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PREFACE

BY TIIE
GENERAL EDITOR FOR THE OLD TESTAMENT

THE present General Editor for the Old Testament
in the Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges
desires to say that, in accordance with the policy of
his predecessor the Bishop of Worcester, he does not
hold himself responsible for the particular interpreta-
tions adopted or for the opinions expressed by the
editors of the several Books, nor has he endeavoured
to bring them into agreement with one another. Tt
is inevitable that there should be differences of
opinion in regard to many questions of criticism and
interpretation, and it seems best that these differences
should find free expression in different volumes. He
has endeavoured to secure, as far as possible, that
the general scope and character of the series should
be observed, and that views which have a reasonable
claim to consideration should not be ignored, but he
has felt it best that the final responsibility should, in
general, rest with the individual contributors.

A. F. KIRKPATRICK.

CAMBRIDGE.



PREFACE

THE Commentary which constitutes the bulk of this
volume was practicslly complete by 1914. T regret
that other duties have prevented me till now from finishing
the Introduction. While writing this I have carefully revised
the Commentary. I am greatly indebted to the General
Editor of the Series for his patience with my work and for the
many valuable suggestions he has made with regard to it.

The Deuteronomy of the late Professor Driver, in the
International Critical Commentary, is the standard English
work on the subject; its wide learning and wise judge-
ment ensure its continuance as the basis of all subsequent
studies of the Book in our language. It admirably gathers
up and appraises the results of a long era of Biblical Criticism.
But since the publication of its first edition in 1895 the
analysis and the exposition of Deuteronomy-—particularly in
connection with the Singular and Plural forms of address to
Israel—have run through a new stage, modifying the old
problems and starting fresh ones. There have also been con-
siderable additions to ourknowledge of the relevant geography
and archaeology. I have endeavoured to do justice to all
these recent efforts and results, and to revise in their light
the conclusions of the earlier criticism.

Such work as I have done in this volume I desire to
dedicate to the memory of two great scholars, long and closely
associated in the study and interpretation of the Old Testa-
ment, FRANCIS BROWN and SAMUEL ,ROLLES
DRIVER, in gratitude for all that I have learned from
them and for the friendship with which they honoured me.

GEORGE ADAM SMITH

UNIVERSITY OF ABERDEEN
15 March 1918



CONTENTS

[NTRODUCTION

§ 1. Names .

§ 2. General Content, Structure, and Style ...

§ 3. Standpoint, Doctrine and Spirit

§ 4. Deuteronomy and the Law Book of Josiah

§ 5. Questions of Unity .

§ 6+ The Relations of the Main Divisions—
The Code and the Discourses

§ 7. The Cross-Divisions

§8. The Forms of Addrc:s-—Smgular and
Plural ...

§ 9. Editorial Factors

§ ro. Conclusions as to Unity

§ 11. The Ages of the Book and of its Contents

§ 12. Resuiting Questions and their Answers ...

TEXT AND NOTES ...

APPENDIX

[NDEX

.

PAGES
ix—x
x—xviil

xviii—xxxix

x1-—xliv
xly-—xlvi -

xlvii—Ixii

Ixii—1xxii

Ixxiti—Ixxxviii
Ixxxviil—xci
xci—cxiv
cXiv—cx
CX~—CXX
1-—381

382— 390
391—396



INTRODUCTION

§ 1. Names § . The Cross-Divisions

§ 2. General Content, Struc- § 8. The Forms of Address—Sin-
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Spirit § 10. Conclusions as to Unity
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§ 6. The Relationsof the Main Answers

Divisions—The Code
and the Discourses

§ 1. Names.

