:26). 



rapacious crowd, the visiting angels intervened to deliver Lot.* In marked contrast to 

his use of Tetrateuchd accounts in Joshua, then, Dtr used Genesis 18-19 in order to 

underline the wickedness of pre-monarchic Israel." 

2.3.3.2 A Caustic Foreshadowing of Saul 

Judges 19-1 1 is rnultivalent insofar as at the same time that it undermines pre- 

monarchic Israel it is also a caustic foreshadowing of Saul. In the introduction I argued 

that Dtr had Saul in mind in Judges 19-2 1. The concentration of place names that are 

associated with David and Saul points in this direction: the Iavish hospitality that the 

Levite received h r n  his father-in-law in 19: 1 - 9 w h o  was from Bethlehem of Judah- 

is contrasted with the wicked reception that he received f?om the townsmen-- 

Gibeathites of Benjamin. This interplay between Davidic and Saulide centres is also 

evident fiom the irony in 19: 10-14: the Levite and his concubine would have certainly 

received better treatment fkom the non-Israelite Jebusites than the Israelite Gibeathites. 

The Levite's dismemberment of his concubine's corpse and the call to arms in Judges 

19-20 also reminds the reader of Saul, who dismembered the oxen and called the 

people to arms in 1 Samuel 11. A h a l  feature that is common to the account in Judges 

- - 

" In this regard Klein rightly argued that "[tlhe situation in Genesis is used for parody; 
it is copied and inverted. The ironic inversions depict the inverted moral condition of 
Israel, the utter perversity to which the Israelites have sunk" (Triumph, 172), a point that 
Matthews and Lasine have also made (Victor H. Matthews ["Hospitality and Hostility in 
Genesis 19 and Judges 19," BTB 22 [l 9921 3-1 11; Lasine, "Guest," 40). 
" The view that the theory of Literary dependence does not explain the differences 
between the accounts (e.g., H. W. Jiingling, Richter I %Ein Plc?doyerfir dar K6rtigmm: 
Stilistische Analyse der Tendenzen&hlung Ri 19. I -3Oa; 2 I :ZS [AnBib 84; Rome: 
Pontifical Biblical Institute, 198 11 29 1) fails as the diEerences may be explained by 
Dm's concern to present pre-monarchic Israel negatively, as I have argued. 



and the Life of Saul pertains to Mesh-gilead, for in both accounts Gibeah of Benjamin or 

Saul had a similar relationship to the people of Jabesh-@lead. There are, then, striking 

parallels between the Benjamiaites of Judges 19-2 1 and the later depiction of Saul. 

This brings us back to the parallel between Genesis 18-19 and Judges 19: similar to 

Dtr's attempt to portray pre-monarchic Israel negatively by means of the parallel, Dtr 

presented Gibeah (and therefore Saul) negatively by means of the parallel with Sodom.' 

2.4 The Near-Sacrifice of Isaac (Genesis 22), the Outrage at Gibeah (Judges 19), 
and the Sacrifice of Jephthah's Daughter (Judges 11) 

The parallels between the near-sacrifice of Isaac in Gen 22: 1- 19 and the outrage 

in Gibeah in Judges 19 include the following." (1) As Abraham took along with him 

one ass, two servants, and a farnilid relation (Gen 22:3), so the Levite took along with 

him two asses, one servant, and a familial relation (Judg 19: 10- 1 1). These are the only 

instances in which there is an enumeration of asses ( h n )  and servants ( h i t ] )  

accompanying a man on a journey. (2) The phrase "the two of them together" (CzqlC 

377) occurs only in these two narratives. In Gen 22:6,8 this phrase is used with 

reference to the journey of Abraham and Isaac and in Judg 19:6 it is used with reference 

to the meal that the Levite and his father-in-law shared, (3) Both Abraham and the 

Levite "arose in the morning and wenth go" on their way (Gen 223: C n ' K  ==dql 

" For a more detailed treatment of the parallels bemeen Judges 19-2 1 and 1 Samuel 
1 1 see page 18. 
'' The following analysis was adapted fiom Jeremiah Untman ,  'The Literary Influence 
of 'The Binding of Isaac' (Genesis 22) on 'The Outrage at Gibeah' (Judges 19)," EGUi 4 
(1980) 161-66. 
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journeyed in the region of Jerusalem-Abraham was to take Isaac to the land of Moriah 

(Gen 22:2), and after departing £?om his father-in-law the Levite journeyed to Jebus 

(Judg 19: 10). (5) Both Abraham and the host "lifted [their] eyes and saw" (Gen 224; 

Judg 19: 17): Abraham saw the mountain that the LORD had chosen ( C ; ~ X  KVi 

Klql ~VJT~K); and the host saw the Levite in the town square of Gibeah (lq1'9 Wqi 

1 ) .  The ha1 two parallels are key for determining the direction of dependence 

between the parallels as well as the purpose for their existence. (6) Both Abraham and 

the Levite raised their knives against the relation (Gen 22:lO; Judg 1929).  Significantly. 

the phrase "and he took the knife" ( d 7 3 ~ ~ 3 - n t t  n?Y) only occurs in these two 

instances, as does the singular n h ~ ~ .  Whereas this phrase occun just prior to divine 

intervention in Genesis 22, in Judges 19 it occurs just prior to the dismemberment ofthe 

concubine. Similar to the parallels between Genesis 18-1 9 and Judges 19-2 1, then, in 

this instance whereas Isaac was the subject of divine intervention the concubine was 

dismembered. Because this parallel has the same literary function as that bebveen 

Genesis 15-19 and Judges 19-21 it is evident that Dtr drew it in order to emphasize 

again the point that pre-monarchic Israel was unworthy of divine intervention. (7) The 

phrase '?he LORD will see it as it is said" of Gen 22: 14 is parallel to the phrase "all who 

saw [it] said" of Judg 19:3 0. Again, whereas in Genesis the phrase refers to the divine 

provision of a ram to Abraham in Judges it is used with reference to the horror of those 

who saw the concubine's dismembered corpse. Because this is consistent with Dtr's 



concern to disallow divine intervention in the period of the Judges it is again reasonable 

to conclude that Judges 19 is derivative. 

Another account in the book of Judges that shares parallels with the near-sacrifice 

of Isaac comes with the s a d c e  of Jephthah's daughter in Judg 11:2940. 

(1) These are the only narratives that concern a Hebrew's (near-) sacrifice of his child to 

the LORD. (2) More specifically, in Gen 222 the LORD commanded Abraham to "offer 

him Faac]" (~;rh'l) "as a burnt offering7* (3595) and in Judg 11:3 1 Jephthah stated 

"whatever comes out of my home . . . I shall offer (i;lnqhim) as a burnt offering 

(7h)."  (3 )  In Gen 2 2 2  Isaac is referred to as Abraham's -'only son" (i7'nq), while in 

Judg 1 1 :34 Jephthah's daughter is referred to as his "ody child" (3Yqr;'). (4) Finally, in 

both accounts the child/youth addressed AbrahdJephthah as 'My father" CX) (Gen 

227; Judg 11:36)." The first notable difference concerns the function of each nmative 

in its context. With regard to the Genesis account, the divinely sanctioned near-sacrifice 

of Isaac is arguably the climax of the Abraham cycle: unlike the previous threats to the 

divine promise of progeny in the Abraham cycle at this point the threat comes from the 

LORD himself. The subsequent divine intervention tosether with the reiteration of the 

promise of progeny is therefore climactic. This is in contrast to the literary function of 

" Edmund Leach has argued that the two accounts share four common structural 
features that are mirror images of each other, but his structural analysis of the Judges 
account is forced (Genesis as Myth and Othm Essays [London: Jonathan Cape, 19691 
37-38; cf. the discussion in Bertel Nathhorst, Fonnal or Smtctmzl Studies of Traditional 
Tales. llre Usefirlness of Some MethodoIogical Proposak Advanced by nadimir Propp. 
Alan Dundes, Claude Lwis-Stmz~ss and Edmund Leach [Stockholm Studies in 
Comparative Religion 9; Stockholm: Almqvist and Wiksell, 19691 68-69). 



Jephthah's sacrifice of his daughter: though by means of the spirit of the LORD Jephthah 

had soundly defeated the Ammonites, the needless sacrifice of his daughter which 

follows, be it real or figurative, was tragic? The second notable difference between the 

parallels is that whereas in the Genesis account the LORD gave the command to sacrifice 

Isaac and then intervened to deliver him, in the Judges account Jephthah himself made 

the rash vow and the LORD did not intervene.50 Significantly, these two differences are 

similar to those between Genesis 18-1 9 and Judges 19-2 1 as well as those behireen 

Genesis 21 and Judges 19: the outcome in Judges 1 1 is tragic whereas the outcome in 

Genesis 22 is climactic; and unlike Genesis 22 there was no divine intervention in 

Judges 1 1. The consistency between the Judges 1 1 parallel and the parallels in Judges 

19 suggests that the Judges 11 parallel was also drawn by Dtr in order to yet again make 

the point that pre-monarchic Israel was unworthy of divine intervention. 

To this point I have argued that in his use of Tetrateuchd accounts in Joshua and Judges 

Dtr extolled or deprecated generations and/or individuals. What remains to be discussed 

are other narratives in Judges that also arose &om Dtr's historiography but are only the 

- 

49 Whether or not Jephthah literally sacrificed his daughter is of little consequence for 
our purposes. On the different interpretations see David Marcus, Jephrhah and His Vow 
(Lubbock: Texas Tech, 1986); and Klein, Triumph, 22 1 n. 13. 
" That Jephthah's vow was entirely unnecessary is evident from the phrase 'We spirit of 
the LORD" had come upon him (Judg 1 1 :29), a motif that always ensures success in the 
book of Judges (see Barry G. Webb, The Book of Judges. An Integrated Reading 
[ISOTSS 46; Sheffield: JSOT, 19871 60-65; O'COM~U, Rhetoric, 183). For further 
discussion of the differences between the two accounts see Phyllis Trible, "A Meditation 



product of his familiarity with the given Tetrateuchal accounts, there being nothing 

tendentious about them. The instances that 1 will discuss include Gideon's encounter 

with an angel of the LORD in Judg 6:Il-24, and the divine promise of a son to Manoah 

and his wife in Judg 13:2-24-40th of which share pardIels with Genesis 1 8. Because 

Elisha's promise of a son to the bamn Shunemite woman in 2 Kgs 4:8-17 is simi1a.r to 

these accounts in Judges and is also dependent on Genesis 18, I will discuss it here rather 

than in the chapter on 1 and 2 Kings. I wiII argue that D n  based each of these nanatives 

on the story of the divine promise of a son to Abraham and Sarah in Genesis 18. 1 will 

begin the discussion with an analysis of Robert Alter's contention that Judg 132-24 and 

2 Kgs 1:8- 17 are type-scenes. 

In his The A n  of Biblical Namative Robert Alter offered a case for what he 

referred to as "type-scenes," which he defined as "fixed constellation[s] of 

predetermined motifs" which a narrator could adapt in accordance with the concerns of 

the narrative in which it  occur^.^' An example includes the so-called "'betrothal" type- 

scene, which include the following: a bridegroom meet. a girl at a well; either the man or 

girl draws water £?om the well; the rushes home with news of the man's amval; and 

a betrothal follows (Gen 24: 10-6 1; 29: 1-20; Exod 2: l5b-2 1; ~uth)." In a later work 

Alter applied the same argument to the "annunciation" type-scene, which consists of 

three elements: the plight of barrenness; the annunciation h m  a visiting man of God or 

angel concerning the promise of a son; and the conception or birth of the promised son 

-- - 

in Mourning: The Sacrifice of the Daughter of Jephthah," USQR 36 (198 1) 63-64; 
Marcus, Jephtfiah, 38-39. 
I' The Art of BiblicalNarrative (New York: Basic Books, 1981) 51. 



(Gen l8:9-15; 25: 19-25; 30: 1-2; h d g  13:2-24; 1 Sam 1 : M O ;  2 Kgs 4% 1 7).j3 Similar 

to the betrothal type-scene, according to Alter in each instance narrators adapted this 

type-scene in order to complement the concerns of the narrative in which it occurs. 

Alter concluded that the examples of the annunciation type-scenes cannot be the 

product of the transmission of a single story, whether oral or written, because "variations 

in the handling of the repeated motifs are never at According to Alter, the 

differences between the ways in which the annunciation type-scenes are employed are 

hermeneutically significant. Nor, according to Alter, can the type-scenes only be 

explained on the basis of allusion, for they lack the textual signals that allude to the 

antecedent storyS5 The best explanation for the existence of the annunciation type- 

scenes is that they are due to convention: the type-scene was "an accepted common 

framework of narrative situation which the writer could . . . modify for the fictional 

purposes at hand? The one exception for Alter comes with the mmciat ion type- 

scene involving Elisha and the Shunemite woman of 2 Kgs 4:8-17, which, although it is 

a type-scene, also 'bpossibly" alludes to the annunciation type-scene involving the 

promise of a son to Abraham and Sarah in Gen 15:9-15.5' Against Alter, in the 

following paragraphs I will contend that the best explanation for both Iudg 132-24 (the 

promise of a son to Manoah and his barren wife) and 2 Kgs 43-17 (the promise of a son 

'' Biblical Narrative, 52. 
'' Robert Alter, "How Convention Helps Us Read: The Case of the Bible's 
Annunciation Type-Scene," Prooftexts 3 (1 983) 1 19-20. 
" "Type-Scene," 128. 
55 "Type-Scene," 2828. 
56 'Type-Scene," 128-29. 
57 '"Type-Scene," 128. 
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to the barren Shunemite woman) is that they are not the product of an accepted literary 

convention but of Dtr's reliance on Gen 18:9-15. 

It first bears mentioning that Alter failed to note other passages in Judges that 

share many parallels with Genesis 18 and which have nothing to do with an 

"annunciation." This is true, as I argued above, of Judges 1 9. It is also true o € Gideon's 

encounter with an angel of the LORD in Judg 6: 11-24, which shares parallels with Gen 

18: 1-8. (1) Abraham's encounter with "three men" who turned out to be the Lorn and 

two angels is similar to Iudg 6: I 1 -24 (Gideon's encounter with the angel of the LORD) 

insofar as in both instances the identity of the supernatural being is ambiguous. In 

Genesis the supernaturaI being is identified as a man as well as the LORD himself 

(compare Gen 18: 1-2, 13,22; and 19: I), and in Judges the angel of the LORD is later 

identified as the LORD himself (Judg 6: 1 1- 12, 1% 20)? (2) In both cases the 

supernatural being "appeared" ( K l q l )  to Abraham and Gideon (Gen I 8 : I ; Judg 6: 12) at 

(an) "oak(s)" ( d h )  (Gen 18: 1; Judg 6: 1 1). (3) In each case Abraham and Gideon 

began their conversations with "My Lord(s)" ('ITX) folIowed by "if I have found favor 

in your eyes" (T3l2 'nKS13 W - C I K ;  Gen 18:3; Judg 6: 13, IS, 17). (4) The 

supernatural beings then accepted the invitations of Abraham and Gideon to stay for 

meals which they ate "unde? ((nnn) the tree (Gen 18:4-8; Judg 6: 19). (5) A further 

parailel exists between Abraham's final intercession for Sodom and Gideon's second 

request concerning the fleece: "Let not my Lord be angry, but let me speak only once" 

" Cf. Gen 16:9-13; 22:15-16; 31:10-13; 48:15-16; Exod 2320-22. 
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(cg=;rT~ T37K1 q11d7 ynq KI-h) (Gen 18:32); "Let not your anger burn against 

me, but let me speak only once" (01103 Z'i2lNl '2 134 1n7-h) (ludg 6:j9).j9 

Consistent with the parallels that Dtr drew between Genesis 18 and Judges 19, the 

parallels between Gen 18: 1-8 and Judg 6: 1 1-24 (which has nothing to do with an 

"annunciation") are best explained as the product of Dtr's reliance on a favorite text 

rather than an annunciation me-scene? The counter-argument (that Dtr was familiar 

with the annunciation type-scene and that he also alluded to Genesis 18) lacks force 

because two of the three annunciation type-scenes which Alter discussed were also based 

on Genesis 18, as I will now argue. 

The parallels that Genesis 1 1-1 8 shares with Judg 13:2-24 include the 

following. (1) As "Sarai was barren; she had no child (751 35 rI ;1779)," so 

Manoah's wife '%as barren and she had no child (375' ~ 5 1  n p Y ) "  (Gen 1 1:30; Iudg 

I3:2). (2) As the LORD appeared (Kl'l) before confUming that he would increase 

Abraham's numbers, so the angel of the LORD appeared (W1l) to Manoah7s wife (Gen 

17: 1; Judg 13:3). (3) As "God ascended" (~'7% k) &om Abraham after promising 

him progeny, so "the angel of the LORD ascended" (;ll;l'-?~h 52'7) after promising 

59 See also the analysis by Greentein, "'Formation," 1 68. 
* TO be sure, Alter delimited the type-scene in Gensis 18 to w. 9- 15, and the parallels 
that h d g  6: 1 1 -24 only go f?om w. 1-8. However, he should have included w. 1 -8 as 
well because these verses include features that are common both to Judg 13 2-24 as well 
as 2 Kgs 4:8-17 (passages which Alter also defined as annunciation type-scenes). As the 
LORD "appeared" (N'1"1) to Abraham (Gen 18: 1) so an angel of the LORD "appeared" to 
Manoah (Judg 13:3). SimilarIy7 as Abraham prepared a meal for the angels (Gen 18:6- 
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Manoah and his wife a son (Gen 1 7:Z; Iudg 1 3 20). (4) In both instances the divine 

promise of a son was made to a woman: Sarai (Gen 18:9- L 5) and Manoah's wife (Judg 

13:3-7). (5) Finally, as Abraham pleaded with the angels to eat a meal, so Manaoh 

pleaded with the angel of the LORD to eat a kid (Gen 1 8 5 ;  Judg 13: 15). That Dtr was 

responsible for these parallels is evident &om the criterion of source criticism. Judges 

132-24 shares three parallels with passages that have traditionally been assigned to .J 

(Gen 1 1 :3O = Judg l3:2; Gen 18 :%I 5 = h d g  13 :3-7; Gen 18:s = Judg 13 : 15) and rwo 

that have traditionally been assigned to P (Gen 17: 1 = Judg 133; Gen 1722 = Judg 

I3 20). It therefore foflows that the best explanation for the given parallels is that Dtr 

based Judges 13 on the given account in Genesis. 

As with the parallels that Dtr drew between Genesis 18 and Judg 6: 1 1-24, it is 

again best to conclude that Dtr's concern was not with a type-scene but with Genesis 18 

itself. This conclusion is supported by the fact that, like so many other examples, Dtr 

here conflated unrelated Tetrateuchal accounts. Dtr based the conclusion to Judg 13 2- 

24 on the conclusion to Jacob's tussle with a "man" after crossing the Jabbok in Gen 

32:13[22]-33[32]. In response to Jacob's request to know the man's name, the man 

replied, "Why do you ask my name?" ('13th hein ? T i  723') (Gen 32:30[29]), and in 

response to Manoah's request to know the man's name the man replied with a verbatim 

response (Judg 13 : 18). Moreover, as Jacob thereupon said, '4 have seen God face to face 

and my life has been preserved" (Gen 32:3 I [30]), so Manoah then said, "We shall surely 

8), so Manoah prepared a meal for the angel of the LORD (Judg 13: 15-20) and the 
Shunemite urged Elisha to have a meal (2 Kgs 4:8). 
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die for we have seen God" (Judg 13 :22). Dtr's codation of sources again suggests that 

his concem was not with type-scenes but with the given Tetrateuchal account itself 

S irniiarly, and even as  Alter acknowledged, Elisha7s promise of a son to the 

Shunemite woman in 2 Kgs 4:8-17 was dependent on the divine promise of a son to 

Abraham and Sarah in Gen 1816-15.~' (1) Both accounts involve a barren woman with 

an old husband. (2)  In both instances the woman prepared a meal for the visitor(s) (Gen 

18:6; 2 Kgs 4:8). (3) Following this the visitor@) promised that the woman would have 

a son in the "spring time7' (;lqR nU3, a phrase that only occurs in these two passages 

(Gen 18:10, 14; 2 Kgs 4A6-17). (4) The woman heard this promise whiIe she was in the 

"doorway" (X!D) (Gen 18: 10; 2 Kgs 4: 15). (5) Finally, the woman regarded the promise 

as unbelievable (Gen 18: 12; 2 Kgs 4: 16). That Dtr was responsib Ie for this parallel is 

evident fiom the criterion of multiple occurrence. 1 argued above that Dtr was 

responsible both for the parallels between Genesis 18-19 and Judges 19 as well as 

between Genesis 1 1-1 8 and Judg 6: 11-24. It is therefore reasonable to conclude that 

Dtr was also responsible for this parallel. 

I have asserted, then, that in Judg 6: 1 1-24 Dtr's concem was not with a type- 

scene but with the paradigms afforded by the story in Genesis 18. Similarly, I argued 

that two of the three accounts which AIter discussed in the Former Prophets (Judg 132- 

24; 2 Kgs 4:8-17) were based not on an annunciation type-scene but on Genesis 18. All 

that remains to be discussed is why Dtr patterned the given accounts after Genesis 18. 

The preceding anaIysis shows that Dtr used Genesis 1 8 in diverse ways: it is part of the 
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contrast that Dtr drew between Sodom and pre-monarchic Israel (Judges 19); Dtr 

patterned Gideon's encounter with the angel of the LORD after it (Judg 6: 1 1-24); and it 

served as Dtr's basis for two accounts in the Former Prophets which concern the promise 

of a son to a barren woman (Judg 132-24; 2 Kgs 4:8-17). Such diversity shows that 

Genesis 18 provided a number of paradigms that Dtr could use in the recounting of his 

nation's past, and with the exception of his use of Genesis 18 in Judges I9 it is best to 

conclude that the given parallels are only the product of Dtr's paradigmatic 

historiography. 

4. Coivctusro~ 

In this chapter I first argued that Dtr presented Joshua as a new Moses and the generation 

under Joshua as a new Israel, both in order to underline the fidelity of this generation to 

Moses' teachings. In marked contrast to the use of Tetrateuchal accounts in Joshua, I 

then argued that in Judges Dtr inverted and adapted various paradigms afforded by 

Tetrateuchal narratives in order to underline his negative depiction of pre-monarchic 

Israel. In Judges 6 and 8 Gideon was well on his way to becoming a new Moses only to 

become a new, apostate Aaron In Judges 18 Dtr inverted the paradigm afforded by the 

story of the spies in Numbers 13 in order to support the point that the migrating Danites, 

who had failed to take the land that had been allotted to them and looked outside of 

Canaan to Laish for the promised land. D a  used the Sodom narrative of Genesis 18-1 9 

for Judges 19 in order to present pre-monarchic Israel in a worse light than Sodom of 

Lot's day. I also argued that Dtr patterned various accounts in Judges after accounts in 

6' Type-Scene,'? 128. 



Genesis in order to make the point that pre-momchic Israel did not merit divine 

intervention: unlike the Sodom narrative (Genesis 18-19) and the account of the near- 

sacrifice of Isaac (Gen 22: 1-1 9), in the Gibeah account (Judges 19) and the account 

concerning Jephthah's sacrifice of his daughter (Judg 1 129-40) there was no divine 

intervention. Dtr's use of Tetrateuchal accounts in Judges is therefore markedly 

different than that in Joshua: whereas in Joshua Dtr sought to underline his positive 

portrayal of Joshua and the generation under him, in Judges he denigrated pre-rnonarchic 

Israel by means of the parallels. Finally, I argued that two parallels in Judges and one in 

2 Kings are only the product of Dtr's paradigmatic view ofTetrateucha1 accounts. 

The continuity that exists between the use of various Tetrateuchal accounts From 

one narrative to another in Joshua-Judges as well as the consequent implications for 

redaction-critical studies of these books must not be overiooked- The tremendous 

continuity between the various ways that the Tetrateuchal accounts were used points to a 

single hand The same may be argued with regard to the multiple use of the same 

Tetrateuchal account: both Judges 11 and 19 make use of Genesis 22; and both Joshua 2 

and Judges 19 are dependent on  Genesis 19. Indeed, even the same verse &om a 

Tetrateuchd account was used in different accounts in Joshua--Judges: both Josh 2 2  

and Judg 19:22 were based on Gen 195; and both Josh 6:23 and Judg 19:25 were based 

on Gen 19: 16. Such consistency points not to unrelated sources or redactions but to 

Dtr's proclivity to use the same Tetrateuchal account in different Deuteronomistic texts. 