Like other books of the Pentateuch, this, the fifth, owes its
present name of Deuteronomy to the Septuagint. In ch. xvii.
18 is the phrase, @ duplicate, or copy, of this law (Heb. mishnent
kat-tdrak haz-zéth). The Greek translators misrendered this by
the words 7o Sevrepordutov Toiro, ‘this second law-giving,’ and
gave the title Aevrepovduwov, Lat. Deuteronomium, to the whole
Book ; while some later Jewish writings refer to it as ¢ Mishneh
Torah” Though thus born in error, the name Deuteronomy is
so far appropriate that the Book contains the second codification
of the Law of Israel, the first being that which is found in the
Prophetical Narrative of the Pentateuch, JE—Ex. xx. 23—xxiil.
19 with xxxiv. 11—27, and xiii. 3—7, 10—13 (see Chapman, 4
Introduction to the Penlateuch, in this series, p. 110). ‘The Heb.
text of the Book bears no title, and as in the case of other Books
of the Pentateuch it was referred to by some of its opening words :
These-be the Words or briefly Wards. But during its course the
Book suggests for itself three general titles (about which how-
tver we must ask later whether they cover the whole or only
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parts of our Deuteronomy): (@) This Law (Heb. Térak, i. 5, iv.
8, xvil. 181, etc.) or This Book of the Law (xxix. 21, XxX. 10, Xxxl.
26) or The Book of this Law (xxviil. 61), similarly in 2 Kgs xxii.
8, 11, cp. xxiil. 24 ; (&) The Words of the Covenant (Heb. Berith,
see note on iv. 13) whick the LORD commanded Moses to make with
the children of Israel in the land of Modb (xxix. 1), cp. the Words
of this Covenant (xxix. ), the Covenant of the LoRD thy God (xxix.
12, cp. x1v. 21, 25), always as distinct from the Covenant in Horeb
(xx1x. 1,1v. 13, 23, v. 21,ix. G, I1, I}), and so the Book is referred
to as the Book of the Covenant in 2 Kgs xxiil. 2, 21; (¢) This
Commandment or Charge (Heb. Miswah,v. 31 (Heb. 28), see note,
vi. 1, vii. 11 etc.}—Further, the separate laws of the Térah or
Berith or Miswah are called statules and judgements (Heb.
hulleim and mishpiatin either alone (iv. 1, 5, 8, 14, v. 1, xi. 32,
xii. 1, xxvi. 16) or combined with, or varied by, commandinents
or charges and lestimonies, or decrees (Heb. miswdth and ‘édith
iv. 48, vi. 17, 20).—The name * Fifth Book of Moses’ occurs only
in our English and other modern versions (Chapman, 7. P. p. 2).

§ 2. General Content, Structure, and Style.

As some of its names imply, Deuteronomy is the record and
contents of a Second Legislation or Covenant of Law delivered
through Moses to Israel-—second, that is, to the Legislation or
Covenant of Horeb—which he proclaimed and expounded to al
the people at the close of their wanderings between Egypt and
the Promised Land, when they were encamped in one of the
gorges that break downwards from the north-west edge of the
plateau of Moab inte the valley of Jordan, over against Jericho.
The Laws proper assigned to this occasion form the central bulk
of the Book. They are introduced by long discourses, with
Moses as the speaker, in form both historical and hortatory, and
in purpose expository {see on i. §) of the facts and principles on
which they are based ; and they are followed by other discourses
from Moses enforcing them on the obedience of the people. The
Book—and with it the Pentateuch—closes upon further chapters
of exhoriation and narrative which carry events up to the death
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of Moses and prepare for the succession of Joshua. The time
covered by Deuteronomy is thus—apart from the historical re-
views in its discourses—very brief.

By several distinct headings or superscriptions (some accom-

panied by fragments of narrative) as well as by corresponding
differences of subject-matter and form, the Book divides itself
as follows :

Ch. i. 1—4. General Title (composite)
5. Special Title to the following—
Chbs. i. 6—iv. 40. The First Discourse Introductory to the
Laws (all deuteronomic in style) divided into—
() Historical Part, i. 6—iii. 20,
(6) Hortatory Part, iv. 1—4go.
Ch. iv. 41—43 Fragment on Cities of Asylum (deutero-
nomic).
44—49. Special Title (composite) to

Chs. y~—xi. The Second Discourse Introductory to the
Laws (all deuteronomic), divided into

(a) Prologue, v.

(6) Hortatory Part, vi.—xi. but including

{¢) Historical Review, jx. 7 b~—-x. 11.

Ch. xii. 1. Special Title (composite) to

Chs. xii,—xxvi. The Laws—*The Statutes and Judgements’
(mainly deuteronomic in style). For the divisions
into which these fall and for the contents of each
division see below, pp. 154—156.

Chs. xxvii,—xxx. Closing Discourses (deuteronomic)divided
into—

(a) Instructions for the Immediate Future, xxvii.
(showing no connection save in zv. gf. with
what precedes or follows).

~ () Epilogue to the Laws, xxviii.
Ch. xxix. r. Editorial Note.
(¢) Further Discourse or Discourses, xxix,—xxx.
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E (.hs XXX1-—xxxiv, LastDaysand Dlscourses of Moses(com-
posite, from all the documents of the Pentateuch,.
with two poems from unknown sources, Xxxii.
1—43, and xxxiil.).

It is now generally acknowledged, even by most conservative
critics?, that this last Division forms a later, editorial supplement
to Deuteronomy, belonging less to it than to the Pentateuch as
a whole, and designed to connect the Pentateuch with the Book
of Joshua. The analysis of these chapters, xxxi.—xxxiv., com-
i)iled as they are from pieces of all the Pentateuchal documents,
may be left to the notes upon them in the commentary.

But chs. i.-—xxx.—save for a number of laws, some titles and
other fragments—are composed throughout in the same style,
one of the wost palpable, distinctive and memorable in the Old
Testament. No other Hebrew prose, except parts of [saiah
xlL.—lv., is so elevated and so sustained or has such a swing and
such a sweep. Not only in exhortation but in narrative and even
in the statement of single laws (when these are not quoted wer-
batim from somewhere else) this style is what we call rhetorical.
. But the rhetoric is its own: rich in resonant words and phrases,
. many of which do not occur elsewhere, fond of the more emphatic
forms of words, lavish in emphasis and absolute statement, and
sometimes leaping to hyperbole; now stern, now tender, now
exulting, but always urgent and always expansive, accumulating
verbs and epithets and especially reiterating a series of formulas,
. most of them fervent and intimate, which also are peculiar to
itself. Some of the frequent repetitions of these formulas which our
canonical text presents, are doubtless due to redactors or scribes,
as may be seen from a comparison of the Hebrew with the
Ancient Versions. But that by far the most of them are original
is proved by the fact that neither the same nor a similar. reitera-
tion is found in any other prose, upon which the influence of
Deuteronomy has not fallen®. Emphasis, accumulation, and re-

1 See the striking admission by Professor Ot quoted on p. 332 of
this volume.

? Steuernagel’s allegations of merely scribal vepetitions, Der Rakmen
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petition are however not the only marks-of this urgent and
sonorous style.  The religious fervour and the passion to instruct
‘which are its driving forces frequently fall back from their pre--
vailing absolutism in order to explain, refine and qualify. For-
the Book never forgets its declared purpose 4o clear up or expound. -
But this purpose and all these various impulses, forward, backward
and aside, are carried upon the same powerful unbroken rhythm—
~unbroken even when the syntax breaks beneath them—which
invests the Book with its singular dignity and charm. The music
overwhelms all feeling of redundancy. Deuteronomy is like a
flowing tide on a broad beach, the long parallel waves dashing,
withdrawing and dashing again.
- Our more immediate duty is to define the distinctions between
this style and those of the otber documents of the Pentateuch—
1, E,P and H. The distinctions are both general and detailed.
General because while the other documents are mainly histories
with legislation coming in by the way—or as in H a small code
and its epilogue only —Deuteronomy i.—xxx. s a discourse or dis-
courses from end to end, the speech of a man face to face with
his hearers, dealing with the Law from first to last and recalling,
almost exclusively, such events as they have shared with him,
which your eyes, whick our eyes have seen. Though the other docu-
ments are also designed for the people this one is exceedingly
more direct and more intimate. Nor has any of the other docu-
ments the rhythm of Deuteronomy. J and E have each its own in-
comparable power of narrative ; P its formal, often statistical but
generally solemn fashion of statement. But none have the dia-
Ppason, the long sweeping waves of oratory, which haunt us from
Deuteronomy. As for details, Deuteronomy, like its neighbours
in the Pentateuch, has a vocabulary and favourite phrases of its
own, distinct from theirs. Its names for certain places and
things, touched on by all, are different from the names which
Some of them give. Its characteristic words and formulas are
des Devteronomiums {1 894), Die Entstehung des denteron. Gesetzes (1896)