This conclusion finds further support kom the fact that the use of the Tetrateuch in 

Joshua-Judges has much in common with Dtr's use of Tetrateuchal accounts in the 



Dtr 3 Use of Tetrateuchd Nmrarives in Joshua and Judges 127 

proIogue to Deuteronomy: Deut 2:24-25 is very similar to Rahab's speech to the spies in 

Josh 2:9-10; and both the prologue and Joshua 2 4  pattern the conquest after the 

Exodus story, a story to which they both explicitly refer. That Dtr was responsible for 

the parallels is also evident from the fact that the parallels between Joshua. Gideon, and 

Moses are akin to those between Josiah and the Deuteronomic Moses. This ~onclusion 

challenges the view that Dtr had little or nothing to do with the given accounts in 

Joshua-Judges. Dtr rather than pre-Deuteronomistic compilers was responsible for the 

present shape of Joshua 2-5 and LO.= Similarly, Dtr was responsible for the present 

shape of the stories of Gideon, Jephthah, and Samson. Again, the so-called epilogue in 

Judges 19-21 should neither be deemed a pre-Deuteronomistic compilation nor a post- 

Deuteronomistic accretiod3 Given the marked consistency between the ways in which 

the given accounts make use of the Tetrateuch such views cannot be sustained. 

" For reviews of scholarship see Brian Peckham, "The Composition of Joshua 34," 
CBQ 46 (1984) 413-18; idem., 'The Significance of the Book of Joshua in Noth's 
Theory of the Deuteronomistic History," in The H i m y  of lsael  3 Tradition. The 
Heritage of Martin Noth (Eds. Steven L. McKenzie and M. Patrick Graham; JSOTSS 
182; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994) 2 13-34. 

For a review of scholarship on the redactional history of the book of Judges see Webb, 
Judges, 19-28; and Mark A. O'Brien, "Judges and the Deuteronomistic History," in The 
History of Israel's Traditions. The Heritage of Martin Nbth (Eds. Steven L. McKenzie 



Dtr S Use of TetrateuchaZ Narratives in Joshua curd Judges 

and M. Pamck Graham; JSOTSS 182; Sheffield: SheffieId Academic Press, 1994) 235- 
59. 



1.1 The Parallels 

There are many parallels between the Life of Samuel in 1 Samuel 1-8, and 

Moses in Exodus 1-14 and Numbers 1 1.' First, their early years are similar. After 

having been suckled by their mothers (Exod 2: 1-9; t Sam 1120-23) both of these figures 

were brought up in official establishments: Moses with Pharaoh's daughter in the court 

of Pharaoh and Samuel under Eli in Shiloh (Exod 2: 10; 1 Sam 1:24-3: 19). 

Second, there are parallels between the calls of Moses and Samuel. Just as the 

LORD called to Moses (l'h Klpql; Exod 3:4), so he called to Samuel (773- K:F97 

~K'IDW-h; 1 Sam 3:4; cf. 3:6,8, 10). When the LORD called Moses he called his name 

twice, which is also the case for the call of Samuel (Exod 3:4; 1 Sam 3: lo).' The only 

other instance in which God addressed an individual with a double vocative is Gen 462  

(with reference to Jacob). Again, whereas God thereupon outlined his judgment against 

See dso the analysis of Moshe Garsiel, The First Book of Samuel. A Litermy Study of 
Comparative Smctures, Analogies and ParaUek (Israel: Revivim Publishing House, 
1985) 44-57. 

By referring to this pericope as the "call" of Samuel I am referring to its function 
rather than its form. N. Habel has argued that the genre "call narrative" consists of 
divine confrontation, introductory word, commission, objection, reassurance, and sign 
("The Form and Significance of the Call Narratives," 24R77 [I9651 297-323). On this 
basis a number of scholars have rightly argued that 1 Samuel 3 is not a d l  narrative (cf. 



the king of Egypt to Moses, so he outlined his judgment against the House of Eli to 

Samuel (Exod 3: 19-20; 1 Sam 3: 1 1- 14). Also noteworthy is the fact that, Like Moses, 

Samuel was a prophet ( N u -  12:6-8; Deut 34:LO; 1 Sam 3:20). Indeed, Samuel was "a 

prophet like Moses" after the order of Deut 18: 18. This is evident tiom Elkanah's 

statement to Hannah, "only may the LORD M l l  his word" ( I  Sam I:23), which came as 

a response to Hannah's statement that she would bring Samuel to Shiloh after he had 

been weaned and which is a W h e n t  of the LORD'S promise in Deut 18: 18 (cf. v. 15): 

''I will raise up a prophet &om among their own people like yo~rself.''~ 

A third parallel between the lives of Moses and Samuel comes with the early 

chapters of Exodus, particularly the plagues narrative in chapters 5-12, and the early 

chapters of 1 Samuel, particularly the so-called "'Ark Narrative" in chapters 4-6? Both 

Robert Karl Gnuse, The Dream Theophany of Samuel mew York: University Press of 
America, 19841 1 33-40}. 
3 S taniey D. Waken, "Hannah and Anna: The Greek and Hebrew Texts of 1 Samuel 1," 
JBL 107 (1988) 41 1-12. With regard to 1 Sam 123, most commentators follow the 
LXX's h o a r  I C I $ L ~ ~  rb  & M b v  roi, or&aqr& oou and 4QSam"'s Cp' 7x1 
TDD KPIq;I R[lnq ("only may the Lo~olLord hifill what has come fiom your mouth") 
because the MT of 1 Samuel 1 has no antecedent for 1:23 (e.g., P. Kyle McCarter, I 
Samuel [Garden City, New York: Doubleday, 19801 56; Ralph W. Klein, I Samuel 
w o r d  Biblical Commentary 10; Waco, Texas: Word, 19831 3). However, given the fact 
that Dtr was concerned to draw parallels between Samuel and Moses, the MT should be 
fo 110 wed. 
' Referring to 1 Samuel 4-6 as "the Ark Narative" is a misnomer as the principd 
concern of these chapters is not the ark but the supremacy of the LORD, over the 
Philistines, their God, and Israel. The criticism of Miller and Roberts concerning the 
designation "Ark Narrative" is on the mark: 

[T]o define these chapters as the Ark Narrative(s), qua Rost, Schicklberger, 
Campbell, and most scholars is to detheologkze them and to miss their point at a most 
elemental level. The subject of the narrative is Yahweh, and not the ark. The issue is 
not what happens to the ark, but what Yahweh is doing among his people. Not the 
ark, but Yahweh's power and purpose is what the story is about 
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accounts are concerned with something belonging to God (IsraeVark) which an enemy 

(Egypt/Philistia) held, and the series of plagues that came upon the enemy as a 

consequence so that the given possession would return to Canaan. SimiIar to other 

accounts in the Former Prophets Dtr sought to draw the readers' attention to the plagues 

narrative by having various characters explicitly refer to it. Upon seeing the ark enter the 

Israelite camp the Philistines cried out "Woe to us! Who will save us &om the power of 

these mighty gods? These are the gods who struck the Egyptians with every kind of 

piague in the wilderness!" (1 Sam 4:8).' Similarly, the Philistine priests and diviners 

counselled the Philistines, 'Qon't harden your hearts as the Egyptians and Pharaoh 

hardened their hearts. As you know, when he made a mockery of them, they sent 

Dsrael], and they departed" (1 Sam 6 6 ) .  

(Miller, Hand of the Lord, 60; as cited in J.P. Fokkehan, Narrative Arr and P o e ~ v  in 
the Books of Samuel. A Full Interpretation Based on S~yIistic and Structural Analyses 
p o l .  4, Vow and Desire [l Sam. 1-12]; Assen, The Netherlands: Van Gorcurn, 19933 
266 n. 16). Nevertheless, the title has become conventional and will therefore be 
retained. 
5 Many commentators have sought to emend the text at this point because of the singular 
and plural references to God in w. 7 and 8 and because the Egyptians were not struck 
with plagues in the wiIderness but in Egypt (e.g., McCarter, I Samuel, 104). But such 
emendations are unnecessary as the incongruous statements of the Philistines have the 
b c t i o n  of underlining their confusion and they should therefore be regarded as original, 
as Damrosch has rightly contended: "[tlhe codh ion  of the Philistines is comically 
shown by their conflicting cries mod" vs. "gods"] and their garbled version of the 
Exodus story E''wivildemess" rather than 'Egypt"]" (Narrative Covennnr, 189). More 
specifically, Dtr had the Philistines garble Num 1 1 3 3  where the same terminology is 
used: "the LORD struck the people Frael] with a very great plague" (tP2 717. 7.1 

' I K P  731 nsn), an action which took place "in the wilderness." 



The parallels between the two accounts include the Eollo~ing.~ (1) The Philistine 

priests and diviners not only referred to the piages  narrative in 1 Sam 6:6 but they 

explicitly cited it five times, four of which occur between 1 Sam 6:6-8. Whereas God 

said to ~Moses in Exod 102 that he would favorably depose the Egyptians toward Israel, 

"so that when you go7 you will not go empty-handed (El;'? 1=5n ~ 5 ) ~ "  the Philistine 

priests and diviners counseled the Philistines, "If you are going to send the Ark of the 

God of Israel away, do not send it away without anything (C13'7 InK ?r;+tM-%)'* 

(Exod 3:21; 1 Sam 6:3). Similarly, whereas the LORD stated "you may recount in the 

hearing of your sons . . . how I made a mockery of the Egyptians (C91302 - n + + ~ m ) "  

in Exod 10:2, the Philistine priests and diviners stated 'he made a mockery of them" 

(cn2 Hm;r) in 1 Sam 6:6. Again, whereas the LORD stated in Exod 320-21 that 

Pharaoh would "send" ( R ~ W ' )  Israel and they would "depart" (pzh), in 1 Sam 6:6 the 

Philistine priests and diviners stated that the Egyptians "sent them ( ~ l h P 7 )  and they 

departed (Eh)," and in I Sam 6:8 they stated "and you will send it and i t  shall depart" 

(7571 1nK cd~rdl).' The Ekronites also cited rhe plagues narrative when the ark 

Much of what follows consists of a collation of the observations of the following 
scholars: Joseph Bourke, "Samuel and the Ark: A Study in Contrasts," Dominican 
Studies 7 (1954) 96-99; David Daube, The Exodus Pattern in the Bible (London: Faber 
and Faber, 1963) 73-88; Garsiel, Samuel, 5 1-54; Darnrosch, Narrative Covenant, 188- 
9 1 ; see also Zakovitch, Concept of the Exodus, 52-53; James Nohrnberg, Like Unro 
Moses. The Constituiing of an Intenuption (Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana 
University Press, 1995) 342-44. 
' Patrick D. Miller, Jr. and I. I. M. Roberts, The Hand of the Lord. A Rearsessmenr of 
the "Ark Narrative " of I Samuel (Baltimore and London: The Johns Hopkins Univeni ty 
Press, 1977) 55, 103 n. 11. The Philistines' cry in 1 Sam 4:8 is also evidently a 
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entered their town. Parallel to Pharaoh's request of Moses and Aaron, ''Plead with the 

LORD to remove the fkogs fiom me  and my people" (Exod 8:4), is the Ekronites' 

exclamation that 'they have moved the ark of the God of Israel to m e  to kill me  and my 

people" (1 Sam 5: 10; cf. v. 11). Significantly, the phrase "me and my people" only 

occurs in these three in~tances.~ (2) The refusal of Pharaohhhe sons of Eli to heed the 

voice of the L O R D K ~ ~  stemmed &om the LORD'S desire to punish them. The LORD 

hardened the heart of Pharaoh so that he would not let the people go (Exod 4 2  I), so that 

he might display his signs (7:3; 10: 1 ), and so that he might gain glory (1 4:4). Similarly, 

Hophni and Phinehas ignored Eli's plea to reform "for the LORD was resolved that they 

should die" (1 Sam 2:25). (3) The Egyptians and the Philistines, who were both struck 

by the plagues, came to a knowledge of the LORD (Exod 75, 17; 8:6[l0], 18[22]; 9: 14, 

29; 102; 1 Sam 6:3,9).' Similar to this is the parallel between Exod 5 2 ,  "I pharaoh] 

hlfillment of Exod 15:14--a verse that Dtr quoted in Deut 2 2 5  (see page 50Fwhere 
we read that the inhabitants of Philistia writhed because of the Israelites' crossing of the 
Sea, 
S Exod 8:4: mu131 -Inn; 1 Sam 5: 10: w-mi mqnn5; I Sam 5 :  1 1 : qnl-nx? mc. 
Some have argued that MT's C S ~  Pt111 (''and he will make himself known to you") of 

I Sam 6:3 should be emended to 035 78331 ("when you have been ransomed'), 
following the LXX and 4QSam', primarily because of the interrogative X25 which 
immediately follows (e.g., McCarter. I Samuel, 129). Against this emendation is the 
fact that 703 never occurs in the Niphal stem. A better explanation is that which is 
afforded by IPS: "He will make himselfknown to you; otherwise his hand will not turn 
away Eom you." The JPS transIator took u&J UT31 reflexively, "he will make himself 
known to you" (cf. Exod 6:3 and Isa l9:2 1 where the NiphaI of Yfq is used reflexively 
with C V ~  / 377- as the subject), and ?r)5 as introducing an undesirable alternative, 
"'otherwise his hand will not turn away &om you" (cf. 1 Sam 19:17; Qoh 5:s;  Bruce K. 
Waltke and M. OTConnor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax [Winona Lake, IN: 
Eisenbrauns, 19901 18.3~). Cf. David Winton Thomas who follows the MT but argues 
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do not know ( V Y T  ~ 5 )  the LORD," and 1 Sam 2:12, "wopbni and Phinehas] did not 

know (JUTq ~ 5 )  the LORD." Apart fiom these instances this expression only occurs in 

Iudg 2: 1 0. (4) As Pharaoh's courtiers exhorted Pharaoh, "Let the men go to worship the 

LORD their God!" so the priests and diviners counselled the Philistines, "Send [the ark] 

off, and let it go on its own way" (Exod 10:7; 1 Sam 6:8; cf. 9 8 ,  1 1). (5) Similarly, 

there is a parallel between tie summoning of the leaden: "And Pharaoh . . . summoned 

(K-13.7) the wise men and the sorcerers" (Exod 7: 11); "The Philistines summoned 

(lK7~Y) the priests and the diviners" (1  Sam 6:2). (6) What escaped one plague was 

struck by another: the Locusts consumed what was Left after the plague of hail (Exod 

105, 12, 15); and the Elcronites who escaped death were stricken with tumors (1 Sam 

5: 12). (7) In the same way that Moses told Pharaoh to provide animals for the b u t  

offerings, so the Philistines provided the cows for the burnt offering when the ark 

retuned to Israel (Exod 10:ZS; 1 Sam 6: 14). (8) Just as the Egyptians were persuaded to 

release Israel after a series of plagues, so the Philistines were persuaded to release the ark 

after a series of plagues. More specifically, in both instances "the hand of the LORD" 

(3'17-T) was instrumental in bringing the plagues (Exod 9 3 ;  1 Sam 5:6).1° (9) Upon 

release of IsraeVthe ark, Israel received gifts referred to as "objects of go Id" (Exod 3 :22; 

1 : ;  1235: 2x7 5 ;  1 S 6 :  3 3 )  (10) The outcry of those struck by the 

plagues is mentioned (Exod 1 1:6; 12:30; 1 Sam 5: 10-12). Worthy of note is the parailel 

that ~ 3 5  97737 may be translated as "then shall rest be granted to you" ("A Note on ~ 2 5  

Ut731 in 1 Samuel Vr 3," JTS 11 [I9601 52). 



between Exod 223, where the outcry of the Hebrews went up to God, and 1 Sam 5:  12, 

where the outcry of the Elaonites went up to the skies. In only these two instances does 

the phrase (~)nUlPi k l  occur. (1 1) Each episode consists of a confkontation between 

the God of Israel and the enemy's god(s). As the  LOR^ punished "all the gods of Egypt" 

by means of the plague on the firstborn (Exod 12: 12), so his defeat of Dagoon was 

accompanied by plagues (1 Sam 52-7; 65). (12) Finally, neither Israel nor the ark 

reached a final resting place: Israel stayed in the desert for forty yean and the ark 

remained at Kiriath-jearim for twenty years (Numbers 14; 1 Sam 7 2 ) .  

The fourth parallel between Moses and SamueI comes with Israel's victory over 

the Egyptians in Exodus 14 and their defeat of the Philistines in 1 Samuel 7. Both 

narratives are concerned with divine deliverance from an oppressor-Israel from Egypt 

and the Philistines respectively (Exod 145; 1 Sam 7:3). There is a marked emphasis in 

each on the LORD'S function a s  warrior (e.g., Exod 14:13-18, 30; 1 Sam 7 3 ,  8-10). 

More specifically, the following order of events is shared by both narratives. (1)  Both 

Pharaoh and the Philistines were told of Israel's whereabouts and then went out to them. 

Upon hearing that Israel had fled Pharaoh gathered his men and pursued them (Exod 

145-9). Similarly, 'When the Philistines heard that the Israelites had assembled at 

Mizpah the lords of the Philistines marched out against Israel" (1 Sam 7: 7). (2) In both 

accounts the Israelites consequently became temfied and appealed to the L o ~ ~ / S a m u e l  

for assistance: 

10 Cf. Exod 320; 7:4; l4:3 1; 1 Sam 5 7 ,  9, 1 1 ; 6:3, 5 , 9 .  See J.J.M. Roberts, 'The Hand 
of Yahweh," VT21 (1971) 244-52; and Miller, Handof the Lord, esp. 48. 



they were greatiyfnghtened and they m*ed 
out to the LORD 

1 Sam 7:7-8 
c m k  ~sr, TKY 

h m w - 5 ~  5 x 7 ~ 7 1 2  n a w  
n w - 5 ~  p ~ a  van rti-in-5n 

they werefrrghrened of the Philistines and 
they implored Samuel, "Do not neglect us 
and do not reh in  &om c y h g  out to die 
LORD" 

(3) Through the ministration of Moses/Samuel the LORD nevertheless brought victory to 

Israel: Moses held out his rod over the sea and the waters divided (Exod 14: 16,2 1,26- 

27); and upon sacrificing and crying out the LORD responded to Samuel (1  Sam 7:9-10). 

(4) Finally, the LORD Lbconfused" ( b 7 )  the enemy (Exod I4:24; L Sam 7: LO) and 

defeated them "on that day" (tcl3;l C Y 2 )  (Exod 14:30; 1 Sam 7: 10). [ '  

The fifth parallel between Moses and Samuel concerns the rebellion against the 

LOEW in Numbers 11 and 1 Samuel 8. (1) Similar to Num 11:4-6 where the people 

complained about the manna and wanted meat, in 1 Sam 8: 1-5 the people noted the 

failings of Samuel's sons and demanded a king. (2) In both stories it is stated that the 

complainc/request of the peop!e was "evil in the eyes of Moses/Samuel" (Num t 1 : 10: 

37 ;iaa *1~721; 1 Sam 8:6: ~ ~ 1 3 ~  V 3 2  7377 91ql). The phases "in the eyes of 

Moses" and "in the eyes of Samuel" only occur in these instances. (3) In both stories the 

prophet then prayed to the LORD: Moses expressed his k t r a t i on  to the LORD over 

Israel's complaint (Num 1 1 : 10- 15,2 1-23) and Samuel prayed regarding the people's 

" Apart kern these two instances the verb CDR is used with the LORD as the subject and 
Israel's enemies as the object in only three other instances (Exod 23:27; Josh 10: 10; Judg 
4: 15; cf. 2 Chron 1 S:6). 



request for a king (1 Sam 8:6). (4) Although the LORD Fulfilled the pleas in both 

instances the consequences were disastrous. After being deluged with quail the people 

were struck by a plague (Num 1 1 :3 1-34); and after the LORD told Samuel to heed the 

demand of the people Samuel warned the people of oppression under a monarchy (1 Sam 

7 1 1 8 )  (5) In both stories it is stated that in their complaint/request the people had 

"rejected" the LORD: "for you have rejected the LORD" (;ll;lq'nK cnmn .=; Num 
11:20); "for they have rejected me" (7OKD .nK '3; 1 Sam 8:7). Significantly, the verb 

3 K D  ("to reject") with people a s  the subject and the LORD as the object occurs only in 

these two instances." (6) Finally, the phrase "in the ears of the LORD" (77- 'JTXz) only 

occurs in these two chapters: the people wailed for lack of food "in the ears of the LORD 

(Num 1 1 : I,  18); and Samuel reiterated the request of the people "in the ears of the LORD 

(1 Sam 8:21). 

1.2 The Direction of Dependence 

The best explanation for the numerous parallels between the given Tetrateuchal 

accounts and 1 Samuel 1-8 is that Dn was responsible for them. This is evident from 

the criteria of cross-references, incongruities, source criticism, multiple occurrence and 

Deuteronomistic tendency. Though my discussion concerning such criteria will centre 

on 1 Samuel 1-43 I win also discuss related texts. 

As in other accounts in the Fonner Prophets, in L Samuel 1-8 some of the 

characters explicitly refer to the corresponding Tetrateuchal accounts. As I noted above, 

" Stanley D. Walters, personal communication. 
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this is true of the Philistines (42%) as well as the Philistine priests and diviners (6:6), who 

both refer to the Exodus story- Another cross-reference comes in 1 Samuel 8. As I 

argued above, Numbers 1 1, which pertains to the people's rebellion against the LORD, 

shares striking parallels with 1 Samuel 8, which also pertains to the people's rebellion 

against the LORD. This come,ction was made explicit by a cross-reference in 1 Sam 89: 

"Like everything eke they have done ever since I brought them out of Egypt to this 

day-forsaking me and worshiping other gods-just as they are doing to you." The best 

exp Ianation for such cross-references is that the given Deuteronomistic accounts were 

based on the corresponding Tetrateuchal accounts. 

Similar to the fimction of the cross-references are the grammatical incongruities. 

In fear of the ark the Philistines cried, '?hey have moved the ark of the God of Israel ro 

me to ki[l me and my people" (1 Sam 5:10, 11). The use of the £kt  person singular 

rather than the expected first person plural represents Dtr's attempt to call  the reader's 

attention to the plagues narrative. For example, the plagues narrative has Pharaoh say to 

Moses and Aaron, "Plead with the  LOR^ to remove the fiogs from me and nzy people" 

(Exod 5:4).13 Similarly, in response to the Philistines' concern over the troublesome ark 

their priests and divines counselled them to send "five golden mice . . . for the same 

plague which struck all of them and your lords" (1 Sam 64). This too represents D a y s  

attempt to call the reader's attention to the plagues narrative insofar as '?hem" is a cross- 

reference to the Egyptians of the plagues narrative. Because of this incongruity-the 

reader expects the second rather than third person-most commentators have fo Ilo wed 



Dtr 's Use of Tetratach111 Narratives in 1 and l7 Samuel 139 

the LXX at this point which reads "you."" However, in light of the foregoing analysis 

such an emendation is unwarranted. The fact, then, that two texts are grammatically 

incongruous in Samuel but fitting in the parallel Tetrateuchd traditions supports the 

posited direction of dependence.'* 

The criterion of multiple occurrence also supports the proposed direction of 

dependence. I argued above that Dtr based the appointment of officials in Deut I in 

part on Num 1 1 : 10-30. It is therefore reasonable to conclude that Dtr was also 

responsible for the parallels bemeen Numbers 1 1 and 1 Samuel 8. This contention finds 

Fuaher support £?om other passages in 1 Samuel 6-10 which aIso share striking 

parallels with Numbers 11. This is true, for instance, of L Sam 6:19 and Num I 1 : X :  

while the meat was still in the mouths of rebellious Israel "the LORD struck the people 

with a very great plague" (7Kn 737 33n nu2 mnq Tl). This word string occurs 

elsewhere only in 1 Sam 6: 19 ( 3 h  333 OD2 317. X3).'6 There are also parallels 

l 3  As I stated above, the phrase "me and my people" only occurs in these three instances 
(cf. Exod 8:4[8], 5[9], 7[11], 17[21], 25[29], 27[3 11; 9:14,27). 
14 E.g., ~McCarter, I Samuel, 129; Hans Wilhelm Hertzberg, I & I1 Samuel (OTL; 
Philadelphia: Westminster, 1964) 55. 
'' Van Seters has argued that the Yahwist "drew upon Dtn 28, Lev 26 and the common 
Near Eastern curse tradition to create a series of seven plagues," thereby dating the 
plagues narrative after Da ("The Plagues of Egypt: Ancient Tradition or Literary 
Invention?" Z4 W 98 [I9861 3 1-39). Van Seters failed, however, to note the fact that the 
Ark Narrativewhich as I have shown, shares a wealth of parallels with the plagues 
narrative-explicitly refers back to the plagues narrative and should therefore be dated 
after it. 
I6 Most commentators have here followed the LXX because of the MT's redundancy: 
"and he smck the men of Beth-shemesh . . . and he stnick the people . . .for the LORD 
stmck the people" (e.g., S.R Driver, Notes on the Hebrew Text and the Topography of 
the Books of Samuel [2nd. ed.; Oxford: Clarendon, 19661 59). A better explanation is 
that the MT's redundancy is the result of the incorporation of Nurn 1 133. 



between Numbers 11 and 1 Samuel 10. To begin with, there is the parallel between 

Num 1 1 :20 and 1 Sam 10: 18- 19. Both of these texts refer to the peopie's dissatisfaction 

in spite of the fact that they had come out of Egypt. In each case, moreover, the people 

had thereby "rejected" (ZKa) the LoRD/Go~. Sigmflcantly, this verb only occurs with 

the LORD or God as the object in these verses and the previously discussed 1 Sam 8:7.17 

Another parallel between Numbers 1 1 and 1 Samuel 10 concerns the subject of prophecy 

in Num 1 1 25-30 and 1 Sam 105-6, 10-13. (1) In the Numbers account the 70 elders 

prophesied (1 1:25), as  did Eldad and Medad, who were not among the 70 and upon 

whom "the LORD put his spirit" (1 1:26,29). Similarly, in the Samuel account a band of 

prophets prophesied (105, IO), as did Saul, who, although he was not one of the 

prophets, was gripped by '%he spirit of the LORD" (10:6, 10). (2) Because Eldad and 

Medad were "prophesying1' (Pqbt3JW) (Num 11:27), Joshua was constrained to object of 

this to Moses (1 1:28). Consistent with this is the reference to the bystanders in the 

Samuel account who were perplexed by Saul's prophesying (lo: 11). Apart from Num 

1 127 and 1 Sam 105  the term "prophesying" (D1K23n?2) occurs elsewhere only in 1 Kgs 

2210; 3 Chron L8:9; and ler 14:14. (3) As Moses then countered Joshua's objection by 

stating that he wished that all the LORD'S people were prophets (Num 1 129). so, 

contrary to the astionishment of the bystanders, an individual suggested that Saul himself 

was not only among the prophets but that he was their "father* (1 Sam 10: 1 1-12).'8 

- 
I' Dtr referred to 'your God" rather than ?he LORD" in 1 Sam 10:19 because the LORD 
himself was speaking. 
18 For a review of the research on 1 Sam 10: Z 1 - 12 see Klein, I Samuel, 92-93. 
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(4) As Moses then reentered the camp (Nun 1 1:30) so Sad  thereupon entered the shrine 

(1 Sam 1033). 