and Deuterononrinm-Josua (1898 in Nowack’s Handkommentars. 4.7"),
Are extravagantly numerons.
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used by them cither never or with such infrequency as to offer a
marked contrast to their lavish employment in Deuteronomy.
In parallel passages Deuteronomy substitutes rarer or more
sonorous or more emphatic forms for those with which JE and
P are content. All this will become the more significant to us
as we perceive how dependent Deuteronomy is, both in its
historical reviews and in its code, upon the history and laws of
JE, and especially of E. Even when it repeats statements or
expressions found in JE it expands these or gives a turn to
them in a way that is all its own and tuned to its peculiar rhythm,
Common instances are its formal or hortatory additions to some
of the laws ; but its narratives are full of them. In these it in-
creases the adjectives or turns them into superlatives, replaces
a plain phrase by one more concrete and vivid, strikes an em-
phasis, or lifts a simple statement of fact into a hyperbole. No-
thing could more clearly reveal the distinctiveness of the style
of Deuteronomy than these, its own, alterations of another style
to the accent and rhythm peculiar to itself.  As for its particular
differences from the style of P, each document has a number of
single words never or rarely found beyond it and each has its own
characteristic formulas. Whether in general or in particular no
two writings, dealing in part with the same material, could offer
a more decided contrast to each other in style and language?. ;
It is unnecessary to give a full list of the terms, formulas, and
other phrases, which are either confined to Deuteronomy or are
otherwise characteristic of itg style. They are all pointed out in
the notes to the text, and the more marked of them are gathered
in the paragraphs of this Introduction which deal with the
resemblances and differences among the divisions of the Book
itself, §§ 6 and 7% Here let some illustrations suffice. As to

1 A small group of words characteristic of P is found in ch. iv. and
will be treated later.

? Lists will be found in the Introduction to Driver's Denieronomy,
in Appendix IV. to Chapman’s [ntroduction to the Pentateuch (in this
series), in Estlin Carpenter and Harford-Battersby’s 7he Hexateuch, 1.
200, and in Holzinger's Einleitung in den Hexateuch, 1. (1893). See
also Stevernagel’s ¢ Linleitung ™ to his Dewuteronominm- Josua (cited in
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the difference of place-names, Deuteronomy has with E Horeb
for the Stzaz of | and P (for references see on 1. 2), Pisga’ for
P’s Neba (iii. 17, 27), and with P Kadesk-Barnea (see on i. 2) for
the simple Xadest of the others. Deuteronomy has different
names for the same things : with JE skedet, &4be (see on 1. 13),
for P’s matteh (over 140 times in P) ; y2rushak, possession (see on
ii. 5), for P’s 'dAuzzak (about 40 times) ; fa/al, the national assesm-
bly or congregation {v. 22, ix. 10, X. 4, xviii. 16, cp. xxiii. 1,2, 3), for
P’s favourite ‘a4 (over 100 times), though P occasionally uses
also £akal ; and fables of the covenant (ix. 9, 11, 15) and ark of
the covenant (x. 8) for J E’s simple fables of stone and ke ark, and
P's table of the testimony and ark of the festimony. In the law
of the Cities of Refuge P (Nu. xxxv.) uses for accidensally the
term disktgagak but Deuteronomy (xix.) the term 668 decath.
" Deuteronomy’s fondness for accumulating epithets and verbs is
sufficiently illustrated by these instances: &y temptations, by
signs, and by wonders, and by war, and by a mighty hand, and
by a stretched out arm, and by greal lerrovs (v, 34); the greatl
God, the mighty and the lervible (x. 17); his charge, and his
statutes, and khis judgemenis, and his commandments (xi. 1); to
Jear the LORD thy God, to walk in all kis ways and to love him,
and to serve the LORD thy God with all thy heart and with all thy
soul, to keep the commandments of the LORD and his itatules
(x. 12 £.) and similar combinations; fiou shalt talf of them when
thow sittest in thine house, and when thou walkest by the way,
When thow liest down and when thow risest up (Vi. 7); take heed
20 thyself and keep thy soul difigently, lest thow forget the things
Whick thine eyes saw and lest they depart from thy heart all the
days of thy /ife (iv. 9); or the many shorter combinations such as,
Remember, Jorget not (ix. 7), know therefore and lay if to thine
heart (iv. 39), observe and do (iv. 6 and 6 other times), fear.
"ot nmeither be dismayed (i. 21, xxxi. 8 and the deuteronomic
Josh. viii. 1, x. 25} and dread sol nefther be-afraid (1. 29, xx. 3,
the lagt note but one), § 8, * Zur Sprachstatistik des Deuteronomiums,’

?‘I‘Ed Bertholet’s brief but judicious remarks in his Denteronomium,
“nleitung ’ rv,
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xxxi. 6), and fo eat and be full (viil. 10, 12, etc.). All this is no
mere development of the parallelism characteristic of Hebrew
poetry and practised by some of the prose; it is something’
different and individual. Even apparent redundancies like go
in and possess the land whither ye go over fo ;Sfm-ei‘s~ ¢ (xi. 8)
are carried off by the rhythm of the original and do not sound
superfluous. :

Of the characteristic formulas of Deuteronomy and their
frequency these specimens are sufficient: Jekovak, our, your,
or iy God over 300 times in Deuteronomy alone, against fewer -
than 5o in the rest of the Pentateuch (see on I 6); which [ am
commanding thee or you, 33 times in Deuteronomy and else-
where only once, Ex. xxxiv. 11; iz thy gates for in thy cilies,
27 times in Deuteronomy and elsewhere only once, Ex. xx. 10,
where it is probably an editor’s echo of Deuteronomy ; and the
following which are not found at all in the other parts of the
Pentateuch : Hear O Fsrael g times, observe to do 12 times, that it
may be wwell with thee 7 times, the combination séranger, father-
less, and widow 8 times, fo cleave to Jehovak 4 times, a Loly people .
5 times, a peculiar people thrice, the ashtoreths of thy fock (vii.
13 note) 4 times and the infinitive #é7% used adverbially 5 times; -
with these more emphatic forms ’22a#k, Aow (for e£), 5 times, and
not elsewhere in the Pentateuch, Jebabd, seart, and ’anoki, 7, both
very frequently used as against a very few instances of the -
shorter forms /¢4 and ’47i which the notes will explain; and
the use of the more sonorous termination to the imperfect,
dn. If to all these there be added the list of religious and
ethical terms peculiar to Deuteronomy which are given in § 3 and
its other unique or very rare terms selected on pp. xlix f., liii ff,,
a very striking impression will be received of the individuality
of the style of Deuteronomy. And yet not the f#// impression
or idea, for this only comes {as has been said) after a detailed
observation of Deuteronomy’s characteristic expansions and
alterations of the phraseclogy of JE, on which both for narrative
and for law it so largely depends.

The dependence of Deuteronomy on JE is too constant
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throughout long stretches of the discourses and too frequent in
the Code to be summarised here; for the evidence of it the
reader is referred to the notes on the text and especially to those
oni.7,9—18, 25, 28, 34—40; il. 1—84, 15,26—37; iil. 17 and 27-
Pisgahk; iv. 15, v. 21, ix. 8, etc. Hored, 9, 10a, 12, 16f, 21f,
x. 1—4; and for the laws xiv. 214, xv. 12—18 (perhaps), xvi. 1—17,
1g, xix. 15—21 (perhaps), xxii, I—3, 4, xxiil. 19, xxiv. 7, 12{,
_part of xxv. 19, xxvi. 5—91 The basis of these is mainly E,
but | also has been used, and we shall have to consider later
the question whether the writer, or writers, of Deutéronomy
were acquainted with | and E before (Dillmaan) or only after
{Horst, Berthplet) the amalgamation of these two documents.
But be that as it may, Deuteronomy in the re-statement of their
records of fact and of law, besides introducing its characteristic
formulas, reveals most clearly the features of, its peculiar
rhetoric—expansiveness, fondness for accumulating epithets
and impulse to hyperbole. Its hortatory additions to the laws
common to itself and E and its attachment of the words of /ke
covenani to JE's plain fabdles of stone and the ark have already
been mentioned. The following are still more striking: the
characteristic expansions in ch. v. of Ex. xix. 135, 17, 19, xx. I—21,
in ix. 17 of Ex. xxxii. 194 and in ix. 21 of Ex. xxxii. 20 (see too
ix. 26—29); the turning of E’s phrase great nation, Ex. xxxii. 10,
into @ nation mightiey and grealer than they, ix. 14, and of the
thousands of Ex. xx. 6 into a thowusand generations, Vii, 9; or
the concentration and enhancement of E’s thick clowd and thick
darkness, from separate passages, into the darkmess, cloud, and
thick darkness of iv. 11; or the addition, viii. 13, of the emphatic