The criterion of source criticism also supports the proposed direction of 

dependence. The Ark Narrative shares verbal parallels with both the non-P and P layers 

of Exodus 1-14. With regard to the non-P layer, "vessels of gold" in Exod 3 2 2  and 

1235 is cited in 1 Sam 623; "me and my people" in Exod 8:4 is cited in 1 Sam 5: 10-1 1; 

and "I do not know the LORD" in Exod 5 2  is cited in 1 Sam 2: 12. As for the P layer, 

"and the outcry went up" of Exod 2:23 is cited in 1 Sam 5:12; and "Pharaoh summoned 

[two groups of officials]" of  Exod 7: 1 1 is cited in 1 Sam 6% i9 The Ark Narrative thus 

shares four verbal parallels with the non-P layer and two verbal parallels with the P layer 

of Exodus 1-14. It therefore follows that the Ark Narrative was based on the plagues 

narrative." The criterion of multiple occurrence may also be used with regard to the 

parallels between the Exodus story and the Ark Narrative: Dtr cited Exod 1 4: )  1 in Deut 

3:24 and he patterned much of Joshua 3 4  and 1 Samuel 7 after Exodus 14. 

More generally, the criterion of source criticism also appIies to the parallels 

between Numbers 1 1 and Deuteronomistic literature. The majority of source critics have 

argued that Num 1 1 :4-35 is made up of of two layers. The first layer, consisting of vv. 

4- 1 5 ,  1 824% 3 1-3 5, pertains to the people's complaint regarding a lack o f meat and the 

subsequent plague. The second layer, consisting of w. 16- 17,24b-3 0, concerns 

19 With regard to the given sourcecritical identifications see discussions in Childs 
(Exodus) and Durham (Exodus). 
'* As I have argued elsewhere, the fact that Dtr cites P shows that P pre-dates Dtr. 



prophecy and the selection of seventy  elder^.^' To be sure, the account in 1 Samuel 8 

only shares verbal paraIIeIs with the first layer (Num 1 1:IO = 1 Sam 8:6; Num 1 1 : 18 = 1 

Sam 8 2  1; N u  1120 = 1 Sam 8:7). However, other Deuteronomistic accounts share 

parallels with both layers of Numbers 1 1. Deut 1 :9- 18 shares one verbal parallel with 

the first layer of Numbers 1 1 (Num 1 1 : 14 = Deut 1 :9) and one with the second layer 

(Num I 1 : 17 = Deut 1 : 12). 1 Samuel 6 1 0  also shares verbal parallels with each layer 

of Numbers 11: this is true of 1 Sam 6:19 and Num I 1:33; I Sam 10:18-19 and Num 

1 120; and 1 Sam 1 0 5  and Num 11 :27, as I argued above. Various accounts in the 

DtrH, then, share verbal parallels with each layer of Num 11:4-35: the Deuteronomistic 

accounts share five verbal parallels with the first layer (Num 1 1: 1 0 = 1 Sam 8:6; N u n  

1 LA4 = Deut 1:9; Num 11:18 = 1 Sam 821; Num 1120 = 1 Sam 8:7; Num l U 0  = 1 

Sam 10: 1 9; Num 1 1 :33 = 1 Sam 6: 19) and two verbal parallels with the second layer 

(Num 1 1 : 17 = Deut 1 : 12; Num 1 1 :27 = 1 Sam 105). The best explanation for these data 

is that Dtr relied on Num 1 1: 10-35 for the given Deuteronomistic accounts, including 1 

Samuel 8." 

'I Examples of earlier commentators who held this view include those of J. Carpenter 
and G. Harford-Battersb y, The Hexatezich According to the Revised Version (London: 
Longmans, Green, and Co., 1900) 201-203; and S. R. Driver, Introdziction ro the 
Literature of the Old Testament (New York: The Meridian Co., 1957) 61. Though the 
analyses of more recent commentators have tended to be less rigorous in the distinction 
between the layers, their concIusions are very close to those of the older commentators 
(c f. B udd, Numbers, 1 24-2 7). 
37 - This analysis also holds for different source-critical analyses of Numbers 1 1. This is 
true of Martin Noth (Numbers [OTL; Philadelphia: Westminster, 19681 83), who argued 
that w 14-17,24b-30 are the only insertions into an otherwise &ed text; H. Seebass 
("Num XI, W und die Hypothese des lahwisten" VT28 [1978] 214-23), who argued for 
no less than four sources; and Van Seters (Moses, 227-29), who has argued that J 
interwove the two traditions. 
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The criterion of Deuteronomistic tendency also supports the proposed direction 

of dependence. I argued above that Dtr patterned Joshua, Josiah, and Gideon after 

Moses. It is therefore again most tenable to conclude that Dtr was responsible for the 

paraliels between Samuel and Moses. Finally, the criterion of literary Function also 

supports the proposed direction of dependence, which brings us to a discussion of Dtr's 

purposes for drawing the given parallels. 

1.3 The Purpose of the Parallels 

1.3.1 The Ark Nurrutive and the Plagues Narrtztive 

The capture of the ark from Israel in 1 Samuel 4 came as a direct consequence of 

the sins of the house of Eli. With 1 Samuel 5-6, however, the narrative shifts its Focus 

to the movement of the ark h m  the Philistines to Israel. But the movement of the ark 

only provides the skeleton of the narrative, for the principal concern of these chapters is 

not the ark but the LORD'S supremacy over the Philistines, their god, and Israel. The 

LORD'S supremacy over Dagon is outlined in 5: 1-5 where, after the Philistines placed the 

ark in the temple of Dagon, in two consecutive mornings Dagon was found in a posture 

of worship before the ark-and therefore the LORD. 

As for the LORD'S supremacy over the Philistines and Israel, it is important to 

note that Dtr was concerned to equate Israel with the Philistines. Both Israel and the 

Philistines wrongly thought that the ark had inherent power. This is implicit in Israel's 

declaration, "Why did the LORD put us to rout today before the Philistines? Let us fetch 

the ark of the covenant of the LORD h r n  Shiloh; thus he will be present among us and 



will deliver us from the hands of our enemies" (4:3). Similarly, the Philistines wrongly 

identified the ark as God/gods: "God has come to the camp . . . . Woe to us! Nothing 

like this has ever happened before. Woe to us! Who will save us kom the hand of these 

mighty gods?" (47-s)." However, in both instances such anticipation was misguided 

for, ironically, the ark turned out to be the nemesis not only of the Philistines but of the 

Israelites as well: the Philistines were struck by plagues because of the ark (S:6- 12), and 

the LORD struck the men of Beth-shemesh for looking into the ark (6: 19). In addition to 

these shared views of the ark, there exists a parallel four-fold sequence between the 

Philistines and the Israelites in their dealings with the ark (1) As the ark was taken to 

Philistia (4: 11-5: 1) so it was later taken to Beth-shemesh (6: 10-12). (2) Both the 

PhiIistines and the Israelites were punished for their sin involving the ark: the LORD 

"struck" (7.1) the Ashdodites because the Philistines had taken the ark fkom Israel (5:6, 

9; cf. v. 2); and the LORD "struck" (TI) the men of Beth-shemesh who looked into the 

ark (6: 19). (3) As "the men of Ashdod" then asked, '"What shall we do with the ark of 

the God of Israel?" (5:7-8), so "?he men of Beth-shemesh" asked, "Who can stand in 

attendance on the LORD, this holy God? And to whom shall he go up &om us?" (690). 

(4) Finally, whereas the men of Ashdod then ""sent" (mhM) messengers to ask what 

they should do with the ark (5:8), the Israelites thereupon "sent messengers" ( l h P 1  

See also Hertzberg, I and IISamuel, 52; and John T. Willis, "An Anti-Elide Narrative 
Tradition form a Rophetic Circle at the Ramah Sanctuary," JBL 90 (1 97 1) 30 1-02; 
Klaas D. Smelik, Converting the Part. Studies in Ancient Israelite and Moabite 
Historiography (OTS MNIII; New York: E.J. Brill, 1992) 46. 
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c q x h )  to the inhabitants of Kiriath-jearim and told them to take the ark into their 

keeping (6:z 1). 

By paralleling Israel's involvement with the ark with the Phi Iistine's invo lvernent 

with the ark Dtr thus effectively placed the Philistines and Israel on the same footing. 

Consistent with this, Dtr patterned the Ark Narrative after the Exodus story in order to 

present both the Philistines and Israel as new Egypts. With regard to the Philistines, this 

is evident fkom those two instances in which they explicitly compared their 

circumstances to those of the Egyptians of old (4:8; 6:6). The movement of the ark from 

the Philistines to Israel, which is parallels to the movement of Israel f?om Egypt to the 

promised Iand, also supports the equation "'Philistia = Egypt." But the same holds true 

for Israel. In the plagues narrative it was Israef that was oppressed by Egypt and in need 

of deliverance. Similar to his use of Tetrateuchal accounts in Judges, Dtr inverted the 

paradigm afforded by the plagues narrative insofar as it was the ark (and therefore the 

LORD) that was mistreated by Israel (rather than Israel mistreated by Egypt); and it was 

the ark that needed to be "deiivered" &om such mistreatment (rather than Israel that 

needed to be delivered born Egypt). By patteming the Ark Narrative after the Exodus 

story, then, Dtr thereby complemented his presentation of the LORD'S supremacy over 

the Philistines and Israel. 

1.3.2 The Rejeaon of the LORD in I Samuel 8 and Numbers I I  

As with the Ark Narrative, in order to determine Dtr's purpose in patterning I 

Samuel 8 after Numbers 11 it is fint important to outline the message of 1 Samuel 8. 

Samuel evidently regarded the request for a king as a slight against himself, but the 



LORD assured him that "it is not you that they have rejected; it is me they have rejected 

as their king" (8:5). Again, the request ' l e t  our king rule over us and go out at our head 

and fight our battles" (820) was an implicit rejection of the LORD'S leadership in war, 

for according to the Deuteronomic legislation the LORD was Israel's military leader 

(Deut 20: 1-4). The LORD had demonstrated as  much in his defeat over Dagon ( 1 Sam 

5: 1-5) as well as the Philistines (I Sam 7% M)? 

Significantly, both Numbers 1 1 and 1 Samuel 8 concern the people's rejection of 

the LORD: whereas in Numbers 1 1 the people rejected the LORD by complaining in 1 

Samuel 8 the rejection consisted of the people's request for a human king. Because the 

concerns of Numbers I1  and 1 Samuel 8 are similar Dtr's purpose in patterning I 

Samuel 8 after the rejection of the LORD in Numbers 11 can be easily ascertained. Dtr 

sought to underline the rebeilious nature of Israel by means of the parallel: the 

predisposition of the Exodus generation to reject the LORD was equally present in 

Samuel's generation. Not only does this interpretation do justice to the content of the 

respective passages, but Dtr also invited such an interpretation in 1 Sam 8:8: "Like 

everything else they have done ever since I brought them out of Egypt to this day- 

forsaking me and worshiping other gods-so they are doing to you" (823). This 

interpretation also finds support fiom the fact that Dtr used other Tetrateuchal accounts 

in his outline of the period of the judges in order to present pre-rnonarchic Israel 

negatively. 

" Other texts in the DtrH which pertain to the LORD'S military leadership include Josh 
10: 14.42; 23:3, 10; Judg 4: 14; and 2 Sam 524. 



1.3.3 Samuel as a Second Moses 

In the previous sections dealing with the paral1eIs between the plagues narrative 

and the Ark Narrative, and the rebellions of Numbers 11 and 1 Samuel 8, I argued that 

Dtr's primary purpose was to indict Samuel's seneration. This does not, however, 

preclude the possibiIity that Da also had the ~Moses-Samuel parallel in mind with I 

Samuel 1-8. With regard to Numbers 11 and I Samuel 8 two points support this 

contention. First, Samuel's role as intercessor is the same as that of Moses in these 

chapters; and second, the fact that the given narratives in 1 Samuel 1-8 follow the same 

sequence as the corresponding accounts in Moses' Life suggests that Samuel is to be 

understood as a second Moses in 1 Samuel 8: early Life and call (Exodus 1-3; 1 Sarnuel 

1-3); plagues narrative and Ark Narrative (Exodus 5-12; 1 Samuel 4-6); defeat of 

Egyptians/Philistines (Exodus 14; 1 Samuel 7); and the people's rebellion against the 

LORD (Numbers 1 1; 1 Samuel 8).' The parallels that Dtr drew between Moses and 

Samuel therefore complement Dtr's positive portrayal of Samuel. 

But Dtr was not simply interested in presenting Samuel positively. I noted above 

that, like Moses, Samuel was a prophet (Num 12:6-8; Deut 34: 10; 1 Sam 3 30); indeed, 

he was "a prophet like Moses" after the order of Deut 18: 18:-&'I will raise up a prophet 

15 Samuel's relationship to the Ark Narrative merits discussion. Commentators have 
argued that the Ark Narrative lacks any reference to Sarnuel because it was an 
independent source that was incorporated into Samuel (e-g., Klein, I Samuel. xxx; c f. the 
works referred to in Willis ["Anti-Elide," 298 n. 411). But the absence of SamueI may 
also be explained by the literary context of the section. Dtr presented Samuel as the 
imminent successor of Eli and his wicked sons in chapters 1-3 and it was therefore 
unnecessary to include Samuel before the Elides had met their doom (cf S meii k, 
Converting the Past, 44; Frank Anthony Spina, "A Prophet's 'Pregnant Pause' : Samuel's 
Silence in the Ark Narrative [l Sam. 4: 1-7:2]," HBT 13 [I99 11 59-73). 
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&om among their own people like yourself." Consistent with this depiction of Samuel, 

Dtr's more specific purpose for the parallel that he drew between Moses and Samuel 

may be adduced Eom the relation between Mosaic teaching and the prophetic word in 

the DtrH. The prophetic word is inseparable fiom the teaching of Moses in the Former 

Prophets (1  Kgs 1M9-39; I N - 3 ;  146-16; 2 Kgs 221:LO-15; 2214-20). Indeed. For Dtr 

the prophetic word was the channel through which the Deuteronomic blessings and 

curses were fulfilled: in Deuteronomy 28 Moses taught that the series of blessings for 

obedience and curses for disobedience would govern Israel's history; and we find in the 

Former Prophets eight instances in which a prophetic word was uttered concerning the 

results of cultic kfkctions only to be recalled upon their Finally, all 

prophets were to follow the Mosaic pattern (Deut 18: 15-22), yet for Dtr Moses was the 

preeminent prophet: "never again did there arise in Israel a prophet like Moses" (Dew 

34: 10)." In light of this association between Moses and the prophetic office it is evident 

that De drew the given parallels between Moses and Samuel because he wished to 

present Samuel as a model prophet. 

'6 Von Rad noted eleven prophecies and their fbMIments in the DtrH: 1 Kgs 1 1 29-39 
and 1 Kgs 12:15; 1 Kgs l3:2 and 2 Kgs 23:16-18; 1 Kgs 14:6-16 and 1 Kgs 1529; 1 Kgs 
16A-4 and 1 Kgs 16:12; 1 Kgs 21:21-22 and I Kgs 21:27-29; 2 Kgs 1:6 and 2 Kgs 1:17; 
2 Kgs 2 1 : 10-15 and 2 Kgs 24:2; and 2 Kgs 22: 15-20 and 2 Kgs 23 :3O ("Theology of 
History," 78-8 1). Significant for our purposes, eight of these instances pertain to cultic 
inf?actions-the three exceptions being 2 Sam 2 1 3  and 1 Kgs 8:20; Josh 6 2 6  and 1 Kgs 
l6:34; 1 Kgs 22: 17 and 1 Kgs 22:35-36 (this is the only instance where the prophecy 
was not recalled) ('Theology of History," 78; see also Nicolas Wyatt, 'The Old 
Testament Historiography ofthe Exilic Period," Shrdia nteologica 33 [I9791 6 L n.42). 
" Joseph BLenkinsopp is correct in his contention that this statement is "probably a 
warning against interpreting it [the promise in Deut 1 8 : 1 5- 181 in such a way as to put 
prophetic mediation on the same level as that of ~Moses" (The Pentateuch. An 
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2, THE LINES OF AARON AND ELI 

Embedded within the parallels between the Lives of Moses and Samuel in I Samuel 1-8 

are those between the priestly Lines of Aaron and Eli.'* (1) Just as Nadab and Abihu the 

sons of Aaron were put to death at the same time for their cultic inhction (Lev 10: 1-3; 

Num 3 :4; 26:6 I), so Hophni and Phinehas the sons of Eli were killed on the same day 

because of their cultic infractions (1 Sam 2: 11- I?, 27-34; 4: 1 7). (2)  more speci tically, 

there is a verbal parallel between the accounts. ParalIeI to "I will be honored ( I X K ;  

Niphal) before all the people" of Lev 10:3 is "for those who honor me I will honor 

(T==K; Piel)" of 1 Sam 2:30. The only other instance of 723K comes in Isa 60: 13, 

where it is in the Piel stem. (3) Furthermore, whereas Nadab ( X I )  and Abihu ( x ~ f  n) 

were the sons of Aaron, Abinadab (2'r3q2K)-whose name consists ofa  combination of 

"Abihu" and 'WadabT'-was the son o f the priest Eleazar ( 1 Sam 7: 1 ) . (4) Finally, there 

are two Phinehases. The first Phinehas killed Zimri and Cozbi for their cultic!sexual 

transgression while all Israel was weeping at "the entrance of the tent of meeting" ( n n  

7PlD h; Num 25:6)." As a result, according to Num 25: 13 Phinehas' Iine was to be 

an "enduring priesthood" (&h nln3). This is in contrast to Phinehas the son of Eli 

whose cultic/sexual offense consisted of having sexual relations with the women "at the 

lnrroduction to the First Five Bookr of the Bible [The Anchor Bible Reference Library; 
New York: Doubleday, 19921 232). 
" Greenstein also noted some of the following parallels ("Formation," 1 7 1 ). 
" That their sin was sexual is evident &om Num 25: 1 (the men committed "harlotry" 
[h~] with the Moabite women), and 258 (Phinehas evidently killed the couple, who 
were in the tent, with one thrust of his spear); that their sin also pertained to the cult is 
evident &om 25:2 (the people sacrificed to the Moabites' god). 
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entrance of the tent of meeting" (7Y lD  5 7 ~  nn9; 1 Sam 2:22). As a result, according to 

I Sam 2:25 this Phinehas was to be put to death, and according to 2:30 his line would 

not last forever (h77~). 

Three aragments may be adduced in support of the proposed direction of 

dependence. The tint argument concerns the criterion of context In the preceding 

section I argued that 1 Samuel 1-8 was patterned after the corresponding Tetrateuchal 

accounts. It follows fkom this that the parallels between the lines of Aaron and Eli are 

also best explained by the proposed direction of dependence as they are embedded 

within those between Moses and Samuei in I Samuel 1-8. 

The second argument involves the criterion of incongruities. Whereas 1 Sam 1 :9 and 3 :3 

refer to "the temple of the LORD" (717- 5 ~ 7 )  and 3: 15 refers to "'the doon of the house 

of the LORD" ( ; I I ; I T l q 2  nln+mkt) ,  2 2 2  refen to ''the entrance to the tent of meeting" 

('ism 5 7 ~  nnm). 1 Samuel 2 2 2  thus refers to the "tent" while I :9 and 3 3 ,  15 refer to 

the "house" or "temple." As elsewhere, this incongruity is due to Dtr's citation of a 

corresponding Tetrateuchal account, as is evident from the parallel between 1 Sam 222  

and Exod 38% Not o d y  did Dtr have Phinehas the son of Eli commit the same type of 

offense in 1 Sam 2:22 which Phinehas the son of Aaron was rewarded for having 

punished in Num 25: 1-8, but Dtr also cited Exod 38:8 in 1 Sam 222:  parallel to "the 

women who performed tasks at the entrance to the tent of meeting" ( m K 2 S Z  C q W ~  

'1310 ~ ; I K  nns )  of 2 2 2  is '?he women who performed tasks at the entrance to the tent 

of meeting" ('IDlt3 %K En9 182S 7WH nW2m) of Exod 38:8. As elsewhere, the 



incongruity can therefore be explained on the basis of Dtr's citation of the Tetrateuchal 

The h a I  argument in support of the proposed direction of dependence concerns 

the criterion of literary function. Dtr's principal concern in 1 Samuel 2-3 was to 

outline the certain demise of Eli's line: Eli's sons were wicked priests (2: 12-1 7,22-24); 

the LORD had resolved to put them to death (225); and a man of God prophesied that 

Eli's line would not endure because of Eli's inability to restrain his sons (227-36)-a 

prophecy that was reiterated by the LORD in Samuel's vision (3:lO-14). The parallel 

between Phinehas the son of Eleazar and Phinehas the son of Eli underlines this concern 

as the second Phinehas is an inversion of the first Phinehas. The first Phinehas kiIIed 

Zimri and Cozbi for their cultic/sexual transgression. As a result, according to Xurn 

2513 Phinehas' line was blessed; it was to be an enduing priesthood. This is in contrast 

30 PartIy because of the above inconsistency, and partly because L m B  and 4QSarn3 do 
not include the MT's "and how they Iay with the women who performed tasks at the 
entrance to the tent of meeting," many commentators have argued that the MT here 
represents an interpolation (e-g., Driver, Samuel, 33 ; McCarter, I Samuel, 8 1 ; mein, I 
Samuel, 22). Against this view is the fact that this portion in the MT is consistent both 
with Dtr's concern to pattern Phinehas the son of Eli after Phinehas the son of Aaron as 
well as Dtr's citation of corresponding Tetrateuchal accounts. Moreover, the fact that 
the LXX of l Samuel is concerned with priestly matters as well as with presenting 
priests positively also suggests that the MT best represents the original. I will confine 
the discussion to 1 Samuel 2. In 2:16 the MT has the people tell Eli's sons to bum the 
fat before taking the meat whereas the LXX has the people tell them to cook the 
sacrifices "as it is fitting7' (& K ~ B ~ ~ K E L ) .  In 2:28 of the MT the LORD stated that he had 
given all of the offerings by fie to the house of Eli and the LXX includes the phrase "for 
food" (d~ ppGorv), which is a reference to the obligation of the people to the Levites 
(Lev 22:7; Num 18:9-13; Deut MI-8).  Whereas the MTof 2:32 has Eli ask "Why do 
you these things, the evil tirings that I hear fkom ail these people?' out of deference for 
the priesthood the LXX omits "the evil things." Finally, whereas in 2: 15 of the MT we 
read that the priest would not accept boiled flesh but onIy raw, in the LXX we read that 
the servant of the priest would not accept boiled flesh. 



to Phinehas the son of Eli whose cultic offense consisted in having sexual relations with 

women who performed tasks at the doorway to the tent of meeting. As a result, Eli's line 

was cursed: Phinehas was to be put to death (I  Sam 2:25), and according to 1 Sam 2:30 

Eli's line wouId not last forever. Once again, it is evident that Dtr inverted a 

Tetrateuchal account in order to present pre-monarchic Israel negative~y.~' 

In the fo Ilowing paragraphs 1 will contend that Dtr patterned 1 Samuel 14, which 

concerns Jonathan's eating of forbidden food, after the Eden narrative of Genesis 1-3. 

I will then argue that Dtr patterned 1 Samuel 15, which concerns the LORD'S regretting 

having made Saul king, after the flood narrative of Genesis 6 8 .  

1 Samuel 14 shares the following parallels with the Eden narrative of Genesis 

1-3. (1) A superior prohibited peopIe to eat on pain of death (Gen 217; 1 Sam 1424, 

28,39). More specifically, 'you will surely die" (n7m ma) of Gen 2: 17 (cf. 3 :3-4) 

parallels "he wiLI surely die" (nlDq n1D) of 1 Sam 14:39, and the divine "cursing" (7134 

[Gen 3: 141; 3111K [Gen 3: 171) of the serpent and the ground paralIels Saul's oath 

' Important to note is the fact that Dtr was here reliant on P texts for these parallels. 
With the exception of the references to Nadab and Abihu in Exod 24: 1,9, every other 
reference to them has been traditionally identified as P (Exod 6 9 3 ;  28:1; Num 3:2,4; 
26:6 1-62; Lev 10: I; see the discussions in Childs, Exodus, 1 1 I - 14,499402; and Budd, 
Numbers, 29-30,296-97). That Dtr patterned his account after the P texts rather than 
after Exod 24: 1.9, is evident from the fact that it is only the P texts that refer to the death 
of Nadab and Abihu. Again, that Dtr was reliant on P is evident from the striking 
structural and verbal parallels between the account of P's Phinehas in Numbers 25 and 
Dtr's Phinehas in 1 Samuel 2 (the account in Numbers has haditionally been assigned to 



"Cursed be (177K) the man who eats any food" (1 Sam 14:24,28). (2)  The command 

was then transgressed: Eve and then Adam ate the f i t  (Gen 3:6); and Jonathan ate the 

honey (1 Sam 14:27). (3) The "eyes" of the transgressor(s) were conseqently 

openedlbrightened (Gen 3:7; 1 Sam 14:27). (4) An interrogation then ensued: the LORD 

God questioned Eve and Adam (Gen 3:8-13); and Saul sought to determine who was at 

fault (1 Sam I4:3642). More specifically, the LORD'S implicating question to Eve in 

Gen 3:13, "What is this you have done?" (nqinY n K T - 7 D )  is parallel to Sad's command 

to Jonathan in 1 Sam 14:43, 'Tell me what you have done" (;mW~t J D  ;iYqi;r). 

(5) Finally, the sentence of death was not carried out: Adam was banished f?om the 

garden (Gen 322-24); and the troops saved Jonathan (1 Sam 14:45).'' 

This brings us to 1 Samuel 15, which shares the following parallels with the 

flood narrative of Genesis 6 8 .  (1) There is a divine decree to annihilate because of sin 

in both accounts: humanity together with all animals in Gen 65-7; and the Amalekites 

together with all their animals in 1 Sam 152-3. (2) A segment of the population was 

nevertheless delivered: Noah and his family in Gen 6: 17-1 8, and the Kenites in 1 Sam 

15:6. (3) The LORD'S statement "I regret that C3 'nm) 1 made them" of Gen 6:7 is 

parallel to the LORD'S statement '7 regret that C2 'nDn3) I made Saul king" of 1 Sam 

5 1 ( c  5 : )  Significantly, this phrase ody occurs in these two instances. (4) The 

phrase "Noah found favor (In) in the eyes of the LORD (313' T02)" in Gen 618 is akin 

- - - 

P pudd, Numbers, 2751). That Dtr was reliant on P is also evident b r n  the citation of 
Exod 38:8 in 1 Sam 2:22. 



to "and [Saul] did evil (U7) in the eyes of the LORD (713' 9Y?3)" in 1 Sam 1 5:  1 9. (5) 

Finally, a verse in 1 Samuel 14 also shares a verbal parallel with the flood account: the 

statement "Noah built an altar to the LORD" (313'5 n2TD nl 12-1) of Gen 820 is 

parallel to "Saul built an altar to the LORD" (~13'5 l?=i;3 51x3 I='?) of 1 Sam lrl:35. 

The direction of dependence between the two groups of parallels outlined above 

can be determined from the criterion of literary fimction: consistent with the wordplays 

that Dtr drew between 1 Samuel 8 and 15 he patterned Saul of all people after the 

depiction of the LOW in the Genesis narratives-dl in order to underline the absurdity 

of the request for human kingship." No sooner had the LORD defeated the Philistines in 

1 Samuel 7 then the people requested a human king who would fight their battles (1 Sam 

8: 19). That Dtr equated such a request with the rejection of divine kingship is evident 

&om 1 Samuel 8 and 10: "It is not you that they have rejected; it is me they have rejected 

as their king" (8 :7); "But today you have rejected your God who delivered you from ail 

your troubles and calamities. For you said, 'No, set up a king over us! "* (10: 19). But 

Dtr did not simply equate the people's request with the rejection of the LORD. Rather. by 

means of two sets of wordplays between 1 Samuel 8 and 15 Dtr patterned the LOELD'S 

- 

" Most of these parallels are adapted f?om Joseph Blenkinsopp, "Jonathan's Sacrilege. 1 
Sam 14, 1-46: A Study in Literary History," CBQ 26 (1964) 44748. 
33 Blenkinsopp submitted that the account in L Samuel 14 pre-dates that of Genesis 1- 
3: "[tlhe compositions we are considering pattle accounts]-and the story of Jonathan's 
adventure in particular-stand at this transition period; they are an edition of all that was 
allowed to survive of the old order and, at the same time, they look forward to the great 
Yahwist corpus which is, in all probability, a product of the same period" ("Jonathan's 
Sacrilege," 445). However, Blenkinsopp's conclusion was based only on the supposition 
that 1 Samuel 14 was written in the early monarchy and that the J source followed 
shortly thereafter, a point that he did not defend. 
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rejection ofsad's kingship (1 Samuel 15) after the people's rejection of the LORD'S 

kingship (1 Samuel 8). To begin with, there is the play on the roots GKn ("to reject") 

and 75 s ("kingT') between these chapten: the LORD "rejected" Saul as "king" ( l Sam 

1523. 26) even as the people had "rejected" the LORD .'from being king" (1 Sam 5 : ? ) . j 4  

Similarly, 'the play on the roots DnW ('to obeyyT) and 5~ ("voiceT') links the two 

chapters. With regard to the people ' s request for a king in chapter eight, in two instances 

the LORD commanded Samuel to "obey the voice" of the people concerning their request 

for a king (8:7,9); and when Samuel warned them of the ways of the king the people 

refused "'to obey the voice of Samuel" (8: 19). As for chapter fifteen, Samuel said to 

Saul, "Why did you not obey the voice of the LORD?" (15: 19; cf. v. 22); and although 

Saul contested this accusation, "I did obey the voice of the LORD" (15:20), he later 

conceded that he feared the people and that he '"obeyed their voice" (1525). As with the 

play on the roots DKS and 750, then, the play on the roots P ~ W  and 5113 serve to contrast 

the human rejection of divine kingship in 1 Samuel 8 with the divine rejection of human 

kingship in 1 Samuel 15. 

The parallels between Saul and the Genesis narratives underline this absurdity of 

replacing human kingship with divine kingship. In three instances in 1 Samuel 14 Saul 

curiously takes the place of the LORD God of Genesis 2-3: both Saul and the LORD God 

made the prohibition; they both interrogated the transgressor(s); and they both failed to 

Fokkehan, Narrative AH, 59-60. Fokkelman has noted that the verb cxD "is 
exclusively connected with the question of monarchy" in 1 Samuel (Narrative Art, 337). 
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carry out the sentence of  death. Sad, of all peopIe, was patterned after the LORD God. 

With regard to 1 Samuel 15, like the LORD in the flood narrative Saul was to annihilate 

the population with the exception of one group. However, unlike the LORD Saul failed 

miserably in the task set before him-such that the  LOR^ ''regretted" that he had made 

Sad king even as he had "'regretted" making humanity in Gen 6:7. King Saul could not 

replace the divine king and his failure as a king is nowhere more clear than 1 Samuel 

14-1 5 where he sat under a tree while Jonathan initiated the defeat of the Philistines 

(14: 1-23); where his rash vow lessened the Israelite victory and caused the men to sin 

(14:24-32); and where he failed to carry out the LORD'S command to annihilate the 

Amalekites and their animals (15: 1-26). By drawing the given parallels Dtr thus 

under1 ined the absurdity of rep lacing divine kingship with human kingship .15 

3. DAVID'S RISE TO PROMINENCE AND DTR'S USE OF GENESIS 

Dtr drew three sets of  parallels between various characters in Genesis and David in order 

to complement David's rise to prominence. The £ k t  concerns the depiction of Joseph in 

Genesis 3 7 4 1  and that o f  David in 1 Samuel 1 6 1  7. The second involves Jacob and 

Laban in Genesis 29-3 1, and David and Saul in 1 Samuel t 8- 1 9. And the third 

concerns the depiction of Jacob in Genesis 29-33 and that of David in I Samuel 25. 

The term occurs in 8:7(x2); 10: 19; 15:23(x2), 26(x2); and 16: 1,  7 (but see 15:9 where 
G i 3 l  should be emended to M K D X  following L m B  WcCarter, 1 Samuel, 2621). 
'' Cf. Damrosch who has Likened Saul to an C'anti-God" (Narrative Covenant, 20 1,2 10). 



4.1 Joseph (Genesis 3741) and David (1 Samuel 1 6 1 7 )  

The parallels that exist between Joseph in Genesis 3 7 4 1  and David in 1 

Samuel 1 6-1 7 include the fo~owing.'~ (1) Both Joseph and David were shepherds 

(Gen 372;  1 Sam 16:1l, 19; etc.). (2) From a choice of other brothers both Joseph and 

David were selected by the LORD to rule Israel: Joseph dreamt that his brothers and 

parents would bow down to him (Gen 3751 1; cf. 426; 4326; 4414); and Samuel 

anointed David rather than any of his brothers (1 Sam 16: 1 - 13). (3) Both Joseph and 

David are said to be "prudent" (1111) (Gen 41 :33, 39; 1 Sam 16: 18). This term is used in 

nanatives elsewhere only in 1 Kgs 3:12. (4) The accounts state that Joseph and David 

were handsome: in Gen 39:6 Joseph is described as 3K'ID 33' as is David in 1 Sam 

17:42 (cf. 1 Sam 16: 12, 18). Significantly, these are the only occurrences of  this 

phrase." (5) Both Joseph and David were sent by their fathen to their elder brothers to 

inquire after their welfare (Gen 37: 13-14; 1 Sam 17: 17- 18, 22), at which point the 

brothen were hostile toward them (Gen 37:12-28; 1 Sam 17: 17-20,28). In terms of the 

direction of dependence, the criterion of  literary effect suggests that Dtr was responsible 

for the parallel. By patterning the early life of David after the early life of Joseph Dn 

emphasized David's eventual rise to prominence from lowly beginnings. 

j6 The following analysis is mostly taken fkom Garsiel (ISamuel, 120-21). See also 
Alter, Biblical Narrative, 1 1 7. 

Cf. Gen 12:ll; 29: 17; and 2 Sam 14:27 which use the terms in construct, ZK'ID my. 
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4.2 Jacob and Laban (Genesis 2-31), and David and Saul (1 Samuel 18-19) 

Many of the parallels that exist between the stories of Iacob and David pertain to 

their relationship with the daughters of Laban and Saul. (I) As Laban gave his eldest 

daughter Leah to Jacob (Gen 2923-26), even though Iacob loved his younger daughter 

Rachel (Gen 29: 18)' so Saul offered his older daughter Merab to David ( 1  Sam 18: 17), 

even though David was loved by Saul's youngest daughter Michal(1 Sam 18:20). 

(2) Iacob and David worked twice as longhard as was initially required for their wives: 

Jacob worked for fourteen rather than seven years for Rachel, and David provided Saul 

with 200 rather than I00 Philistine foreskins for Michal  e en 29:20,27; 1 Sam 1895- 

27). (3) After Iacob had worked for seven years he told Laban to give him his wife for 

"my days have been filled" (W l~k; Gen 29:21), while the Samuel account states that 

David was pleased with becoming the king's son-in-law, "but the days had not been 

filled" (cqnq;r K h ;  1 Sam 1826). In both cases the phrase refers to the time that 

had to elapse before the protagonist could take his wife. 

The flights of Jacob and David kom their fathers-in-law also have parallels. 

(I) Jacob as well as David "fled" (m3'1) &om their fathers-in-law (Gen 3 1 :2 1 ; 1 Sam 

19: 12). (2) As Rachel deceived Laban when she remained sitting on his "temp him" 

(C 'mn)  (Gen 3 1:) 1-35), so Michal deceived Saul's men by placing 'teraphim" (zq37n) 

in David's bed (1 Sam 19: 1 1-1 7). (3) As Laban then pursued Jacob because "he was 

told ('12'1) that Jacob had fled" (Gen 3 122-24), so Saul sent messengers to seize David 

because "'he was told ('11'7) that David was at Naioth" (1 Sam 19:19-20). (4) A final 
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resemblance between the two accounts concerns Jacob's question to Laban, 'Why have 

you deceived me? ClnY31 3735)" (Gen 29:25), which is paralIei to Saul's question to 

Michd, "Why have you deceived me so? ('ma7 3;; ~ 5 ) "  (1 Sam 19: 17). Though 

the questions come in different contexts the fact that ':r;'OY occurs elsewhere only in I 

Sam 28: 12 makes the parallel striking. 

That the account in Samuel was based on the account in Genesis is evident &om 

the criterion of incongruities: the parallel phrase "my days have been Mlled/but the 

days had not been fulfilled" is fitting in Gen 2991 but problematic in 1 Sam 1826. 

Whereas in Genesis it clearly refers to the time that Jacob had to wait for his bride, in the 

Samuel account it has no expressed antecedent Some scholars have therefore argued 

that it introduces 1827 ("When the time had not yet been fulfilled . . .'3." Others have 

simply stated that it is obsc~re, '~ while stilI others have argued that the LXX, which does 

not include the phrase, best represents the original? The most tenab le explanation is 

that, as elsewhere, the problematic phrase arose fiom the parallel that Dtr drew with 

Genesis 29-3 1. The proposed direction of dependence also finds support &om the 

criterion of Literary function. Consistent with the parallels between Joseph and David, 

Dtr drew these parallels to emphasize further David's rise to prominence despite his 

circumstances: like Jacob, David had to overcome the machinations of his father-in-law 

if he was to rise to power. 

33 Hertzberg, Samuel, 129; Klein, ISamuel, 185; JPS. 
39 E.g., Driver, Samuel, 154. 
40 E-g., McCarter, ISamuel, 3 16. 
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4 3  Jacob and Laban (Genesis 27-33), and David and Nabal(1 Samuel 23: 19- 
26:25) 

The three stories involving David and his adversaries Saul and Nabal in I Samuel 

23: 19-26:25 each share many parallels with the account concerning Jacob and his 

father-in-law Laban in Genesis 27-33. Because there are a host of parallels between I 

Samuel 23: 19-2423 (hereafter, 24) and 1 Samuel 26, where David spared Saul's life 

on two occassions while he was fleeing fkom him, I will deal with the parallels between 

these chapters and Genesis 29-33 separately &om those parallels between the 

DavidNabaI episode in 1 Samuel 25 and the Jacob/Laban episode in Genesis 27. 

Accordingly, in the first section below I will outline the parallels shared by David in 1 

Samuel 25 and Jacob in Genesis 29-33. I will then outline the parallels between David 

in 1 Samuel 24 and 1 Samuel 26, and Jacob in Genesis 27, In the second section below 1 

will argue that Dtr was responsible for all such parallels and that he drew them in order 

to emphasize the certainty of David's accession to the throne as well as his blood- 

guiltlessness. 

4.3.1 The ParaLIeCs 

4.3.1. I Jacob ( G e n e .  29-33) and David (I Samuel 25) 

The parallels that David in 1 Samuel 25 shares with Jacob in Genesis 29-33 

include the fo~lowing.~' (1) As Jacob served Laban the wealthy shepherd by tending his 

41 Garsiel also includes a discussion of many of the following parallels (Samuel, 130- 
32). 
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flocks (Gen 3 O:29), so David served the wealthy shepherd NabaI by protecting his 

possessions (1 Sam 25:21). (2) The phrase "Laban went to shear his sheep ( d 7  

1 1 ~ 3 - n K ) "  in Gen 3 1 : 19 finds a close parallel with "and (Nabal) was shearing his sheep 

(73KSTK Vi2)" in 1 Sam 2 5 2 .  Significantly, these are the only two instances where the 

verb i t 2  has ins as its object. (3) Similar to other instances the names of the wealthy 

shepherds are inversions of each other: "Laban" (125) and "Nabal" (522). (4) Both 

Jacob and David requested remuneration for their services. Iaco b requested from Laban 

a selection &om his flocks (Gen 30:25-33), and David requested from Nabal a donation, 

presumably of livestock (1 Sam 2 5 5 8 ) .  (5) Both Jacob and David were nevertheless 

denied: Laban consented but acted deceptively while Nabd rejected the request (Gen 

30:34-35; 1 Sam 25: 9-1 I).'* (6) 1 Samuel 25 is particularly reminiscent of Esau's 

statement to Jacob in Gen 3 128-29: "It was a foolish thing for you to do. I have it in my 

power to do you harm; but the God of your father warned me last night." To begin with, 

Laban's charge that Jacob was "foolish" (nh;l) is similar to Abigail's charge that 

'Yabal is his name and folly (353) is with him" (1 Sam 2525).  Moreover, Laban's 

statement that he could have harmed Iaco b if God had not warned him is parallel to 

David's contention that he would have killed Nabal and his line if Abigail had not 

dissuaded him (1 Sam 25 :32-33). (7) Similarly, both accounts make the point that the 

success of Jacob and David was the result of divine intervention: although Laban kept 

" These denials both stemmed f h m  the materialism of the antagonists. For the 
materialism of Laban see Robert Alter, me Art of Biblical Narrative (New York: Basic 



the streaked and spotted goats for himself (Gen 30:35) the LORD intervened and Jacob 

came to own large flocks of streaked and spotted goats (Gen 30:37-43; 3 1 :4- 16); and 

although David was determined to kill the males in Nabal's household (I  Sam 2522,  34) 

the LORD intervened by sending Abigail to dissuade David (1 Sam 2532-33; c f. v. 29). 

(8) In spite of their rejected requests for fair remuneration both Jacob and David 

nevertheless succeeded in attaining goods from LabadNabaI: the speckled and spotted 

goats miraculously multiplied under Jaco b ' s care (Gen 30: 3 7-43); and Abigail brought 

David provisions (1 Sam 25: 18,27). (9) Finally, as Jacob wed "beautiful" (lKnT3.) 

Rachel the daughter of Laban (Gen 29: 17), so David wed "beautifd" ('IM nDq) Abigail 

the widow of Nabal(1 Sam 25:3). Significantly, this phrase only occurs in two other 

instances with reference to women." 

But the parallels between these two accounts do not simply consist of those 

between Jacob and David, and Laban and Nabal. There are also many parallels between 

Esau and David, and Jacob and Abigail? (1) Both Esau and David are described as 

"ruddy" CIID7K), a term that only occurs with reference to these characters-tho ugh 

admittedly outside of the given narratives (Gen 25:25; 1 Sam 16: 12; 17:42). (2) As Esau 

met Jacob with "four hundred men" so David set out against Nabal with "about four 

Books, 198 L )  53,56. For the materialism of Nabal see Jon D. Levenson, " 1 Sarnuel 25 
as Literature and History," CBQ 40 (1978) 15. 
" Deut 2 1 : 1 1 ; Esth 2:7; cf. Gen 41 : 18 where it is used with reference to cattle. 
JJ Many of the following points were adapted &om Garsiel, Samuel, L 32. 



hundred men" (Gen 327;  33 : 1 ; 1 Sam 25: 1 3).45 (3) As Esau did not avenge himself 

against his deceptive brother so David did not avenge himself against Nabal (Gen 33: L - 

17; 1 Sam 2532-35). Iacob and AbigaiI also share parallels. ( I )  Both Iacob and Abigail 

sought to appease the anger of EsadDavid by presenting them with gifts (Gen 32: 14-22; 

33: 1-1 1 ; 1 Sam 25: 18,27), which they specifically referred to as a "blessing" (72-2) 

(Gen 33: 11; 1 Sam 25:27). (2) On their way to meet EsadDavid both Jacob and Abigail 

counseled their attendants to 'pass on ahead" (YE+ 172;O (Gen 32: 17; 1 Sam 25: 19), a 

phrase that occurs elsewhere only in Josh 45. (3) With regard to the encounter itself, in 

both cases there is an emphasis on Jacob and Abigail's obeisance before EsawDavid: 

"[Jacob] bowed low to the ground (3SlK 7mW91) seven times" (Gen 33:3), and 

"[Abigail] threw herself face down before David, and bowed low to the ground (Innem 

?;K), and fell at his feet" (1 Sam 2593-24)." (4) Finally, in both narratives Iacob and 

Abigail repeatedly addressed Esau and David as "my lord,'47 and they referred to 

themselves as "servant" (723) and 4bmaidservaut" (;1?%; ;iii~Ij).~~ 

4.3.1.2 Jacob (Genesis 27) and David ( I  Samuel 23.-19-24133: 269-25) 

Like 1 Samuel 25, both 1 Samuel 24 and 26 share parallels with the Jacob cycle, 

Genesis 27 in this instance. Prior to outlining such parallels it is important to note those 

" Apart from these three instances the phrase P~'K ;1K;3 Y 2 l K  only occurs in 1 Sam 
30:10, which likely refer to the same four hundred men as in 1 Sam 25:13; 1 Sam 30: 17; 
1 Kgs 22:6 = 2 Chon 185. 

Apart from these two instances, the verb 31n with 77N as an indirect object occurs 
only in Gen 2452; Ruth 2: 10; 2 Kgs 4:3 7. 
47 Gen 32:5[4]; 33:8, 13-15; 1 Sam 25:24-3 1. 
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parallels shared by I Samuel 24 and 26, where David spared SauI's life hvice while he 

was fleeing &om him." ( I )  In both accounts David was fleeing fkom Saul when the 

Ziphites reported to him "'Is not David hiding (1MCD 11'1 Nh)  . . . [near] leshimon?" 

r];tRZ) of Israel "to search for David" (77TnK ~ $ 7 )  (24:3[2]; 262) .  ( 3 )  Following 

this, David had the opportunity to kill Saul, and David's rnen/Abishai thereupon told 

David that the LORD had delivered Saul into his hands (24:5a[4a]; 26:8). (4) David 

nevertheless rebed  to harm "the LORD'S anointed," choosing rather to take something 

that belonged to Saul (243-7[4b6]; 26:9-12). (5) David then codkonted Saul, telling 

him, among other things, that he was seeking a "single flea" ( T K  rdgl~)  (24: L5[14]; 

2620)  and that his refusal to kill him is evidence of his innocence (24:9-16[8-151; 26: 13- 

21). (6) At chis point Saul confessed his guilt, told David that he would prosper, and 

departed (24: l7-23[16-22]; 26:2 1-25). A further parallel is the emphasis on providence 

at different points in both accounts: in the first account the LORD delivered Sad  into 

" Gen 32:5[4], 19[18], 21[20]; 3 3 5 ,  14; 1 Sam 25:24-25,27-28,3 1,41. 
49 The classic form-critical explanation for the parallels between these chapters comes 
with the study of Klaus Koch who argued that the accounts represent different versions 
of a single tradition (The Growth of the Biblical Tradition The Fonn Critical Method 
[New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 19691 132-48; cf. J.H. Grwbaeck, Die Geschichte 
vom Auftieg Davidr [I  Sum 15-2 Sam 51 [Copenhagen, 197 11 I 69). As I will argue, a 
better explanation for these parallels is that they are the result of literary dependence. 
This was the view of most older commentators who explained the parallels source- 
critically (e.g., Julius Wellhausen, Prolegomena to the Histor3/ of Ancient Ismel 
[Cleveland: WorId, I9611 26465; H.P. Smith, The Books of Samuel [KC; Edinburgh: T 
& T Clark, 19 121 2 16). More recent commentators have also argued for literary 
dependence (e.g., Samuel Sandmel, "The Haggada within Scripture," JBL 80 [I96 11 
1 14; McCarter, I Samuel, 386-87). 



David's hands (24: 1 1 [I 0],19[18]) while in the second account "a deep sleep f?om the 

LORD" feu upon Saul's men (26: 12)? 