1 See Driver's Deutevonomy, § 2. On p. xv he says: ‘in the retro-
spects, the narrative of Ex. Nu. is followed step by step, and clauses,
Or sometimes entire verses, ave transcribed from it zerbatim, placing
beyond the possibility of doubt the use by the writer of the earlier
Rarrative of the Pent.” See also Driver’s notes on the parallel pas<ages
of Exodus in his Exedss; and Chapman’s lntroduction to the Pentateuch,
Pp. 86—93, 1r2—1r7, the former passage being an analysis of the

accounts of the mission of the spies with the conclusion, p. g5, that

euteronomy’s acconnt is based on JE’s and shows no trace of acquaint-
ance with P’s.

DEUTERONOMY b
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of flint—a word not found before Deuteronomy—to JE’s simple
rock; or the raising of E’s more sober statements into these
hyperboleg—Zike the stars of heaven for multitude (i. 10, x. 22,
Xxviil. 62), cities fenced up to heaven (i. 28, ix. 1), and indo the
keart of heaven (iv. 11)—with which we may take the magnifi-
> cent vill. 4, LAy raiment waxed not old neither did thy foot swell
these forty years, and in x. 14 the superlative Aeaven of heavens
used there for the first time in the Old Testament. -
But indeed no lists of details are required to impress the
general fact on the reader either of the Hebrew or of our English
Versions. The individuality and distinction, the original lorce,
buoyancy, volumeand rhythm of the style of Deuteronomy i.—xxs.
are pervasive and conspicuous throughout; and m particular its
difference is indubitable, both in form and temper, from the
styles of the other constituents of the Pentateuch.

=8 3. Standpoint, Doctrine, and Spirit.

This conspicuous distinction of style both from JE and P is
coincident in Deuteronomy with a representation of facts in the |
early history of Israel and with a statcinent of the laws (ascribed
by all alike to Moses), both of which differ at many points from
the parallel narratives and laws in those other documents. Some
of these divergences are slight, others more grave. But a few
are wide enough to imply a difference of standpoint and attitude
which is fundamental.

It may be of little—yet not negligible—importance that (as
we have seen) Deuteronomy gives to certain places other names
than some of its fellow-documenis do. The divergences of
fact are more significant, especially those from JE, in view of
Deuteronomy’s general dependence on JE and particularly
on E. It is true that a number of these divergences are not
actual discrepancies; for example, in the account of the insti-
tution of the tribal heads, i. g—18, the omission by Deuteronomy
of any mention of Jethro, to whom E attributes the suggestion
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“of the plan while Deuteronomy attributes it to Moses; the
addition of Joshua's name to that of Caleb, i. 26—38; the
different division of the last thirty-eight years of the time in the
wilderness, the bulk of which was spent at Kadesh according
to JE, but between Kadesh and the brook Zered according to
Peuteronomy, ii. 1—8e«, 14; Deuteronomy’s additions of the
campaign against Og, King of Bashan, iii. 1—11, and of the
half-tribe of Manasseh (to Reuben and Gad), iii. 121.; and the’
differences as to the events in Horeb, for which see the notes to

ix. 8—2q, x. 1—5, 10f, amnong them the addition of the making’

of the Ark, x. 1. Nearly all these differences are susceptible of

explanation, and most might disappear if we had the full text of’

the documents | and E. Deuteronomy’s additional facts may
have heen narrated in these—this is as certain as possible with
regard to the making of the Ark; while Deuteronomy’s omissions
are explicable by the fact that its narratives are but a summary
of those of JE. Yet the silence about Jethro is symptomatic of
a distinctive attitude to foreigners; for it is consistent with the
omission from Deuteronomy of other foreign influences on
Israel. The Book says nothing of what J tells us, Nu. x. 29—32,
of Moses’ appeal to Hobab to act as eyes to the host (see p. 7), or of
Balaam beyond the fragment of doubtful authenticity in xxiii, 44;
it forbids intermarriage with the Canaanites, vii. 3, and a foreigner
as King, xvil. 15, and it emphasizes the sufficiency of Israel’s own
wisdom for the national life, iv. 6—8. Far more difficult, and less
reconcileable, are Deuteronomy’s differences from P in regard to
facts. The spies, accarding to i. 24, reached only the southern
part of the Promised Land about Hebron, but P carries them as
far as Rehob in the extreme north ; and the two documents trace
very different routes for Israel from Kadesh to the border of
Moab—see the notes on ii. 1 —8 and x. 7—and name different
‘Places-as the scene of Aaron’s death and burial, x. 6. Such
Cases are indicative of different traditions of the early history
of Israel. Again while Deuteronomy, in agreement with JE,
mentions Dathan and Abiram as the subjects of the judgement
Which it recalis in xi. 6, P mentions Korah instead. While

b2
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Deuteronomy says that at Horeb God separaled the tribe of
Levi to bear the ark of the covenant of Jekovak, to stand before
Jehovah, 1o minister to kis name, x. 8—in agreement with its-
emphatic identification of Priests and Levites elsewhere—F con-
fines the phrase to msuister fo Jekoval to the Priests, who '
-according to it were not a// the tribe of Levi but only a single
family thereof, and specially allots the office of bearing the Ark
to another clan, the Kohathites. Moreover while P constantly
associates Aaron with Moses in solemn transactions on Horeb
and throughout the wilderness, Deuteronomy mentions Aaron
twice only, once as the object of God’s anger, ix. 20, and once
on his death, x. 6—if indeed this verse be Deuteronomy’s (see
notes to x. 6f.). These last cases are not only discrepancies in
fact; they are symptoms of a difference in standpoint and
attitude between Deuteronomy and P, which will emerge fully
when we come to compare the two codes.

But the most critical of the divergences as to fact which
Deuteronomy exhibits is one from éos% JE and P—that on the
amount and character of the Law promulgated to all Israel on
Sinai-Horeb. Deuteronomy states that the Ten Command-
ments, iv. 13, and the Ten Commandments only—/%e added no-
more,v.22—were the words of the Covenant at Horeb; the people
also were too terrified to hear more so the Lord delivered His
further commands to Moses alone (v. 25—32), who did not
communicate these to the people till the eve of crossing the
Jordan and they form Deuteronomy’s Code, chs xii.~—xxvi,, the
basis of the Second Covenant in Moab. But JE assigns to
Horeb the far longer and more detailed Code, Ex. xx. 23—
xxiil, 19, and states that—not the Decalogue but-—this, written
out as the Book of the Covenant and publicly read, formed the
basis of lsrael’s covenant with God at Horeb, Ex. xxiv. 3—8.
As Driver says in his note on Ex. xxiv. 3: ‘the Decalogue, which
the people had heard themselves cannot be included in the
terms used!’ by E of its Book of the Covenant. The discrepancy

! Driver's Exodis (in this series), p. 2312
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is complicated by the fact that the Code, chs xii.-—xxvi; which
Deuteronomy says was privately delivered to Moses (v. 31) but
was not published by him till 38 years afterwards in Moab as
the terms of the Second Covenant, is partly based on the Cpde
or Baok of the Covenant which E avers to have been written
out and publicly vead at Horeb. The inference seems just, that
while the writer or writers of Deuteronomy knew of E’s Book of
the Covenant (for they used it} they did not know of any pro-
mulgation of it on Horeb, although the present form of E’s
narrative distinctly says that it was promulgated there. Hence
Kuenen’s suggestion that the Book of the Covenant, Ex. Xx. 23—
xxiil. 19, appeared in the original form of E (as used by Deutero-
nomy) not at Horeb but in Moab, like Deuteronomy’s Code or
Book of the Covenant. However this may be, Deuteronomy
gives an account of the legislation on Horeb very different from
that in Exodus!. .