Contrary to the traditional contention that 1 Samuel 24 and 26 have little to do 

with David's interaction with Nabal in 1 Samuel 25, the fact that 1 Samuel 25 itself 

shares many parallels with L Samuel 24 and 26 thus suggest that the same hand was 

responsible For their present shape." Consistent with this, these chapters inc lude the 

following pardlels with 1 Samuel 25. (1) h each instance David was treated unjustly by 

a man of prominence and David had the opportunity to kill him. (2) There is an 

emphasis on providence: in chapter 24 the  LOR^ delivered Saul into David's hands 

(24:L 1[10], 20[19]); in chapter 25 the LORD kept David &om violence ag&st Nabal 

(15:32, 39); and in chapter 26 "a deep sleep Eom the LORD" fell upon Saul's men at the 

instance of the LORD (26: 12). (3) Rather than avenging himself David trusted that the 

LORD would avenge him (2533 [cf. w. 26, 3 L I; 26:lO-11). (4) David is referred to as 

the "son" of SaulMabaI (24: 17[16]; 2523; 26: 17). (5) As David paid homage to Saul 

after Saul exited the cave (24:9[8]), so Abigail paid homage to David upon intercepting 

him ( X 2 3  -74). (6) David received evil for good: Saul unjustly pursued David (24: 1 3- 

L4[L2-I 31, M[17]), and NabaI did not repay David for his protection (El 1). (7) In both 

accounts reference is made to the descendants of David's enemy: Saul pleaded with 

David not to destroy his descendants (24:22[21]) and David relented Eom killing every 

Cf. the following analyses: Klaus Koch, The Growth of the Biblical Tradition. l'%e 
Form Critical Method (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1969) 133-37; Culley, 
Smcture, 49-54; and KIein, I Samuel, 236-37. 
'I Koch incorrectly argued that chapter 25 "has nothing to do with" chapter 21  (Biblical 
Trodit ion, 1 3 7). 
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male of Nabal's line (25:34). (8) Like chapters 24 and 26, chapter 25 is concerned with 

David's accession to the throne. This is particulady clear fiom Abigail's speech to 

David which is the pivotal point of the narrative. Abigail declared that the LORD would 

grant David an "enduring house" (25:28) and that the  LOR^ would accomplish for him 

all that he had promised by appointing him "ruler over IsraeI" ( X : 3  0; cf. X : 2  1 [20]; 

25:28-30). (9) Finally, like chapters 24 and 26, chapter 25 is concerned with David's 

blood-guiltlessness. In chapters 24 and 26 David refused to lay a hand on the LORD'S 

anointed (24: 7[6]; 26: 1 1)' and in chapter 25 he re~ained from avenging himself ( E X -  

34)? 

Having argued that a single hand was responsible for the present shape of 1 

Samuel 24--26 I will now turn to the correspondences between 1 Samuel 24 and 26, and 

Genesis 27. (1) The accounts involve a "son" who supplanted another son by receiving a 

blessing f?om the father?' Jacob the son of Isaac supplanted his brother Esau by 

deceitfully receiving the "blessing" of his father Isaac. Similarly, David, whom Saul 

referred to as "my son" (1 Sam 24: 17[16]; 26: 17, 2 1-25}, took Jonathan's place as the 

successor to Saul, whom David referred to as "my father" (1 Sam 21: 12[1 I]), and he 

As Gordon has argued, it is likely that chapter 25 also pertains to the demise of Saul 
as "Nabai reads like a diminutive Sad" ('Pavid's Rise," 45). The primary points that 
make Nabd a reflex of Saul include their parallel functions in chapters 24-26 (as 
above); Abigail's wish that all David's enemies fare like Nabai, which is a certain 
allusion to Saul, David's foremost enemy (25:26); and Saul's confession that he had 
'played the fool" (mh33) (2691)' which is a play on Wabal" (533) (cf. Gordon, 
"'David's Rise," 42-5 1 ). 

Most of the following parallels are taken fkom Damrosch, Narrative Covenant, 2 1 L -  
12. 



received a blessing f b m  Saul ( I  Sam 26:25; ct 24:20-21)." (2) The blessing which the 

"'sons" Jacob and David received h r n  their "fathers" are also similar insofar as  they 

both concern their respective reigns: ''Let peoples serve you, and nations bow to you7' 

(Gen 27:29); "May you be blessed my son David. You shall achieve and you shall 

prevail" (1 Sam 26:25). (3) Another parallel between the accounts comes with the 

identification of the voice of Isaac/Sau17s "son." As Jacob queried over what seemed to 

him to be Jacob's "'voice" (517) (Gen 27:22), so Saul asked David, "Is that your voice 

(?%77), my son David?" (1 Sam 24: 17[16]; 26: 17). (4) Finally, as "Esau lifted up his 

voice and wept" (77'1 b p  lW?t K b l )  upon hearing of the deception (Gen 27:38), so 

"Saul lifted up his voice and wept" (73'1 157 h W  KWT) upon being coohronted by 

David (1 Sam 24: 17[16]). 

4.3.2 The Direction of Dependence and the Purpose for the ParaIZels 

The criterion of multiple occurrence supports the propsed direction of 

dependence: because Dtr based the depiction of David in 1 Samuel 18-19 after that of 

Jacob in Genesis 29-3 1, as I argued above, it is reasonable to conclude that he was also 

responsible for the parallels bemeen 1 Samuel 24-26 and Genesis 27-33. 

The criterion of literary h c t i o n  may also be advanced. Whatever their pre- 

history may have been, 1 Samuel 24 and 26 were subsequently arranged and/or edited in 

order to complement the principal concerns of 1 Samuel 1 6-3 1, the rise of David and 

the correlated demise of Saul. In this regard Brettler has rightly contended that "[a] 

'' Significantly, these are the only instances where David is referred to as the "son" of 



major vehicle for asserting the legitimacy of David is emphasizing the illegitimacy of 

Saul" and that "[aJlmoa every chapter of the long unit [1 Sam l4:52-2 Sam 8 : 1 51 can 

be seen as fitting into the ideological program of legitimating David at Saul's expense."" 

This theme is also central to 1 Samuel 24 and 26 insofar as both chapters portray David 

as a righteous hero and Saul as a desperate has-been. More specifically, these chapters 

are concerned with David's certain accession to the throne and his blood-guiltlessness." 

With regard to David's accession, in 24:2 1 [20] Saul declared to David "I know that you 

will become king and that kingship over Israel will remain in your hands," and in 2 6 2 5  

he told him "you shall achieve and you shall prevail." As for David's innocence. 

although in both chapters his men told him that the LORD had delivered Saul into his 

hands, David was determined to Iet the LORD alone avenge him (24:13[12], 16[15]; 

26:lO-11). As I noted above, like 1 Samuel 24 and 26,l  Samuel 25 is also concerned 

with David's accession to the throne. This is particularly clear from Abigail's speech to 

David which is the pivotal point of the narrative. Abigail declared that the LORD would 

grant David an ''enduring house" (2528) and that the LOW would accomplish for him 

all that he had promised by appointing him "ruler over Israel" (2530). Again, similar to 

the concern with David's blood-guiltlessness in chapters 24 and 26 is chapter 25 where 

Saul and Saul is referred to as the "father" of David, 
" Crenrion of Histmy? 102, 108. Similarly, Robert P. Gordon has rightly stated that 
"[tlhe motif to which all  else in these chapters [L Sam 16: 14-2 Sam 51 is subsewient is 
that of David's progress towards the throne" ("David's Rise and Saul's Demise: 
Narrative Analogy in 1 Samuel 24-26," TB 3 1 [I9801 39). 
56 Lemche has rightly argued that the primary purpose of these chapters was "(a) to 
legitimate David's succession to the throne which rightly belonged to the house of Saul, 
and (b) to acquit David of charges brought against him for complicity in the disaster that 
ruined Saul's family" (Niels Peter Lemche, "David's Rise," JSOT 10 [I9781 2). 



David refrained &om avenging himself (25:32-34). The concern of the three narratives 

in 1 Samuel 24--26 is thus to legitimize David as king. 

This brings us to Dtr's purpose in drawing the parallel beween I Samuel 24-26 

and Genesis 27-3 3. As Genesis 27-33 is principally concerned with the continuation 

of the promise to the Patriarchs in the person of Jacob, so the primary concern of 1 

Samuel 24-26 is the legitimate ascendancy of David to the throne of Israel; and by 

drawing the parallel Dtr effectively emphasized the given concern. As for the emphasis 

on David's innocence, however, determining Dtr's purpose in drawing the parallel is not 

so straightforward because Genesis 27-33 is not concerned with establishing the 

innocence of Jacob. As I noted above, however, there exists a surprising turn in the 

parallels between 1 Samuel 25 and Genesis 29-33: while for the most part David was 

patterned after Jacob he also shares parallels with Esau. In Genesis 32-33 Esau, who 

had been cheated by Jacob and who approached Jacob with "four hundred men," did not 

avenge himself. This statement is parallel to 1 Samuel 25 where David, who had been 

cheated by Nab4 and who had approached Nabal with "about four hundred men," did 

not avenge himself. Dtr therefore Freely adapted the Tetrateuchal paradigm: Esnu, rather 

than Jacob, became David's counterpart because Dtr wished to emphasize David's 

5. FRATRICIDE AND INCONTINENCE: GENESIS 4,3438; A N D  2 SAMUEL 1%14 

Like Judges 19 which shares parallels with Genesis 18-1 9 and 22, the rape of Tarnar in 

2 Samuel 13-44 and its aftermath shares parallels with three accounts in Genesis: the 

rape of Dinah in Genesis 34; the account of Tamar and Iudah in Genesis 38; and the 



htricide of AbeI in Genesis 4. Because the accounts in Samuel cannot be separated 

fi-om each other I will outline the parallels that they share with Genesis together. 

There are six parallels bemeen the rapes of Dinah and T (I)  Both 

accounts pertain to the rape of the daughter of a Hebrew leader: Dinah the daughter of 

Jacob and Tamar the daughter of David. (2) In both accounts the rapists were princes: 

Hamor was the son of Shechem chief of the Hivites and Amnon was a son o T David (Gen 

342; 2 Sam 13:l). (3) The description of the rape is parailei in both cases. Whereas 

Gen 342 reads, "and he lay with her and ravished her" (;l:Jql ; I n K  2=Cq1), 2 Sam 13: 1.1 

reads, "and he ravished her and lay with her" (7nK 2=dq1 73Dq1). (4) The responses of 

Jacob's sons and David are very similar. Genesis 34:7 reads, '%hen they heard . . . they 

were very angry" ('la 0x5 7n-1 . . . c ~ D  PI'=), while 2 Sam 13:2 1 reads, "he heard . . . 

and he was very angry'' ( 7 K D  15 lnql  . . . U ~ W ) .  (5) The verdicts regarding the 

immorality of the rapes are dso  similar. Whereas Gen 34:7 reads, "he had cornmined an 

outrage in Israel . . . a thing not to be done" (. . .h?~= ;rWg ?hrq= 

- * ? -  1 IWJ ~5 i3), in 1 Sam 13: 12 Tamar cried. "for such a thing is not done in Israel: don't 

commit this outrage" (nKW 3521;l-ll~ ; l i ~ ~ t - h  hli0'2 12 ;IUP'-X~ '2). (6) Lastly, 

in both accounts the brother@) deceived the transgressor prior to murdering him: Jacob's 

sons told Hamor and his clan that they must be circumcised, and Absdom invited 

Amnon to a feast on the pretext of hospitality (Gen 34: 13-17; 2 Sam 1323-27). 

I' The following parallels have been adapted fkom Yak Zakovitch, "Assimilation in 
Biblical Narratives," in Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism (ed. Jefiey Tigay; 
Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1985) 189-90. 



The two Tamar stories share the following parallels.s8 ( I )  Both accounts outline 

sexual misconduct toward women with the name of Tamar: Onan would not cany out his 

levirate duty to Tamar (Gen 3 8 :%lo); Iudah treated Tamar as a prostitute (Gen 3 8 : 12- 

23); and Amnon raped Tamar (2 Sam 13: 1 1-14). (2) The transgressorsy names as well as 

their relation to the given Tamars are very similar: Onan (TJ'IK) the brother-in-law of 

Tarnar, and Amnon (llX'3K) the half-brother of Tamar (Gen 38:8; 2 Sam 13: 1). 

(3) Finally, ludahys wife, who is referred to only as the "daughter of ShuaT' (XYn'; 

Gen 38: 12), finds a close parallel with David's wife, "daughter of Sheba" ( 2 ~ - m ;  2 

Sam 1 1 :3).j9 

58 The parallels between these accounts have long been noted. See, for example, 
Michael Heilprin, Tlie Hiktorical Poeny of the Ancient Hebrews (vol. 1 ; New York: 
Appleton, 1879) 25-26; see also Gary A Rendsburg, 'Pavid and His Circle in Genesis 
XXXWI," VT36 (1986) 43846. 
59 Cf. 1 Chron 3 5  where David's wife is referred to as "daughter of Shua" (m2-m). 
For other possible parallels see Rendsburg, "David," 438-46. With regard to the 
direction of dependence between these accounts, Zakovitch has argued for two layers in 
Genesis 34, the second of which consists of the rape element of the account and was 
borrowed £kom 2 Samuel 13 in order to provide a motive for the deceit and cruelty of 
Jacob's sons ("Assimilation," 185-90). According to Zakovitch, some of the features 
that Genesis 34 shares with 2 Samuel 13 occur in this layer. From this he concluded that 
because the parallel features in the Genesis account are contextually or grammatically 
incongruous they must have been based on the Samuel account where the same features 
are not incongruous. The weakness with Zakovitch's contention that the editor of 
Genesis 34 sought to pattern the account after 2 Samuel 13 pertains to the purported 
incongruous nature of the parallel features in the Genesis account. According to 
Zakovitch, for instance, the fact that (opposite to the Samuel account) Shechem first 
raped Dinah before falling in love with her is "difficult" ("4Assimilation," 186). To 
defend this point Zakovitch would have to explain how this sequence is difficult. Again, 
Zakovitch argued that because the judgment in Gen 34:7, "he had committed an outrage 
in Israel," is anachronistic (Israel was not an entity at this point) whereas the parallel in 2 
Sam 13:12 is not, the judgment in Gen 34:7 must be dependent on 2 Sam 13:U 



The third parallel comes with the htricides of Abel and ~ r n n o n ?  ( 1 ) The men 

hated their brothers: whereas Cain was tilled with jealousy Absalom wanted to avenge 

his sister (Gen 4:3-5; 2 Sam 13:32). (2) As Cain killed Abel "in the field" (3%?3 (Gen 

4:8), so the woman of Tekoa stated in her tale that one brother (= Absalom) killed 

another (= Amnon) "in the field" (3%?2) (2 Sam 145). (3) As Cain feared for his life 

and appealed to the LORD (Gen 4: 14), so the woman of Tekoa feared for the life of her 

son (= Absalom) and appealed to David (2 Sam 14:ll). (4) Protection was thereupon 

promised for the murderers by the LORD and by David: the LORD put a mark on Cain and 

David promised the woman of Tekoa that her (fictitious) son would not be put to death 

(Gen 1: 15; 2 Sam 14: 1 1). (5) As Cain was to be a wanderer "upon the face of the earth" 

(RDfKR l3D h a ;  Gen 4:12), so the woman of Tekoa would not have a remnant "upon 

the face of the earth'' (3D7Kn ~ 9 3 ~ ;  2 Sam 14:7). Significantly, this phrase is used 

with reference to exile only in these two instances. (6) Finally, as Cain was exiled to the 

("Assimilation," 186). But this only presupposes that Genesis 34 was written before the 
birth of Israel. 

Dtr was also influenced by the Joseph narrative in his casting of the Tarnar story. 
(1) As Potiphar said to Joseph "'Lie with me" ('DP ;(==Pi) in Gen 39:7, 12, so Amnon 
said to Tarnar ''Lie with me" ('739 q23Pi) in 2 Sam 13: 1 1. Significantly, this word-pair 
occurs elsewhere only in Gen 19:34. (2) Both Joseph and Tamar declined the 
propositions (Gen 39:8- 10; 2 Sam 13: 12- 13). (3) Both Joseph and Tarnar owned an 
"'ornamented tunic" (0'02 nJn3) (Gen 37:3,23,32; 2 Sam 13: 18-19), a word-pair which 
only occurs in these instances. 
60 See also the following: Blenkinsopp, "Jonathan's Sacrilege," 449; idem., "Theme and 
Motif," 5 1 ; Walter Bmeggemann, 'navid and His Theologian," CBQ 30 (1 968) 164-67. 
In this last article Brueggemann argued that besides the Cain-Abel and Absalom-Amnon 
parallels, Adam and Eve were patterned after David and Bathsheba, Noah and the flood 
after Absalom and David, and the Tower of Babel after Solomon and David. However, 
the proposed parallels are vague and unconvincing. 
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land of Nod (Gen J:16), so Absalom was not permitted to leave his house (2 Sam 1424, 

28). 

The criterion of muItipIe occurrence supports the direction of dependence. 1 

argued above that Dtr was reliant on the Eden narrative for his depiction of Sad in 1 

Samuel 14. Although Genesis 4 does not share any parallels with 2 Samuel 1 3-1 4, the 

fact that Genesis 4 cannot be separated b o r n  Genesis 2-3 suggests that Dtr was also 

responsible for the parallels between Genesis 4 and 2 Samuel 1 3 ~ 1 4 . ~ '  The criterion of 

Literary effect also supports the proposed direction of dependence. The given offenses in 

the Genesis narratives fhctioned as paradigms for Dtr's depiction of the events in 2 

Samuel 13-14. By means of the parallels Dtr thereby underlined the sordidness of the 

sexual offense and htricide that are outlined in these chapted2 

6L With regard to the close relationship between Genesis 2-3 and 4: 1 - 16 see A.J. 
Hauser, bbLinguistic and Thematic Links between Gen 4: 1- 16 and Gen 2-3," JETS 23 
(1980) 297-305. In this regard Westermann has rightIy argued that "[tlhe parallels 
between Gen 4 and 3 are so striking and thorough as to make the intention of J 
unmistakable, namely to construct in ch. 4 a narrative of crime and punishment 
corresponding to that in ch. 3" (Genesis 1-11, 285). 

Upon noting some of the above parallels Joseph Blenkinsopp argued that they point to 
"a certain genetic development of literary type or Gamtng" ('Theme and Motif in the 
Succession History [2 Sam. XI 2a and the Yahwist Corpus," W S u p  13; Leiden: E.J. 
Brill, 19661 50). Similarly, Brueggemann argued that the accounts of Adam and Eve, 
Cain and Abel, Noah and the Flood, and the Tower of Babel were respectively based on 
the stories of David and Bathsheba, Arnnon and Absalom, Absalom and David, and 
Solomon and David (''David," 156-8 1). Though they have both noted some interesting 
parallels their conclusions regarding the direction of dependence were based on nothing 
more than the assumption, which was then in vogue, that the Succession Narrative was 
written in the tenth century and that the J source was written shortly thereafter. But the 
date and/or existence of the Succession Narrative are far from fixed. Similar to 
Blenkinsopp and Brueggemann, Joel Rosenberg has argued that much of Genesis is an 
allegory of David's reign in 2 Samuel (King and Kin. Political Allegory in the Hebrew 
Bible [B loomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press, 19861). However, he 
failed to establish criteria in support of the purported direction of dependence. 



6. CONCLUSION 

Like Joshua and Judges, the books of Samuel also include parallels that extol and 

parallels that undermine. Parallels that extol in the books of Samuel include the 

presentation of Samuel as a new Moses in 1 Samuel 1-8 and the patterning of the early 

Life and reign of David in 1 Samuel Ib19,24-26 after that of Jacob and Joseph. 

Parallels that undermine include the presentation of Israel as a new Egypt in the Ark 

Narrative; the use of Israel's rebellion in Numbers 11 for Israel's rebellion in I Samuel 

8; the patterning of Eli's line after Aaron's line; the presentation of Saul in 1 Samuel 

14-15 after the LORD in the Eden and flood narratives; and the patterning of the sordid 

events of 2 Samuel 13-1 4 after the corresponding accounts in Genesis. 

In suppoa of the contention that Dtr rather than his sources was responsible for 

the parallels is the continuity between the parallels in Joshua, Judges, and Samuel. 

Similar to his presentation of Joshua, Dtr patterned the life of Samuel after Moses. As 

Dtr compared pre-monarchic Israel with Sodom in Judges 19 so he equated Israel with 

oppressive Egypt in the Ark Narrative. Similarly, as Dtr patterned the conquest of 

Canaan after the Exodus story, to which Rahab referred, so the Ark Narrative, which was 

also based on the Exodus story, also explicitly refers back to the Exodus story. Again, in 

the previous chapters I outlined how the parallels in Joshua 1-5 and Judges 19-2 1 

occur within narrative complexes. This same tendency exists in 1 Samuel 1-8, 1 4- L 5, 

16-1 7, 18-19, and 2 Samuel 13-14. This too suggests that Dtr was responsible for 

the given parallels. Finally, Like the parallel between "Melchi-zedek of Salem" and 

"Adoni-zedek of Jerusalem" that Dtr drew in. Josh 10: 1, so in the books of SarnueI Dtr 



was wont to use and modi@ various Tetrateuchal names: Phinehas and Phinehas; Abihu 

and Nadab, and Abinadab; Laban and Nabal; Tamar and Tarnar; Onan and Amnon; and 

Bath-shua and Bath-sheba. 

As 1 argued in the previous chapter, contending that such consistency only points 

to a single hand is not sufficient, for the given paralleIs share many features in common 

with Dtr's use of Tetrateuchal accounts in Deuteronomy 1-3. As Dtr was concerned to 

present Moses positively in Deut 1 :9-18, so 1 Samuel 1-8 presents Samuel as a new 

Moses. As Dtr patterned the conquest of the Transjordan after the Tetrateuchal account 

OF the Exodus and explicitly referred back to the Exodus story, so the Ark Narrative 

shares many parallels with the Exodus story and in two instances the Exodus story is 

explicitly referred to (1 Sam 48; 6:6). Another similarity concerns the motif of the 

hardening of the heart. In Deut 2 3 0  Moses stated that the LORD had stiffened the will of 

Sihon in order to deliver him over to Israel. That Dtr here had the Exodus story in mind 

is evident fiom the fact that Deut 2:30 includes two verbal parallels with the Exodus 

story. Similar to this is t Sam 6:6 where the Philistine diviners and priests counseled the 

Philistines not to harden their hearts as did the Egyptians and Pharaoh. It also b e m  

mentioning at this point that, like 1 Sam 6:6, Rahab's speech to the spies in Josh 29-LO 

also includes parallels with the Exodus story to which it explicitly refers. Because the 

parallels in Joshua-Samuel share similar features, and because such parallels are also 

similar to Dtr's use of Tetrateuchal accounts in the prologue, it is best to conciude that 

De was responsible for the given parallels. 



The above conclusions present a challenge to the view that Dtr had little o r  

nothing to do with the given accounts in the books of Samuel. If the account of 

Samuel's birth and childhood (1 Samuel 1 4 :  1 a) and the Ark Narrative (1 Sam 4: l b-- 

7: 1) existed prior to Dtr then they were totally reworked by him, for they are heavily 

reIiant on Tetrateuchal accounts pertaining to the life of ~ o s e s . ~ '  Though L Samuel 14 

and 15 may have had independent origins, the fact that they both play o f f  stories in the 

Primeval History shows that in their present form they are the product of Dtr. If the so- 

called History of David's Rise (1 Sam 16: 14-2 Sam 5: LO) was at one time an 

independent source, the fact that much of 1 Samuel 18-19 was based on Genesis 29- 

3 1 and that 1 Samuel 2 6 2 6  on Genesis 27-33 shows that this source also underwent a 

Deuteronomistic reworking. Finally, if the so-called Succession Narrative (2 Samuel 

9-20; 1 Kings 1-2) ever had an independent existence, at a minimum one must 

conclude that Dtr reworked the story of Absalom in 2 Samuel 13-14: it includes 

parallels with the rape of Dinah in Genesis 34, the stow of Tamar in Genesis 38, and the 

fratricide of Cain in Genesis 4? 

63 Even Damrosch, who argued for the existence of a pre-Deuteronomistic Ark Narrative 
stated the following regarding its use of the plagues narrative: 

Perhaps the most basic unifLing element, however, is the use of the Yahwistic 
story. The comparison appears at each stage of the Ark Narrative; in the initial 
account of the wickedness of Hophni and Phinehas, in the story of the battle, and in 
the preparations for the return of the Ark. The various uses of this older story show 
subtle direct and indirect shaping of contemporary history in the light of the 
emblematic early history of the people (Narrative Covenant, 188). 

" For reviews of scholarship on the Succession Narrative and the books of Samuel see 
Randall C. Bailey, David in Love and War. 77ze Pursuit of Power in 2 Samuel 10- 12 
(JSOTSS 75; Sheffield: SOT, 1990) 7-3 1; and P. Kyle McCarter, "The Books of 
Samuel," in The History of Israel S Traditions. The Heritage of Mallin Noth (eds. Steven 



L. McKenzie and M. Patrick Graham; JSOTSS 182; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic 
Press, 1994) 260-80. 



The books of Kings share three groups of parallel narratives with the Tetrateuch. In 

chapter two I argued that the parallels between the divine promise of a son to Abraham 

and Sarah in Genesis 18 and Elisha's promise of a son to the barren Shunemite woman 

are only the product of Dtr's f d a r i t y  with Genesis 18. The other two sets of parallels 

in the books of Kings both concern Moses and were drawn by Dtr for effect. 

1. EGYPT REVISITED A i D  -ON REVIVED: EXODUS 1-14,32 AND f KINGS 3---I5 

The construction of the temple and its aftermath in 1 Kings 3-15 consists of nothing 

less than the reliving of Israel's early history as a nation, for the history which these 

chapters trace are closely analogous to several of the major events recorded in Exodus. 

As elsewhere, however, the Deuteronomistic account consists of an inversion of its 

corresponding Tehateuchal account: SoIomon was patterned after Moses only to become 

a new Pharaoh; Rehoboam the king of Israel is a new Pharaoh; ~ a d i d  follows the 

Mosaic trail only to tum &om it at the point of delivering oppressed Israel; and Jeroboam 

also follows the Mosaic trail only up to the point of delivering Israel-at which point he 

becomes a new, apostate Aaron. Finally, unlike Exodus 33-34 there is no Moses to 

intercede on behalf o f idolatrous Israel and consequently no divine for$veness.' Dtr's 

purpose for drawing such parallels was to indict the early monarchy with having become 

Cf Zakovitch, Concept of the Exodus, 87-97. 



a second Egypt which ensIaved the people of God and to underline the seriousness of 

Jeroboam's sin by patterning it after the gravest sin of Israel's earlier history. 

f -1 The Parallels 

I.1.1 Pharaoh andSolomon, and Moses and H d a d  

That Da patterned the early monarchy after the history of Israel as it is outlined 

in Exodus is first evident fkom the pIace which he accorded the temple. Consistent with 

Dtr's view that the construction of the temple was the high point of the monarchic 

period, from his perspective the Tabernacle was but the Temple in utero. This is 

pareiculariy evident from Solomon's dedication of the Temple in 1 Kings 8. The priests 

brought the Tent of Meeting together with its holy vessels to the Temple (8 : 4); they 

"brought the Ark of the LORD'S covenant to its place*' in the holy of holies (8:6); and 

Solomon could conclude, with reference to the law of centralized worship (Deut 12: 1- 

28), that "not a single word has failed of dl the gracious promises that he made through 

his servant Moses" (8:56).' As the overseer of the construction of the Temple, Solomon 

thus corresponds to Moses as  the overseer of the construction of the Tabernacle. 

Yet Solomon was no Moses. Ifanything, he was the antithesis of Moses. 

Whereas Moses brought the people out of Egypt and led them to the edge of the 

That Dtr was referring to the law of centralized worship in 856 is evident From its 
relationship with Deuteronomy 12: in Deut 12: 10- 1 1 Moses stated, "when . . . he grants 
you rest (liq3;11) &om all your enemies . . . then you must bring everythmg that I 
command you to the place where the LORD your God will choose to establish his name"; 
and after the construction of the Temple Solomon stated, "Praised be the LORD who has 
given rest (zn130) to his people according to all that he promised; not a single word has 
failed of all the gracious promises that he made through his servant Moses" (1 Kgs 856). 
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promised land, Solomon effectively transfocmed the promised land into a new Egypt. 

The relationship between Solomon and Egypt is first evident from 1 Kgs 3: 1 : "Solomon 

allied himself by marriage with Pharaoh king of Egypt. He married Pharaoh's daughter 

and brought her to the City of  avid."' Solomon's marriage to Pharaoh's daughter is 

picked up again in 723; 9: 16,24; and 11 :I, which introduces the cause of Solomon's 

demise: his marriage to foreign women. For-Dtr Solomon's marriage to Pharaoh's 

daughter constituted the beginning of a return to Egypt. Solomon's relationship to the 

law of the king in Deut 17:14-20 also links Solomon to Egypt That Dtr had the law of 

the king in mind in his presentation of Solomon is evident from the following parallels. 

The statement, "And he shall not take many wives, lest his heart _go astray" of Deut 

1 7 :  17a shares striking parallels with 1 Kgs 1 1 : 1-1 0, as Brettler has noted: 

Its literary connection to Deut. 17.17 is clear, Deuteronomy prohibits having too 
many wives, using the verb 727, 'to increase', the same root used in 1 1.1. 
n19i31 mm,  'many foreign wives'. Deuteronomy, in its motive clause, warns 

7225 ?lbq ~ h ,  'so his heart will not stray'; paralleled by 1 Kgs 11.2, 
CX&TK '[the nations . . . who] wiII sway your heart', v.3 715-n~ 1WI ICY 
'his wives swayed his heart', v.9 '1235 302'3, 'because his heart strayed' and 
perhaps the mention of 215, 'heart7, mice in v. 4b.' 

J.G. McConville, 'Warrative and Meaning in the Books of Kings," Bib 70 (1 989) 3 5. 
Some have argued that 1 Kgs 3 : 1 is intrusive (e-g., John Gray, 1 and I1 Kings [OTL; 
Philadelphia: Westminster, 19701 1 16- 1 17). However, 3 : 1, which is strikingly similar to 
924-25, is integral to the structure of 3:1-9:25 and is therefore original to the 
composition (c f. Marc Brettler, 'The Structure of 1 Kings 1-1 I," JSOT 49 ( 199 1 ) 8 7- 
97; Long, I Kings, 58-59). 
* Brenler, "1 Kings 1-1 I," 91-92; see also Mawin A. Sweeney, "The Critique of 
Solomon in the Josianic Edition of the Deuteronomistic History," JBL 114 (1995) 616- 
17. For a review of research on Deut 17:14-20 see F. Garcia Lopez, 'Le roi dTIsrael: Dt 
17,14-20," in Dm Deuteronomiwn. Enstehung, Gestalt w2d Botrchaft (BETL 68; ed. 
Norbert L O W ;  Leuven: Leuven University Press, 1985) 277-97. 
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Similarly, Solomon's amassing of gold in 1 Kgs 9:2&10:25 is reminiscent of "nor shall 

he amass silver and gold to excess" of Deut 17: 1%. But most important for our 

purposes is Deut 17:16, "he shall not keep many horses or send people back to Egypt to 

add to his horses since the LORD has warned you, 'You shall not go back that way 

again."' 1 Kings 1026,iS stands in marked contrast with this command: "Solomon 

assembled chariots and horses, which he stationed in the chariot towns and the king in 

Jerusalem. . . . Solomon's horses were procured from Egypt and Kue."' In light of the 

parallels between Deut 17:16-17 and Solomon, there can be IittIe question that Da had 

the law of the king in mind in his references both to Solomon's marriage to Pharaoh's 

daughter as well as in his references to Solomon's hones. In contrast to Moses. then, 

Solomon led Israel &om Canaan to Egypt and thereby inverted the Exodus story. 

Consistent with Solomon's inversion of the Exodus story are the parallels that 

Da drew between the pharaoh of the Exodus story and Solomon. As magnificent as 

Solomon's building enterprises may have been, according to Dtr they were accomplished 

on the backs of Israelites and non-Israelites alike (1 Kgs 527-30[17-201; 9: 15-22), a fact 

that is dangerously reminiscent of the PharaohsT treatment of Israel. Again, the fact that 

both Pharaoh and Solomon wed slave labour to build 'store cities" (nlJ3ttl '13) is 

suggestive of Dtr's attempt to draw a parallel between these figures (Exod 1 : 1 1; I Kgs 

9: 1 9).6 

' That Solomon's hones of 1 Kgs 5:6 [4:26] were £kom Egypt is evident &om I Kgs 5: 1 
[4:2 11 which teaches that the Egyptians brought Solomon tribute. 

Zakovitch, Concept of the Exodus, 88. For recent analyses of the critical portrayal of 
Solomon in 1 Kings 1-1 1 see Brettler, "1 Kings 1-1 1 ." 87-97; Sweeney, "Solomon," 



What is only adumbrated with Solomon becomes Wl-blown with Hadad, for in 

just nine verses (1 Kgs 1 1 : 1422) Dtr drew many seiking paralIels between Moses and 

Hadad. (I) Just as Pharaoh sought to kill all the Hebrew male infants in the time of 

Moses, so Joab killed every male in Edorn in Hadad's day (Exod 1 : 15-22; 1 Kgs 1 1 : 15- 

16).' (2) Both Moses and Hadad escaped &om their oppressors: after escaping the threat 

of male infanticide Moses later fled &om Pharaoh after killing the Egyptian (Exod 2: 1 1- 

15); and Hadad escaped the massacre of male Edomites (1 Kgs 1 1 : I 7). 

(3) Whereas Moses fled fkom Egypt to Midian, however, Hadad fled &om Midian to 

Egypt (Exod 2: 15; 1 Kgs 1 1: 17-18). (4) While Moses was in Midian he won the favor of 

Reuel the priest of Midian who then gave (Inql) his daughter Zipporah to Moses, who 

bore him a son, Gershom (Exod 2A6-22). Simiiarly, while Hadad was in E ,v t  he won 

the favor of Pharaoh, who thereupon gave (Inql) his sister-in-law to Hadad as  a wife, 

who bore him a son, Genubath ( I  Kgs 1 1 : 1 8-20). There is, moreover, a parallel between 

Moses and Hadad's son Genubath insofar as both Moses and Genubath were 

weanedkeared8 by someone other than their nanval mothers and were brought up in a 

607-22; Jerome T. Walsh, 'The Characterization of Solomon in 1 Kings 1-5," CBQ 57 
(1995) 471-93. 
' Failure to take -nK as a preposition at this point led to the L n ' s  emendation ~ori 
  VETO kv TQ & ~ A & p ~ i h a ~  Auu6 T ~ V  E6yr =O1'IKTK 777 'Il3W3 '3-1 ("when David 
annihilated Edorn"). But -nK should be taken not as the sign of the accusative but as the 
homonymous preposition and translated as "near" (cf. Exod 2 0 9 3 ;  Judg I :  1 1 ; Waitke, 
Synrar, 1 1 .Z.la). For other proposals see the discussion in Gray, Kings, 282. 

Rather than foIlowing the MT's ~ Z ~ J M  (and [Tahpanes] weaned him) in I Kgs 
1120, a few commentators, such as Gray (Kings, 282) have followed the LXX's 
&Si8pa@v &bv = r n h n i  (and [Tahpanes] brought him up) because Tahpanes' ability 
to wean the child is suspicious (her sister was the mother). However, as elsewhere Dtr 
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foreign court.g (5) Both Moses and Hadad discovered that their oppressors had died: as 

Exod 4: 19 reads, 'The LORD told Moses in Midian 'Go back to Egypt, for the men who 

sought to kill you are dead,"' so 1 Kgs 11:21 reads, "Hadad heard in Egypt that David 

had been laid to rest with his fathers and that ioab the army commander was dead." 

(6) Just as .Moses requested of Jethro, "Let me go back to my kinsmen in E a v t  and see 

how they are fanhg," so Hadad requested of Pharaoh, "Give me leave to go to my own 

country" (Exod 4: 18; 1 Kgs 1 1 :2 1). (7) Finally, shortly after the Sinai event Moses and 

the people stayed in the wilderness of Paran (Num 10: 12), at which time they 

successfuIly urged Hobab to stay with them (Num 1 O:29-32)." This parallefs 1 Kgs 

1 1 : 18 where Hadad and some Edomite men traveled through Paran and ?oak along with 

them men &om Paran." 

1.1.2 Moses, Aaron, and Jeroboam; and Pharaoh and Rehoboam 

The second group of parallels comes with Moses, Aaron, and Jeroboam; and 

Pharaoh and Rehoboam. Jeroboam shares the following parallels with Moses. (1) Both 

Moses and Jeroboam lived under oppressive kings-Moses under Pharaoh and Jeroboam 

under Solomon-who forced the people to build or rebuild cities: Pithom and Ramses in 

Moses' case and Jerusalem in Jeroboam's case (Exod 1:11; 1 Kgs 1127-28). 

may have been attempting to draw the reader's attention back to the Exodus narrative 
which r e k  to the weaning of Moses (Exod 2:9). In any case, both the LXX and the 
MT of 1 Kgs 1 1 :20 are consistent with the parallel as the Exodus account refers both to 
the weaning and rearing of Moses. 
9 See page 129 where I note that both Moses and Samuel were brought up in official 
estab Iishments: Moses under Pharaoh's daughter in the court of Pharaoh and Samuel 
under Eli in Shiloh (Exod 2: 10; 1 Sam 1:24-3:21). 



(2) Both figures nevertheless enjoyed positions of grandeur-Moses in Pharaoh's court 

and Ieroboam in the court of Solomon (Exod 2: 10- 1 1 ; 1 Kgs 1 1 :28).11 (3) As Moses £led 

fkom Pharaoh to Midian, so Jeroboarn fled for his life Earn Solomon to King Shishak of 

Egypt (Exod 2: 15; 1 Kgs 1 1 :4O). (I) Like Moses, Jeroboam returned to his land after the 

death of his enemy (Exod 4: 19-20; 1 Kgs 1 1 :4O; 12: 1 -3)." (5) There is also a parailel 

between Moses and his peopie and Jeroboam and his people. In Exod 5: 1-3 Moses and 

Aaron asked Pharaoh to give the people reprieve &om their labours for wonhip, and in 1 

Kgs 124 (cf. w. 9-10) the people asked Rehoboam to lighten their labours.13 

lo TO be sure, Num 10:29-32 itself is ambiguous as to whether or not Hobab ventured 
fiuther with the nation, but in Dtr's mind he evidently did so (cf. Judg 1 : 16; 4: 1 1). 
" The parallel between Moses and Jeroboam in 1 Kgs 1 1:28 is furthered with the use of 
the root h as it is reminiscent of the oppression that the Hebrews suffered while in 
Egypt (Exod 1 : 1 1 ; 2: 1 1; 5:4-5; 6:6-7; ct Ps 8 1 :7). At this point there are also parallels 
between Joseph and Jeroboam: both figures were appointed as high officials in the kings' 
court (Gen 41 :33-43; 1 Kss 1 1 28); and the phrase 731' n-2 in 1 Kgs 1 1 :ZS also occurs 
in the Joseph narrative (Gen 43 : 18- 19; 50:8). 
" Whether or not the MT's 1 Kgs 122-3a is secondary (these verses do not appear in 
the L ) o  is of little consequence to the present discussion as both the MT and the LXX 
of 1 Kgs 1 1 :40 state that Jeroboam remained in Egypt until the death of Solomon. For 
the text-critical question see the discussion between D. W. Gooding ("The Septuagint's 
Rival Versions of Jeroboam's Rise to POW-," VT 17 [I9671 173-89; idem., '"Jeroboam's 
Rise to Power: A Rejoinder," JBL 91 [I9721 529-33) and Ralph W. Klein (""Jeroboam's 
Rise to Power," JBL 89 [I9701 2 17-19; idem., "Once More: 'Ieroboam's Rise to 
Power'," JBL 92 119731 582-84). 
I 3  A less likely parallel consists of Rudolph Smend's contention that the absence of any 
reference to Jeroboam in 1 Kgs 12:l-11 is similar to the absence of Moses in Exodus 5.  
According to Smend, the nanator refrained &om referring to Moses in Exodus 5 (w. 1- 
2,20-23 being redactional according to Smend) in order to heighten the tension: even 
though the LORD had promised victory through Moses in Exodus 3 4 ,  in the peoples' 
time of duress in Exodus 5 Moses had no part to play; he only came onto the scene in 
Exodus 6. So also, even though the LORD had promised Jeroboam a kingdom in I Kgs 
1 129-39, in the peoples' time of duress in 1 Kgs 12: 1-1 1 no mention is made of 
Jeroboarn (following the LXX); he only comes onto the scene later in 1 Kings 12 
(Yahweh War and Tribal Confederation [New York: Abingdon, 19701 125-27). 
However, this proposed parallel between Moses and Jeroboam is only as good as the 



The parallels between Aaron and Jetoboarn d a c e  with the accounts of the 

golden cdves in Exodus 32 and 1 Kgs 12:25-3 1 .I4 (1) The literary context of the sins of 

Aaron and Ieroboam are pardlek Aaron's offence follows the cdtic high point of the 

Tetrateuch, the covenant and law at Sinai (Exod 19: 1-14: 1 8); and Jeroboarn's offence 

foIlows the cultic high point of the DtrH-the construction of the temple and wonhip in 

Jerusalem ( I  Kg 6: 1-9:3). (2) Just as Aaron made the molten calf From gold in response 

to the request of the people, so ieroboam's decision to make the two golden calves 

stemmed in part h m  his counselors (Exod 32: 1 ; 1 Kgs 12:28)? (3) The declarations of 

the Exodus generation and Jeroboam are almost identical: "These are your gods, 0 

Israel, who brought you up f?om the land of Egypt" (Exod 324 ,  8); "Behold your gods, 

0 Israel, who brought you up fiom the land of Egypt" (1 Kgs 1228). (1) After the 

construction of the calVcalves both Aaron and Ieroboarn celebrated a festival. for which 

Aaron built an altar and Jeroboam ascended an altar (Exod 3 2 5 6 ;  1 Kss 1237-33 [cf. 2 

Kgs 23: 151). (5) Just as Moses had the Levites slay the transgressors (Exod 3226-28)- 

who were Likely priests themselves, as is evident from Exod 3227 where Moses 

commanded the Levites to slay "brother, neighour, and kin" (cf. v. 19)-so a man of 

God prophesied that Josiah would slaughter the priests who sacrificed at the calf at 

Bethel (1 Kgs 132). (6) A h a l  parallel between Aaron and Jeroboam is that both of 

contention that the references to Moses in Exodus 5 are redactional, which is not at all 
clear. 
14 Cf. Moses Aberbach and Leivy SmoIar, "Aaron, Jeroboam, and the Golden Calves," 
JBL 86 (1967) 129-40. 
" Gary N. hoppers ,  "Aaron's Calf and leroboam's Calves," in Fortunate the Eves thar 
See. Essqvs in Honor of David Noel Freedman in Celebration of His Sevenlzerh Birthday 
(ed. Astrid B. Beck et al.; Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1995) 95. 



them had two sons who share a number of similaritied6 First, their names are parallel: 

Aaron's sons were Nadab and Abihu and Jeroboam's sons were Nadab and ~bijah." 

Second, both pairs of sons died for cultic infractions: Aaron's sons died because they 

offered bbsmnge fie" (Lev 10:l-3)' while Jeroboam's sons died because he set up the 

golden calves (1 Kgs 14:l-14; 1525-30)- Finally. there was no possibility that either 

pair of sow could have descendants: Aaron's sons died childless (Nun 3 :4) and 

Jeroboam's line was annihilated (I  Kgs 14: 10- 1 1; 1 5:29).lS 

This brings us to the parallels between Pharaoh and Rehoboam. (1) Whereas 

Moses asked Pharaoh to let the people go on a three-day journey in order to worship, 

Rehoboam instructed the people to go away for three days, at which time he would tell 

them his decision (Exod 3:18; 93; 8:23[27]; 1 Kgs 12:S, 12). (2) In each instance the 

kingsT response to the people's request for reprieve is also parallel: in Exodus 5 Pharaoh 

told the foremen that the people's labours were to increase, and in 1 Kgs 121% 14 

Rehoboarn told the people that their labours were to be sharply multiplied. ( 3 )  In both 

accounts officials urged the king to heed the cry of the people (Exod 10:7; 1 Kgs 12:7). 

Pharaoh, however, was slow to do so (Exod 10:8-11,24-29) and Rehoboarn was entirely 

negligent (1 Kgs 12:8). (4) As the LORD had hardened Pharaoh's heart to accomplish his 

purpose, so Rehoboam did not heed the advice of his counselon for the LORD ""had 

brought it about to M l l  the promise" that he had made through the prophet Ahijah 

l6 The following parallels were taken from Roland Gradwohl, "Das 'Fremde Feuer' von 
Nadab und Abihu," 2 4  W 75 (1963) 288-96. 
" The names Abihu and Abijah have the same meaning. Abihu means "he [Yahweh] is 
my father" while Abijah means "Yahweh is my father." 
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(Exod 421; 7:3; 9:12; 10:l; etc.; 1 Kgs 12:15). (5) Finally, as Pharaoh's stubbornness 

led to Israel's carrying off Egypt's wealth, the sins of Rehoboam and his people led to 

Egypt's despoiling of Israel's wealth (Exod 12:35-36; 1 Kgs 1425-26).19 

1.1 The Direction of Dependence 

The proposed direction of dependence is supported, k t ,  by the criterion of 

Deuteronomistic tendency. In the previous chapters I noted that Dtr used personal 

names in the $ven Tetrateuchal accounts in very clever ways. Consistent with this is the 

play on the names 'Wadab" and "Abijah" the sons of Aaron. In the last chapter I argued 

that Dtr combined these names to m a t e  the name ''Abinadab" of 1 Sam 7: 1. 

Significantly, leroboam's sons "Nadab" and "Abijah" are also parallel to "Nadab" and 

'Abihu." The fact, then, that Dtr had a penchant for using and adapting personal names 

and that he used the names of Aaron's sons ekewhere suggests that he was also 

responsible for the names "Nadab" and "Abijah." Similarly, in the preceding chapters I 

argued that Dtr based much of Joshua 1-5 and 1 Samuel 1-8 on events in the life of 

'' See the chart on page1 88 for dl the parallels between the Tetrateuchal accounts and 
those in 1 Kings 5-15. 
'' Though the motif of the despoiling of Judah's wealth-particularly that of the temple 
and the palace-by its enemies is a common motif in the DtrH (1 Kgs 15:18; 2 Kgs 
12: 19; 24:13; cf. 16:8; 18: 16), this is the only instance in which Egypt was the despoiler. 

Also important to note is the use of the root 7 3  in the Exodus and Kings accounts. 
With regard to the use of n?lX?, the Egyptians and Pharaoh imposed 'hard labour" 
(ZWp ; I f l lY )  on Israel (Exod 1: 14; 6:9; cf. 6:6 where ;l'nZY is used without ;lWl;), even 
as the Israelites begged Rehoboam to lighten the "hard labour" of his father 
(Zrripn 7'2s nl l l l3)  (I Kgs 1 2 4  = 2 Chron 10:4). (Besides these occurrences. ;rTl=D 

is modified by 3 ~ 7  only in Deut 26:6, which also refers back to the Exodus, and Isa 
143.) As for the verb 723, it occurs with reference to Israel's serving Egypt (Exod 
1:13-14; 5:18; 65)  and Israel's serving Rehoboam (1 Kgs 124, 7). 
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Moses. That 1 Kings 3-1 5 ako shares many striking parallels with Moses therefore 

suggests that Dtr was responsible for them. Again, in the preceding chapters 1 argued 

that Dtr based much of Deuteronomy 1-3, Joshua 1-5, and 1 Samuel 4-6 on the 

Exodus story. It is therefore again tenable to conclude that Dtr was responsible for the 

many parallels that 1 Kings 3-15 shares with the Exodus story. Similarly, in my 

analyses of Judges 19 and the Ark Narrative I argued that Da presented Israel as a new 

Sodom and a new Egypt respectively; and the fact that Israel shares many parallels with 

E,vt in 1 Kings 3-12 again suggests that Dtr was responsible for the given parallels. 

A final argument in support of the proposed direction of dependence concerns the 

criterion of literary function. h the following section I will argue that because the 

parallels complement Dtr's anti-Egypt rhetoric as well as his negative portrayal of 

Jeroboam it is best to conclude that they were drawn by D t r  

1.3 The Purpose of the Parallels 

The above parallels consist of two streams. In the first stream Dtr patterned 

Solomon and Rehoboarn after the pharaohs of the Exodus story, and Hadad and 

Jeroboam after Moses-dl in order to present Israel as a new Egypt that oppressed the 

people of God In the second stream Dtr patterned Jeroboam after Aaron and he thereby 

indicted both Jeroboam and the succeeding kings of Israel with having revived the 

apostasy of Aaron. 



1.3.1 Egypt Revisired and the Absence of Moses 

Dtr's purpose in drawing many of the above parallels may be adduced corn the 

anti-Egypt rhetoric in the DtrH. The LORD had delivered Israel &om Egypt that "iron 

Furnace" (1 Kgs 851)  with a "mighty hand and an outstretched arm" (Deut 6 2  1; 2623). 

The children were to learn this @eut 620-25); the people were to recall it at their 

festivals @eut 265-10); kings were not to send the people back to Egypt (Deut 17: 16); 

and the final Deuteronomic cune for disobedience included returning to Egypt where the 

people would offer themselves as slaves (Deut 28:68). Tragically, the DtrH ends where 

it started. As is suggested by Deut 1:3, the DtrH begins with the Exodus from Egypt; 

and it ends with the people's return to Egypt: "the people, young and old, and the 

officers of the troops set out and went to Egypt" (2 Kgs 25:26)." Consistent with this 

emphasis, in the paragraphs to follow I will argue that in the given parallels Dtr 

presented Israel as a new Egypt in order to provided a subtle, yet damning critique of the 

early monarchy. 

The presentation of Israel as a new Ea%t is first adumbrated in the reign of 

Solomon. Solomon inverted the Exodus story by marrying Pharaoh's daughter, making 

the Israelites return to Egypt for horses, and, like the pharaohs before him, building his 

empire on the backs of  Israelites. Similarly, like Pharaoh before him Solomon's son 

Rehoboam multiplied the labours of the Israelites. This brings us to the portrayals of 

Hadad and Jeroboarn. Like Moses, Hadad escaped genocide and fled to a foreign land 

" On Deut L :3 see Noth, Deuteronomirtic Hismy,  40 n. 2; see also Richard Eliot 
Friedman, "From Egypt to Egypt: DtrL to Dtr2," in Troditions in Transforrnatio~r. 
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where he was welcomed and where he married and had a son. Similarly, like Moses 

Jeroboam enjoyed a position of grandeur, fled for his life, retumed after the death of his 

enemy, and protested with the people against the king because of the harsh labour. Dtr' s 

purpose for drawing these parallels may be adduced &om the flights of Hadad and 

Jeroboam from their oppressors. Hadad's flight was the reciprocal of Moses' flight: 

whereas Moses fled to Midian &om Egypt, Hadad fled to Egypt from Midian. Similarly, 

Jeroboam's flight consists of an inversion of the Exodus: whereas the nation fled From 

Egypt to israel, Jeroboarn fled &om IsraeI to Egypt. This sort of inversion is also evident 

Eom King Shishak's despoliation of wedthy Israel in the reign of Rehoboam ( 1 Kgs 

t 4:25-26)- which is an inversion of Exod l2:3 5-36 where Israel despoiled wealthy 

Egypt. For Dtr, Israel had thus become the Locale of slavery and oppression and Egypt 

had become the land of refuge, and Like the parallels that Solomon and Rehoboam share 

with the pharaohs, the fact that Hadad and Jeroboarn failed to deliver Israel again points 

to Dtr's attempt to indict early-monarchic IsraeI with having become a new Egypt. 

[n addition to the many points of contact the two streams share striking 

omissions, both of which are to be interpreted." With regard to the first stream. at the 

point where the implied reader expects Hadad and then Jeroboam to deliver Israel they 

faiI-there is no new Moses to deliver oppressed Israel. If the pattern between Moses 

and Hadad had continued Hadad would have been in the position to deliver Israel Eom 

Turning Points in Biblical Faith (ed. Baruch Halpem and Jon D. Levenson; W inona 
Lake, IN: Eisenbrau, 198 1) 189-91. 
" On the reading of "gaps" in Hebrew narrative see Meier Stemberg, The Poetics of 
Biblical Narrative. Ideological Literature and the Drama ofReading (Bloomingon: 
Indiana University Press, 1985) 1 86-229. 



pharaonic Solomon. However, the parallels between Moses and Hadad abruptly stop in 

1 Kgs 11:22 where Hadad requested to return to Edom--even as Moses had requested to 

return to E,vt in Exod 4:18." There was no new Moses to deliver oppressed Israel. 

Similarly, Jeroboam followed Moses as far as Exodus 5, but at the very inception of his 

kingdom, a kingdom that was to endure if he remained faithful (1 Kgs I 1 :38), Iemboam 

ceased following Moses. Again, there was no new Moses to deliver oppressed Israel. 

For the implied reader Dtr's conclusion to Deuteronomy becomes all the more haunting: 

Never again did there arise in Israel a prophet like hloses-whom the LORD 
singled out, face to face, for the various signs and portents that the LORD sent 
him to display in the land of Egyph against Pharaoh and all his courtiers and his 
whole country, and for all the great might and awesome power that Moses 
disp layed before all  Israel @eut 3 4: 1 0- 12). 

The Revived Cult of Aaron and the Absence of Moses 

What remains to be discussed is Dtr's purpose for drawing the parallels between 

Ieroboam and Aaron. Like Gideon before him, although Jeroboam was on his way to 

becoming a new Moses he ended up as the antithesis, a new ~ a r o n ?  On the surface it 

17 - Indeed, Hadad may have even stopped short of leaving Egypt to return to Edom. 
When Pharaoh asked "What do you lack with me, that you want to go to your own 
country?" Hadad replied, bbNevertheless, give me leave to go" (I Kgs 1122); but no 
mention is made of his departure. Whatever the case, Hadad therefore stopped short of 
seeking deliverance for Israe1-unlike Moses in Exodus 5. 
23 Out of fairness to Aaron, however, it is important to note that Dtr's presentation of 
Jeroboam is worse than the presentation of Aaron- (1) Whereas at Sinai Aaron fashioned 
the golden calf under duress (the people gathered against Aaron @Il7 h1;'~ 
17;1~-h; Exod 32: I]), leroboam's measures were considered and deliberate (1 Kgs 
1226-28) (Knoppes, "Aaron's Calf," 97). (2) Whereas in Exodus 32 the people made 
the declaration ''these are your gods, 0 Israel, who brought you up kom the land of 
E,wt" (v. 4), in 1 Kings 12 Jeroboam himself made the declaration (v. 28). (3) Dtr 
depicted Jeroboam as an anti-Moses insofar as all that he did after setting up the calves 
and before the encounter with the man of God was against Mosaic legislation. This is 
already evident in his gross idkction of the doctrine of centralized worship; but it is also 
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appears that Dtr drew this parallel because he wanted to underline his negative portrayal 

of Jeroboarn-and therefore the skhlness of those kings who broke the command of 

centralized worship. Indeed, in Dtr's mind the most heinous sin was the wonhip of the 

golden calves, as is dear &om the emphasis that it receives.'" For Dtr, then, the kings of 

Israel had not simply become new pharaohs in their oppression of Israel, but Israel itself 

became apostate in its participation in Aaron's revived cult? But Dtr's purpose in 

drawing the pardel between Jeroboam and Aaron goes beyond the equation "the sin of 

Jeroboam in 1 Kings 12 = the sin of Aaron in Exodus 32." In the introduction [ noted 

that Josiah's reform measures were based on those of Moses. In contrast with this is 

Jeroboam's action which was the prototype of rnonarchic infidelity to the doctrine of 

centralized worship-and as such he is an anti-Moses. Another equation is therefore 

"leroboam is the reciprocal of Moses." This conclusion is readily supported by the 

parallels that Jeroboam shares with Moses' apostate brother. As I mentioned above, the 

sin of Jeroboam occurs in a parallel context to the sin of Aaron: Aaron's offence follows 

the cultic high point of the Tetrateuch, the covenant and law at Sinai (Exod 19: 1 - 

24: 18); and Jeroboam's offence follows the cultic high point of the DtrH, the 

construction of the temple, sacrifice and prayer (1 Kgs 6: 1-9:3). Unlike the story in 

evident from those statements which underline the novelty of Jeroboam's actions. First, 
leroboam instituted a new priesthood made up of people "who were not of Levite 
descent" (1 Kgs 12:3 1). Second, in imitation of the festival in Judah he established a 
festival at Bethel; but the date that he set for this festival was contrary to Mosaic 
legislation: "on the fifteenth day of the eighth month-the monrh in which he conrrived 
of his own mind to establish a festival for the Israelites" (1 Kgs 13:33; cf. Lev 23:39-41). 
'" Cf. 1 Kgs 12:30; 14:16; 15:30,34; 16:2,7, 19,26,3 1; 2253; 2 Kgs 3:3; 10:29,3 1; 
13:2,6, 1 1; 14:24; 159, 18,24,28; 1721-22; 23: 15. 
'5 See also Knoppers. "Aaron's Calf," 92-104. 



Exodus, however, in Kings there is no Moses to intercede on behalf o f sinful Israel, and 

no divine pardoning, as in Exod 34:6-7: "The LORD, the LORD, the compassionate and 

gracious God, slow to anger, abounding in kindness and faithfulness, extending kindness 

to the thousandth generation, forgiving iniquity, transgression, and sin." Rather, 

following Jeroboam's apostasy Jeroboam had no regard for the prophetic word against 

the altar in Bethel (1 Kgs 13 : 1 -32), and Dtr could solemnly couclude, 

Even after this incident, Jeroboam did not turn back born his evil way, but kept 
on appointing priests for the shrines f?om the ranks of the people. He ordained as 
priests of the shrines any who so desired. Thereby the House of Jeroboam 
incurred guilt-to their utter annihilation from the face of the earth ( I Kgs 1 3 :3 3- 
34). 

nough  Hadad and Jeroboam followed the Mosaic trail, unlike their Tetrateuchai 

counterpart they stopped short of delivering the people. Similarly, after the apostasy of 1 

Kings 12 there was no new Moses to intercede on behalf of idolatrous Israel, and hael's 

fate was determined. 

The criterion of literary function and the direction ofdependence now merits 

Euaher attention. In order to contend that the direction of dependence was in the other 

direction one would have to argue that the literary Function of the parallels was only a 

happy coincidence. One would also have to explain why those who were responsible for 

the Tetrateuchal accounts chose to invert the paradigms afforded by the Kings account. 

Why, for instance, would the Yahwist have inverted the Eght of Hadad &om Midian to 

Egypt to Moses' flight from Egypt to Midian? Again, Why would the Yahwist have 

inverted Jeroboam's flight fkom Israel to the people's flight &om Egypt to Israel? As 



with many other examples, an easier and more tenable view to defend is that in his 

brilliance De drew such parallels for effect." 

2. Moses AND ELIJAH 

A find instance in which DIX drew an extensive parallel between the Tetrateuch and his 

history comes with Moses and the Elijah-Elisha cycle. As elsewhere, I will outline and 

analyze the parallels together. 

2.1 The Paralltels 

The first parallels between Moses and Elijah involve various Tetrateuchal 

accounts and 1 Kings 17-1 8. (1) As the Lorn was to give Moses' generation "flesh to 

eat in the evening and bread in the morning" (Exod 16:8 [cf. v. 12]), so at the behest of 

the LORD ravens provided Elijah with '"oread and meat every morning and bread and 

meat every evening" (1 Kgs 17:6)." (2) As Moses gathered the people to Sinai where 

the LORD made a covenant with them, so Elijah gathered the people to Camel in his 

defense of the covenant (Exod 19: 17; 1 Kgs 18: 19). (3) As Moses built an aitar and set 

up twelve pillars for the twelve tribes in his ratification of the covenant, so EIijah built 

'6 This conclusion has obvious ramifications for the ongoing discussion concerning the 
relationship between the go lden-cdf narrative of Exodus 3 2 and the go Iden-calves 
narrative of 1 Kgs 12:26-32 (for the history of scholarship see I. Hahn, D m  "Goldene 
Kalb. " Die Yahwe- Verehnrng bei Stierbildem in der GeschWte Israels [Einleitung in 
die Heilige Schrift 154; FrankfUrt am Main, Bern: Lang, 198 11). Because such parallels 
are but a part of a complex of parallels which commence with Solomon and extend to 
Jeroboam's sons (1 Kings 3-15) it is best to conclude that the same hand was 
responsible for them. 
" Cf. the emphasis on the never-ending supply of food and water in the Elijah-Elisha 
accounts (1 Kgs 17:8-16; 2 Kgs 3:15-20; 4: 1-7; 4:42-44) (R.P. Carroll, 'The Elijah- 
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an altar of twelve stones for the twelve triies of Israel in his competition with the 

prophets of Baal (Exod 24:4; 1 Kgs 18:3 1). (4) Both Moses and Elijah prayed to the 

God of "Abraham, Isaac, and Israel," which is a rare triad (Exod 32: 13 and lKgs 

18:36)? (5) The people's response to the £ire from the LORD in Lev 9:24 finds a close 

parallel to the people's response to the £ire &om the LORD in 1 Kgs 18:38-39. Lev 924a 

reads, "And fire went out fiom before the LORD and consumed the burnt offering and the 

fat parts on the altar." Parallel to this is 1 Kgs 18:38, the fire of the LORD fell and 

consumed the burnt offering, the stones, and the earth; and it licked up the water that was 

in the trench." Again, Lev 924b reads, "And all the people saw, and they shouted, and 

fell upon their faces." Parallel to this is the nearly verbatim 1 Kgs 18:39a, "And all the 

people saw, and fell upon their faces." The only difference between Lev 924b and 1 

Kgs 18:39a comes with the additional "and they shouted" of Lev 9:24b. However, 

parallel to this is the people's excIamation in 1 Kgs 18:39b, 'The LORD, he is God; the 

LORD, he is God!'" (6) Finally, Moses' imperative "Whoever is for the LORD come 

here!", which is followed by the slaughter of the idolaters (Exod 3226-28), is parallel to 

Elijah's imperative, "If the LORD is God, follow him; but if Baal, follow him!" which is 

followed by his command to slay the prophets of Baal ( I  Kgs 1821, JO)? 

Elisha Sagas: Some Remarks on Prophetic Succession in Ancient Israel," VT 1 9 [ 1 9691 
41 1-12). 
" Apart &om these instances this triad occurs elsewhere only in 1 Chron 29:18 and 2 
Chron 30:6 (Allison, Nav Moses, 40). 
' 9  Allison, N' Moses, 40. 
30 F.M. Cross, Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic. Essays in the History of the Religion 
of Israel (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1 973) 1 9 2. 
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1 Kings 19 also shares many parallels with Tetrateuchal accounts involving 

Moses. (1) Moses' fast of forty days and nights while he was on Sinai is parallel to 

Elijah's fast of forty days and nights while he traveled to Horeb (Exod 34:28 [cf. 24: 181; 

1 Kgs 1 9:8). (2) As Moses witnessed a theophany f?om a rocky clefi on Sinai, so the 

word of the LORD came to Elijah in a cave on Horeb (Exod 332  1-22; 1 Kgs 19:9). 

(3) As the LORD commanded Moses, "'Station yourself on the rock," so he commanded 

EIijah, "Stand on the mount" (Exod 3 3 2  1; 1 Kgs 19: 1 1). (4) In both instances the 

LORD'S glory/name "passed by" (d739)-such that the prophet was either shielded from 

seeing the LORD, as with Moses, or he wrapped his mantle about his face, as with Elijah 

(Exod 33 :22; 1 Kgs 19: 1 1, 13)? (5) The natural violence that came withhefore the 

theophany of Exodus 19 and 1 Kings 19 is similar. In Exodus the LORD appeared amidst 

thunder, Lightning, dense cloud, fire and smoke, while in Kings the theophanic whisper 

came after the great and mighty wind, the earthquake, and the £ire (Exod 19: 16- 18; L 

Kgs 19: 1 1-12). (6) Finally, both Exodus 34 and 1 Kings 19 are concerned with the 

LORD'S maintenance of the covenant. The Sinaitic covenant, which was broken by the 

worship of the golden calf in Exodus 32, was reestablished in Exodus 34. Similarly. 

though EElijah could say "the ~sraektes have forsaken your covenant, tom down your 

altars, and put your prophets to the sword" (1 Kgs 19: LO, 14), the LORD assured him that 

Israel's relationship to himself would neverthetess continue (1 Kgs 19: 15- 18). 

The last days of Elijah also share parallels with Tetrateuchd accounts concerning 

Moses. (1) Just as Moses crossed the Sea of Reeds by means of his rod (Exod 11:6), so 

3 I George Fo hrer, Elia (Ziirich: Zwingli Verlag, 1957) 56. 



Elijah crossed the Jordan by means of his mantle (2 Kgs 2:8). (2) Again, as Joshua 

succeeded Moses (Nun 27: 15-23; Deut 3 1: 1-8, 14,23; 34:9), so ELisha succeeded Elijah 

(1 Kgs IW6; 2 Kgs 2:9-15)." 

2.2 The Direction of Dependence 

The criteria of Deuteronomistic tendency, multiple occurrence, assumed 

knowledge, and source criticism provide compelling support for the posited direction of 

dependence. With regard to Deuteronomistic tendency, in the preceding chap ten 1 

argued that Dtr patterned the reign of Josiah after Moses; that his depiction of Moses in 

Deut 1 :9-18 is more positive than the conesponding Tetrateuchal accounts; and that he 

patterned Joshua, Gideon, Samuel, Hadad, and Ieroboam after Moses. The best 

explanation for the many parallels that Elijah shares with Moses, therefore, is that Dtr 

was responsible for drawing them. The most plausible explanation for this is hat  Dtr 

patterned the lives of these individuals after the Tetrateuchal portrayal of Moses. 

Otherwise, one would have to argue that the Tetrateuchal depiction of Moses was based 

on various unrelated Deuteronomistic figures. 

The argument from mdtiple occurrence also supports the proposed direction of 

dependence. As I argued in chapter two, Dtr patterned the incident concerning the 

twelve stones of Josh 4:7-9 after Exod 24:4, where Moses "set up an altar at the foot of 

the mountain, with twelve pillars for the twelve tribes of Israel."" The fact that 1 Kgs 

. - - - - - - - - -- - - 

" See also Simon J. DeVries, I Kings (Word Biblical Commentary 12; Waco, TX: 
Word Books, 1985) 209-10. A chart of the parallels between Moses and his 
Deuteronomistic counterparts is on page 199. 
33 See page 82. 
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18:3 1 is also parallel to Exod 24:4 suggests that Dtr was also responsible for the 

parallel between 1 Kgs 18:31 and Exod 24:4. In further support of this contention is the 

fact that there is greater continuity between Josh 4:8 and 1 Kgs 18:3 1 than between 

either of these passages and Exod 24:4. Whereas both Josh 4:8 and 1 Kgs 1 8:j 1 refer to 

twelve "stones," Exod 24:4 refers to twelve "pillars." Again, both Josh 4:s and 1 Kgi 

15:3 1 define the symbolic action in almost exactly the same way--^according to the 

number of the tribes of the children of IsraeVJacobb"-whereas Exodus 24:4 reads, 

"according to the twelve tribes of Israel." This brings us to the criterion of assumed 

knowledge. "Israel shall be your name" (Tad 3-7' k ~ )  of 1 Kgs 18:j 1 parallds 

Gen 35: 10 exactly. The fact that this statement is parenthetical in 1 Kgs 1 9 :3 1 and is 

introduced by "to whom the word of the LORD had come" shows that Dn here assumed 

that his readers were acquainted with the account concerning the renaming of Jacob to 

Israel, 

Finally, the criterion of source criticism also supports the proposed direction of 

dependence. I noted above that 1 Kgs 17:6 ("bread and meat every morning and bread 

and meat every evening") is parallel to Exod 16:8 ("flesh to eat in the evening and bread 

in the morning" [cf. 16:12]). This verse from Exodus has traditionally been assigned to 

P." Similarly, I noted above the striking verbal correspondence between the people's 

response to the £ire from the LORD in 1 Kgs 18:38-39 and Lev 9:24. This verse from 

Leviticus has also traditionally been assigned to P. Significantly, all the other parallels 

that Elijah shares with Moses come &om non-P sections of the Tetrateuch. Because the 

" See the discussion in Childs, Exodus, 274-76. 
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Elijah story shares parallels with both P and non-P Iayers it is again best to conclude that 

Dn was responsibIe for the parallels. 

2.3 The Purpose of the Parallels 

In the preceding chapter I argued that Dtr patterned Samuel after Moses because 

he wished to present Samuel as a Mosaic prophet Similarly, Dtr drew paralleIs between 

Moses and EIijah in order to emphasize the positive nature of Elijah's prophetic 

ministry." However, in keeping with his contention that "never again did there arise in 

Israel a prophet Like Moses" Dtr was careful not to equate Elijah with Moses. This is 

particularly evident Eom two diffkences between Moses and Elijah in the respective 

accounts conceming the covenant. First, Moses requested to die because he wanted the 

LORD to pardon the people for worshiping the golden caIE "'Now, if you will forgive 

their sin [well and good]; but if not, erase me firom the record which you have written" 

(Exod 3232). This stands in contrast to Elijah who, after having been fiighteaed by 

Jezebel's plan to kill him, requested to die because he lamented his failure: "'Enough!' 

he cried. 'Now, 0 LORD, take my Life for I am no better than my Fathen9"(l Kgs 19:4).~~ 

The second difference beween Moses and Elijah with respect to the accounts concerning 

the covenant pertains to the theophanies. After the description of awesome visual and 

audible violence in Exod 19: 16-1 8 "God answered woses]  in thunder (5'1i2)" ( 19: 19). 

Dtr freely adapted this account in order to underline the point that Elijah was not equal to 

'' See also Carroll, "Elijah-Elisha," 41 3; and Robert R. Wilson, Prophecy and Sociey in 
Ancient Israel (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1 980) 198. 
" Zakovitch, Concept of the Exodus, 72. 
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Moses, for according to 1 Kgs 19: 11-12 "the LOEU was not in" the wind, the earthquake, 

or the fire but in a "still, small voice" (3pl jlp)." 

3. CONCLL~S~ON 

As with my andyses of the parallels in Joshua-Samuel, so in this chapter I argued that 

Dtr drew parallels in order to undermine and to extol. Parallels that undermine in Kings 

are confined to 1 Kings 3-1 5 where De complemented his concem to present the early 

monarchy negatively by patterning it after Egypt of Moses' day. In contrast to this are 

those parallels which Dtr drew to extol. In keeping with his concem to associate 

prophecy with Moses, Dtr patterned Elijah after Moses and thereby presented him as an 

ideal prophet. 

Similar to Joshua-Samuel, the parallels in Kings share many features with other 

parallels in the Former Prophets. Hadad, Jeroboam and Elijah share a host of parallels 

with Moses as do Joshua, Samuel, Gideon, and Josiah. Similarly, 1 Kings 3-15 affords 

a rnas tef i  inversion of Tetrateuchal accounts as does the Iephthah narrative, the Gibeah 

episode, the Ark Narrative, and narratives in 1 Samuel 14-15 concerning Saul. Again, 

1 Kings 3-15 is concerned with presenting Israel as a new Egypt, which corresponds to 

the use of the Exodus story in the Ark Narrative. Another common feature between the 

parallels in Joshua-Samuel and those in the books of Kings are those complexes of 

narratives which share parallels with Tetrateuchal accounts. In the books of Kings this is 

the case with 1 Kings 3-15; and 1 Kings 17-19; 2 Kings 2. In addition to these 

general correspondences there are a number of very specific features that the parallels in 

" Brevard Childs, "On Reading the EIijah Narratives," Inr 34 (1980) 1 3 5. 



Kings share with other parallels in the Former Prophets. Just as Gideon was patterned 

after Moses and then Aaron, so Jeroboam was patterned after ~Moses and then Aaron. 

Again, just as Abinadab of 1 Sam 7:1 was named after Abihu and Nadab the sons of 

Aaron, so Abijah and Nadab the sons o € Jeroboam were named after Abihu and Nadab. 

Finally, following Moses in Exod 244 Joshua had twelve men each take a stone from 

the midst of the Jordan (Josh 4 3 ,  and Efijah took twelve stones to build an altar (1 Kgs 

18:3 1). Because Dtr was responsible for the parallels between Joshua-Samuel and the 

given Tetrateuchal accounts it therefore follows that he was also responsible for the 

given parallel narratives between the books of Kings and the Tetrateuch. 

Finally, it bears mentioning that these conclusions challenge the view that Dtr's 

presence in the given accounts is neglible. Dtr may have been reliant to some degree on 

"the annals of Solomon" ( 1 Kgs 1 1 :4 1) and "the annals of the kings of Israel" ( 1 Kgs 

14: 19) for 1 Kings 3-15, but it is clear &om his use of Exodus that he was directly 

responsible for much in these chapters. Again, most have argued that traces of Dtr' s 

work in the Elijah cycle are slight. Cross could assert that "[tlhe two chapters are 

marked strongly by traits of oral composition, and in their present form are little shaped 

by the Deuteronomistic ~ i s to r i an . "~~  Similarly, although Gray presented the more 

notable parallels between Moses and Elijah, even calling Elijah a "new Moses," he 

assumed that these parallels were not drawn by Dtr: "[tlhe tradition proclaimed its own 

message without undue Deuteronomistic comment. "" Once again, the similar ways in 

Canaanite Myth, 19 1-92. 
39 Kings, 376-77 (cf. 372, n. e). 
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which Tetrateuchai accounts are used in the Former Prophets undermines such 

conclusions as these."' 

" For a review of scholarship on the books of Kings see Steven L. McKenzie, 'The 
Books of Kings," 25 1-307. 



I have argued that Dtr based many of his narratives and groups of narratives on 

Tetrateuchal accounts. In the first chapter I discussed Dtr's use of Tecrateuchal accounts 

in Deuteronomy 1-3 and I argued that he freely adapted the Tetratzuchai accounts in 

accordance with his concerns. This conclusion hct ioned as the Archimedean point for 

my anaiysis of the parallel narratives shared by the Tetrateuch and the Former Prophets, 

for if such narratives use Tetrateuchal accounts the same way that Deuteronomy 1-3 

uses Tetrateuchal accounts then it follows that Dtr was responsible for the parallels. 

With the exception of three narratives that Dtr patterned after Genesis 18 (Judg 6: 1 1-24; 

13 2-24; and 2 Kgs 4:8-17) and one that he patterned after Genesis 19 (Joshua 2) I 

argued that in every instance Dtr sought to complement his concerns by means of the 

given parallels. In the following paragaphs I will discuss some of the implications that 

this study has for redaction criticism of the Former Prophets, Tetrateuchal studies, and 

historiographic studies. 

In my analyses of the given narratives in the Former Prophets I argued that if Dtr 

was reliant on sources for the passages that I discussed then he completely reworked 

them-ven as he reworked the corresponding Tetrateuchd accounts in Deuteronomy 

- 3  This is evident Erom the fact that many of the narratives in the Former Prophets 

use the corresponding Tetrateuchal narratives in the same ways. (1) Evlany characters 

were patterned after Moses, includmg Joshua, Gideon, Samuel, Solomon, Hadad, 

Jeroboam, Elijah, and Josiah. (2) Various Tetrateuchal accounts are used more than once 



in the DtrH. The most fkequently used Tetrateuchal account was the Exodus story, 

which served as the basis of Joshua's early ministry, the Ark Narrative, 1 Kings 3-1 2, 

and Elijah's crossing of the Jordan. Similarly, the influence of Numbers 1 1 is evident in 

Deuteronomy 1; and 1 Samuel 6, 8, 10. Again, Genesis 18-1 9 afforded paradips for 

Joshua 1; Judges 6 .  13, 19; and 2 Kings 4. (3) More specifically. the same verse From 

the Tetrateuch is cited in more than one instance. This is true of Days  citation of Gen 

1 9 5  in Josh 2 3  and Judg 19:22; his citation of Gen 19: 16 in Josh 6:23 and Judg 19:z 5;  

his citation of Nurn 1 1 :33 in 1 Sam 4:8 and 1 Sam 6: 19; and his citation of Exod 2 4 4  in 

Josh 4:8 and 1 Kgs I8:3 1. (4) Israel was patterned after given peoples for effect: Sodom 

in Judges 19; and Egypt in 1 Samuel 5-6 and 1 Kings 3-12. (5 )  Similarly, various 

narratives omit features of the corresponding accounts for effect. Unlike their parent- 

texts in Genesis, both the Jephthah narrative (Judges 1 1) and the Gibeah narrative 

(Judges 19) lack divine intervention; and unlike Moses in Exodus, in 1 Kings I I -1 2 

Hadad and Jeroboam failed to deliver Israel and there was no new Moses to intercede for 

idolatrous Israel. (6) Several of the narratives in the Former Prophets include inversions 

of the Tetrateuchal accounts, as is the case with Gideon (Judges 6-8) and Jeroboam ( 1  

Kings 1 1-12) who were both patterned after Moses and then Aaron. 

(7) Most of the parallels occur in narrative complexes. This is true of Joshua 1-5; 

Judges 19-21; 1 Samuel 1-8, 14-15, 16-17,18-19; 2 Samuel 13-14; 1 Kgs 3- 

15; and 1 Kgs 17-19; 2 Kings 2. (7) In several instances the accounts in the Former 

Prophets explicitly refer back to the corresponding Tetrateuchal narratives with which 

they share many parallels, as with Josh 1:17; 2: 10; 3:7; 423; 1 Sam 48; and 6:6. 



(8) Finally, many of the narratives include the use or adaptation of personal names from 

the corresponding Tetrateuchal accounts. This is true of Adoni-zedek of Jerusalem (= 

Melchi-zedek of Salem); Phinehas the son of Eli (= Phinehas the son of Eleazar); 

Abinadab of math-jearim (= Abihu and Nadab the sons of Aaron); Eleazar the son of 

Abinadab (= Eleazar the son of Aaron); Nabd the fool @om Maon (= Laban the uncle of 

Jacob); Tamar the daughter of David (= Tamar the daughter-in-law of Judah); Onan the 

son of Judah (= Amnon the son of David); Bath-shua the wife of Iudah (= Bath-sheba 

the wife of David); and Nadab and Abihu the sons of Aaron (= Nadab and Abijah the 

sons of Jeroboam). These eight common features undermine the view that Dtr left his 

sources as he found them, a contention which is readily supported by the fact that the 

prologue to Deuteronomy uses Tetrateuchal accounts in markedly similar ways. 

In addition to undermining the view that Dtr lee his sources as he found them, 

the marked consistency in the use of Tetrateuchal narratives by the Former Prophets 

should be regarded as  a new criterion for the identification of Dtr's work. For too Long 

much of scholarship has been swayed by the assumption that Dtr's work can only be 

identified by the presence of Deuteronomistic language and concerns. The problem with 

this assumption is that it fails to appreciate the fact that in addition to being a theologian 

Dtr may also have composed narratives which are neither expressly theological nor Iaden 

with the rhetoric and style which is so common in Deuteronomy and the 

Deuteronomistic speeches. Although fidelity to the Deuteronornic teaching may have 

been foremost in Dtr's mind, I have shown that he was also responsible for those 

narratives which share parallels with corresponding Tetrateuc ha1 accounts. 



Conclusion 

This brings me to a discussion of some of the implications that my findings have 

for Tetrateuchal studies. In the first chapter I submitted that Dtr was not simply reliant 

on unrelated accounts for Deuteronomy 1-3 but on a unified Tetrateuch. This 

submission now merits further discussion. Dtr patterned three of his accounts after 

stories in the so-called Primeval History: the garden story of Genesis 2-3 was Dtr's 

basis for the account concerning Jonathan's transgression of his father's prohibition in I 

Samuei 14;' the fkatricide of Abel in Genesis 4 was used by Dtr in his account of the 

htricide of Amnon in 2 Samuel 13-14;' and the flood narrative was De's basis for the 

LORD'S rejection of Saul in 1 Samuel 15.' As for the Abraham cycle, Dtr patterned the 

encounter with the angel of  the LORD by Samson's parents in Judges 13 after texts Erom 

Genesis 1 1, 17, and 18;' Joshua's war against the Canaanite kings in Joshua 10 after 

Abram's battie with the Canaanite kings in Genesis 14;* Gideon's encounter with the 

angel of the LORD in Judges 6, the encounter between the angel of the LORD and 

Samson's parents in Judges 13, as well as the account of Elisha's promise to the barren 

woman in 2 Kings 4 after the account in Genesis 1 8 ; ~  the Gibeah episode of Judges 19 

after the Sodom and Gomorrah account of Genesis 18-19;' Rahab's hospitality toward 

the spies in Joshua 2 after Lot's hospitality toward the angels in Genesis 19;' and the 

sacrifice of Jephthah's daughter in Judges 11 as well as the dismemberment of the 

I See page 152. 
' See page 170. 
3 See page 153. 

See page 122. 
3 See page 152. 
6 See page 124. 
7 See page 103. 



Levite's concubine in Judges 19 after the near-sacrifice of Isaac in Genesis Z9 With 

regard to the Jacob cycle, the story of Jacob and Laban in Genesis 29-3 I was De's 

basis for David's experiences with his father-in-law Saul in 1 Samuel 18-1 9;" Gen 

27-33 was his basis for the stories of David's interactions with Saul and Nabal in 1 

Samuel 2 ~ 2 6 ; "  and the rape of Dinah in Genesis 3 4  was used for the account of the 

rape of Tamar in 2 Samuel 13.'' As for the Joseph cycle Dtr's depiction of David in 1 

Samuel 1 6 1  7 was patterned after the depiction of Joseph in Genesis 37-41;" and Dtr 

patterned the rape of Tarnar in 2 Samuel 14 after the sexual exploitation of Tamar in 

Genesis 3 8.'* 

This brings us to the book of Exodus. With regard to the introduction of Moses 

in Exodus 1 4 ,  Dtr patterned the early life and call of Samuel in 1 Samuel 1-3 afier 

the early life and call of Moses in Exodus 1-3;" the kings of  Israel as well as their 

interactions with the people in 1 Kings 3-12 after the pharaohs of Exodus 1 3  and 

their interactions with I~rael;'~ two of the adversaries of Solomon in 1 Kings I 1-1 2 

after the depiction of Moses in Exodus 1 4 ; "  and the appearance of the captain of the 

Low's host to Joshua in Joshua 5 after the appearance of the angel of the LORD to 

S See page 90. 
See pages 117 and 103. 

10 See page 158. 
I' See page 160. 
" See page 169. 
I' See page 157. 
I' See page 171. 
l 5  See page 129. 
L 6 See page 178. 
" See page 182. 



Moses in Exodus 3." As for the plagues narrative of Exodus 5-12, it served as Dtr's 

basis for the Ark Narrative of 1 Samuel -;I9 and Dtr used the Passover and 

circumcision account of Exodus 12 in his outline of the Passover and circumcision of 

Joshua 5." De cited the account of the Exodus itself seven times in Deuteronomy 1-3 

and once in Rahab's speech of Josh 2:10. Similarly, he patterned Samuel's defeat of the 

Philistines in 1 Samuel 7 after the Exodus story, as well as the crossings of the Jordan by 

Joshua in Joshua 3-5 and Elijah in 2 Kings 2, after Exodus 14--15." With regard to 

the wilderness traditions in Exodus, Dtr patterned the divine provision of water and food 

in 1 Kings 17 after the parallel accounts in Exodus 15-16;" and he used the account of 

the appointment of officials in Exodus 18 as a basis for the parallel account in 

Deuteronomy As for the Sinai tradition of Exodus, Dtr drew upon Exodus 19,24, 

and 3 2-34 for his presentation of Jeroboam in 1 Kings 12-1 5 as well as the story o f 

E lijah in 1 Kings 1 7- 1 9 .'* 

Ail that remains are the wilderness traditions of Leviticus and Numbers. Dtr 

drew upon Levitcus 9 in his recounting of the people's response to the fire from the 

LORD in 1 Kings 18. So also, he relied on traditions relating to Aaron's sons Nadab and 

Abihu in Leviticus 10 and Numbers 3,25, and 26 in his outline of Eli's sons Hophni and 

Phinehas in 1 Samuel, as well as in his depiction of Nadab and Abijah the sons of 

-- 

18 See page 8 1. 
19 See page 130. 
" See page 80. 
" See pages 135,79, and 197 respectively. 
7 7  - See page 195. 
25 See page 35. 
'' See pages 178 and 197. 



Conclusion 

Ieroboam in I Kings 14--15? The account of the rebellion against the  LOR^ in 

Numbers 11 was used by Dtr in the parallel account of Deut 1:19-46 as well as the 

rejection of the LORD in 1 Samuel 8? The expedition of the spies in Numben 13-1 4 

was used by Dtr for his parallel account in Deuteronomy 1, the account of the spies in 

Joshua 2, and that of the migration of the Danites in Judges 18." The Transjordan 

ventures of Numbers 2&2 1,27,32 were used by Dtr in Deuteronomy 2-3." Finally, 

the accession of Elijah in 2 Kings 2 was pattemed after the appointment ofioshua in 

Numbers 27." All counted, Dtr patterned no less than twenty-eight of his narratives or 

complexes of narratives after thirty-seven of his narratives or complexes of narratives. 

The fact, then, that Dtr based many of his narratives after each section in the 

Tetratreuch shows that by his time some form of the Tetrateuch was in e~istence.'~ This 

contention is supported by the fact that Dtr made use of both P texts and n o d  texts? I 

" See pages 129 and 137. 
'6 See pages 35 and 136. 
'' See pages 24 and 78. 
'' See pages 13, 55, and 63 respectively. 
19 See pages 197. 
'O After noting that various narratives in the Books of Samuel are reliant on Tetrateuchal 
accounts Damrosch drew a similar conclusion: "the early materials of the David story 
already seem to presuppose something rather like the Yahwistic form of Genesis 2-1 1, 
of at least a version of patriarchal narratives, and of the Exodus s t o w  (Narrative 
Covenani, 180). 

At this point I will review Dtr's use of P texts. Limiting myselfto direct ciiations of P 
texts, there are the following instances. In his account of the spies in Deut 1 : 19-46 Dtr 
cited three P texts &om the corresponding account in Numbers 13-14 (Num 1326 and 
Deut 1:25; Num 14:9 and Deut 1:29; Num 14:3 1 and Deut 1:39), as well as Num 20: 1 (= 
Deut 1:46) which has also traditionally been assigned to P In 1 Samuel 2-7 Dtr cited 
five P texts: 212 is verbally parallel to Exod 5:2 (both Eli's sons and Pharaoh "did not 
b o w  the LORD"); 2:22 is verbally parallel to Exod 38:8 (both accounts refer to "the 
women who performed tasks at the e n m c e  to the tent of meeting"); 2:30 is verbally 
parallel to Lev 1 O:3 ('9 will honorhe honored"); 1 Sam 5: 12 is verbally parallel to Exod 



Conclusion 

have argued that when various accounts in the Former Prophets share parallels with both 

P and non-P sections of given TetrateuchaI accounts Dtr was responsible for drawing the 

parallels. This conclusion may be extended to the entire Tetrateuch. In recent years 

there has been a growing trend to argue that although P may consist in part of an 

independent source or sources, it presupposes howledge of and interacts with non-P 

accounts." Because Dtr based several accounts in part after P accounts it therefore 

follows that he was not simply dealing with disparate accounts but a unified Tetrateuch.j3 

The nature of many of the parallels also suggests that this Tetrateuch was well- 

known by Dtr's time. This is evident Eom those instances in which Deuteronomistic 

narratives explicitly refer back to Tetrateuchal accounts, for such cross-references 

presuppose knowledge of the parallel passages: in Deut 1 :29 Moses explicitly compared 

the conquest of the Transjordan with the Exodus story; in Joshua 1-5 Dtr compared 

Joshua to Moses; and in 1 Samuel 4-6 the Philistines compared their plight with that of 

the E,qvptians in the plagues narrative. Da's masterful use of the Tetrateuch also 

supports this contention for in most instances the full force of the narrative would be lost 

without an awareness of the parallel that Dtr drew. Only a step away kern the 

conclusion that a Tetrateuch existed already by Dtr's time and that as such it afforded a 

- - - . - 

2:23 (""and the outcry went up''); and 1 Sam 6 2  is verbally parallel to Exod 7: 1 1 
(""Pharaoh summoned [two groups of officials]"; 'The Philistines summoned[two goups 
of oEcials]). In 1 Kgs IT6 Dtr cited Exod 16: 8 (daily provision of bread and meat). 
Finally, Dm based 1 Kgs 18:38-39 on Lev 9:24 (fire &om the LORD consumed the 
offerings) . 
" See the review of scholarship in Philip J. Budd, Leviticus (NCBC; Grand Rapids: 
Eerdmans, 1996) 5- 12. 
33 The view that the Tetrateuch was written as an introduction to the DtrK is therefore 
patently false. 



Conclusion 

repository of paradigms is the contention that it enjoyed authoritative status." A 

universal phenomenon of religious traditions is their proclivity to define the world 

through the Iens of their scriptures, and although Dtr's Tetrateuch may not have been 

''scripture" in the modem sense of the term, the preceding analysis shows that the 

Tetrateuch was the lens through which Dtr both interpreted the traditions which he 

received and wrote his history." 

This brings me to a discussion of some implications that this study has for 

analyses of Dtr's historiography. In the introduction I argued that the Former Prophets 

consist in part of a collocation of paradigms through which Dtr recounted and interpreted 

the traditions of his nation. The foregoing analysis is a window on such a paradigmatic 

historiography, for as clever as De may have been in his use of Tetrateuchal narratives, 

above all he was a historian. That Dtr was not simply being cute is evident fi-om the fact 

that in several instances there is nothing tendentious or even aestheticdly pleasing about 

the parallels. They are rhe product of his familiarity with the given Tehteuchal 

accounts. But those p d I e l s  which Dtr drew for effect reveal more about his 

'" The fact that Dtr edited the Tetrateuch at various points, such as in Num 2 1 :3 3-3 5, in 
no way undermines this contention. There is ample evidence that texts or traditions 
which were deemed authoritative could be altered. In his analysis of legal material in 
Deuteronomy, for example, Levinson could conclude that "[i]conocIastic Deuteronomy 
not only prohibits cultic protocols that formerly were normative but which were, indeed, 
required by Sinaitic taw in the Covenant Code7' (emphasis his) (Innovation, 460). 
Similady, Jettiey H. Tigay outlined various ways in which the Samaritan Pentateuch is a 
reworking of its Vorlage (%n Empirical Basis for the Documentary Hypothesis," JBL 
94 [I9751 329-42). 
'' For discussions on scripture as paradigm see Garrett Green, Imagining God. nteology 
and the Religious lmaginarion (San Francisco: Harper and Row, 1989) 106- 13; c f. David 
J. Bryant, Faith and the Play of fmaginatiott. On the Role of lmagitzation in Religion 
(StABH, 5; Macon, GA: Mercer University Press, 1989) 148-54. 



paradigmatic historiography. This is true of those characters which Dtr patterned after 

Moses. Moses was a paragon for several characters whom Dn sought to extol: Joshua 

was a new Moses who led the nation into the land; Samuel and Elijah were prophets like 

Moses; and losiah's reform measures were patterned after those of Moses. But Dtr also 

used the Moses paradigm in his presentation of various anti-heros: Gideon was set to be 

a deliverer like Moses only to become a new, apostate Aaron; iike Moses Solomon 

constructed a place of worship but his oppression of Israel is reminiscent of the Pharaoh 

of Moses' day; Hadad was about to deliver Israel but he vanished into obscurity; and 

Ieroboam was set to deliver oppressed Israel after the manner of iMoses, but like Gideon 

he too became an apostate Aaron. For Dtr, then, the stature of various individuals was 

proportionate to the degree to which they llfilIed or htrated the Mosaic model. More 

specifically, for Dtr the leaders of the nation-be they judges, prophets, saviors, or 

kings-were obliged to be Like Moses. As such, the salvation of the nation was 

contingent not only on fidelity to the doctrine of centraked worship, but on the leader's 

fidelity to the Mosaic model as well. This is implicit in the law of the king, who was to 

read the Torah (of Moses) all the days of his life-that the royal Line might endure (Deut 

17: 19-20). What is only implicit in the law of the king is explicit for the prophet, who 

was to be "like" Moses-lest he speak in the name of other gods (Deut 18: L 5-20). 

Similar to the Moses paradigm is the Exodus paradigm. Although the Exodus 

paradigm failed to come to f i t i o n  in Deuteronomy 1-3 it was nevertheless met in 

Joshua 3-5-the people entered the promised land. In contrast with these instances is 1 

Samuel 4-46 and I Kgs 3-1 2 where Dtr inverted the paradigm such that Israel became 



an oppressive Egypt. Like the Moses story, for Dtr the Exodus story was thus relived in 

various ways. But one must not confine Dtr's paradigmatic use of the Exodus story-or 

any Tetrateuchal account-to his history, for the close of the DDH suggests that Dtr may 

well have expected another Exodus. Disenchanted with Gedaliah's accession to power, 

Judahite troops executed him (2 Kgs 2522-25). As a consequence, "all the people, 

young and old, and the officers of the troops set out and went to Egypt because they 

were h i d  of the Chddeans" (2 Kgs 25:26). This is the great tragedy of the DtrH: Israel 

became a nation with the Exodus from Egypt, and by Dtr's time the nation had collapsed 

and the people found themselves once again in ~ g y p t . ' ~  Knowing that the Exodus story 

could be repeated, even as it had in the past, Dtr and his readers could only hope For a 

new Exodus from Egypt?' 

36 This tragedy was already anticipated by the h a l  Deuteronomic sentence for covenant 
infidelity, "The LORD will send you back to Egypt in galleys, by a route which I told you 
you will not see again." (Deut 28:68). 

See also the discussions of Hans Walter WoWaud D.J. McCaahy regarding the close 
of the DtrH. W O E  has noted that such passages as  Deut 4:25-3 1; 30: 1-10; and 1 Kgs 
8:46-53 presuppose the exile and teach that salvation is contingent on "turning" ( ~ d )  to 
the LORD. It therefore follows that return fkom Babylonian captivity was contingent on 
repentance ("The Kerygma of the Deuteronomistic Historical Work," in Die Virnlti-v of 
Old Testament Tradirions [eds. Walter Brueggemann and Hans Waiter Wolfe Atlanta: 
John b o x ,  I978] 83-1 00). Similarly, McCarthy argued that the cycle of anger- 
penalty-repentance-salvation, which is so prevalent in the book of Judges, is to be 
applied to the rest of the DtrH as well. According to McCarthy, phrases referring to 
divine anger occur in clusters at the major divisions of the history. Moreover, the 
penalty for sin always follows divine anger. The fact that the cycle ends in 2 Kings with 
"penalty" therefore suggests that Iudah was given the opportunity to repent and so be 
saved ('The Wrath of Yahweh and the Structural Unity of the Deuteronomistic History," 
in Essays in Old Testament Ethics [eds. James L. Crenshaw and John T. Willis; Ktav: 
New York, 19741 99-1 10). Similarly, Trompf could state that "[tlhe Deuteronomist 
almost certainly assumed that patterns of events similar to those he recorded would 
happen in the future, if the same kinds of transgressions and deeds were effected. By 



What remains to be discussed is the historical veracity of the parallel narratives in 

the Former Prophets. Some schoiars have stressed the importance o F detecting the 

history of thought rather than historical verisimilitude in the Biblical record. For 

instance, after outlining the problems associated with identifying historicity in the 

Biblical record Zakovitch could write: 'The learning of actual history from biblical 

narrative except in the most general and vague terms is an unachievable task, even 

irresponsible. The ideological history of  the nation of Israel is the task worthy of 

effort."" In a similar vein Thompson could refer to the DtrH as the "mother of all 

 fiction^."^^ Consistent with the contentions of Zakovitch and Thompson, there can be no 

question that in his use of Tetrateuchal traditions Dtr primarily created rather than 

recounted his nation's past. This is far from saying, however, that such a creation was er 

nihilo. Objective and unbiased historiography is a "fiction," and Like any historian Dtr 

assembled and reworked the sources that he received. As tendentious as Dtr's 

historiography was, relegating the task of the historian to tracing the history of Hebrew 

thought and using the unqualified word "fiction" is equally teIltale of tendentious 

historiography . 

reviewing their chequered past, then, the Israelites had much to learn for the future 
consolidation of their nation and faith" (b'Historical Recurrence," 223-24). 

Yair Zakovitch, "Story Versus History," Proceedings of the Eighrh World Congress of 
Javish Studier Panel Sessions: Bible Studies and Hebrew Language (Jerusalem: World 
Union of Jewish Studies, 1983) 60. 
I9 Thomas L. Thompson, b'Marh Noth and the History of Israel," in The Histoty of 
Israel's Traditions. The Heritage of Martin Noth (eds. Steven L McKenzie and M. 
Patrick Graham; JSOTSS 182; Shefield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1994) 86. 



A more modest approach is to bok for varying degrees of plausibility rather than 

entertain eithedor dichotomies." In chapter three I argued that Dtr patterned the account 

of David and Nabal(1 Samuel 25) after that of Jacob and Laban (Genesis 29-3 1 ). A 

non-historical feature of Dtr's account is immediately present in the name Nabal. In 

addition to the fact that "Nabal" is an inversion of "laban'*-a feature which is 

consistent both with Dtr's inversion of Tetrateuchal narratives as well as his clever use 

of Tetrateuchai names-it is most unlikely that someone would name their child "fool." 

But it does not follow fkom this that the whole narrative is fictitious. After extracting the 

obvious literary features fiom 1 Samuel 25, for instance, Levenson persuasively argued 

that, in historical terms, "David's marriage to Abigail was the pivotal move to his ascent 

to kingship at Hebron" and that "the man whose name has been altered to Nabal must 

have been a very powerful figure.'" As with every other investigation, in this instance 

one can only speak in terms of degrees of plausibility. Levenson's methodolgy of 

distinguishing between what is obviously literary and what is historical is on the mark 

and his conclusions regarding various historical features of 1 Samuel 25 are plausible. 

" In this regard Brettler uses the helpful analogy of the historian as a detective and jurist 
who looks not for certitude but a preponderance of evidence (Creation of Histmy. 142- 
2 )  See also Halpem's extensive discussion concerning the historical and non-historical 
elements in the DtrH (First Historians. esp. 207-80). 
" Levenson, "1 Samuel 25," 25-26. See also Jon D. Levenson and Baruch Haipern. 
"The Political Import of David's Marriages," JBL 99 (1 980) 50% 18. 
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