The legislation which P dates at Sinai (= Horeb) is not only
far greater in amount than either Deuteronomy or E assigns to
Israels sojourn there, but is of a vastly different character. It
lies now in Ex. xxv.—xxxi., with a variant form in Ex. xxxv.—xl.,
and is continued throughout the Book of Leviticus, except for
chs xvit.-~xxvi., which is a separate code known as ¢ The Holiness
Law’or H. To all this long corpus of laws and regulations,
said by P to have been delivered to Israel, or to Moses and Aaron,
on Sinai, Deuteronomy makes no reference, and has very little
material in common with it. That the writer or writers of
Deuteronomy did not know of all this legislation assigned by P
to Sinai is a natural deduction from their definite limitation of
the public Law and Covenant on Horeb to the Ten Words or
Commandments. This difference of historical statement is not
accounted for by saying that Deuteronomy is a book for the
People, and therefore dispenses with regulations about ritual,

! See, below, the notes introductory to ch. v. pp. 79 f., and to *The
0 Words,” pp. 81 f. Compare Robertson Smith, 07/¢, and Ed.

32 331—337, much expanded from the 1st Ed., and Chapman, 7nsro-
<liort to the Pentateuch (in this series), pp. 112—117.
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vestments, and the furniture of the Sanctuary, which were within
the office of the priests alone. For P too was meant (a3 we have
seen) for all Israel; and its laws with regard to most of these
details of the worship were commanded by God to be spoken fo
the children of Israel (Ex. xxv. 1; cp. Lev. xxvii. 34). The con-
struction, equipment and financing of the Sanctuary were, ac-
cording to P, the duty of the whole people and possible only by
their co-operation after detailed public instruction ; while many
of the other laws said by I? to have been delivered on Sinai have
to do with the nation’s practical, every-day life. No: there is
here a real discrepancy of fact. As Mr Chapman says, the
deuteronomic narrative of what happened at lJoreb “leaves no
room ” for the public legislation dated there by P ; Deuteronomy
expressly limits the pwdlic legislation at Horeb to the Ten
Commandments. . :

‘When we pass from the narratives of the promulgation of the
Law in the different documents to an examination of the con-
tents and character of their different codes, we see that the
discrepancies as to fact between Deuteronomy, JE, and P are
connected with striking differences of standpoint, historical and
social, and fundamental distinctions of attitude and spirit.

The Code of Deuteronomy, xii.—xxvi., not only (as we have
seen) expands with its own rhetoric some of the laws of JE; but
it extends their application, enforces them with fresh motives,
frequently modifies them, and adds new laws creating new in-
stitutions—all in a way that reflects a more mature and complex
form of society than that for which the codes of JE as they stand ‘
in Ex. xx. 23—xxi{i. 1gand Ex. xxxiv. are designed. For example,
the law on loans extended by Deuteronomy o embrace loans to
foreigners, xv. 3, xxiii. 20, and the new laws against the removal
of boundary stones, xix. 14, and on the King, xvil. 14—20, and
the Prophet, xviii. g—22, with all the detailed and graded ad-
ministration of justicg, xvi. 18—20, xvii. 8—13, reveal Israel as
long-settled in the Promised Land, with a more developed agri-
culture, commerce and polity, and ideas of prophecy, than there
is any trace of in the primitive codes of ] and E.
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The contrast between the Codes of Deuteronomy and of P is
still greater. Though it also extends to the social and political
_conditions of the people, it is mainly a contrast of religious ideas,
organisation and institutions. In P these are developed, dis-
tinguished and classified to a degree far beyond anything that
appears in Deuteronomy. Not merely does P enter into minute
details of ritual for which Deuteronomy has no eye ahd shows no
_concern ; but in the larger elements and on the main lines of the
practice of religion there are great differences. For example, P
increases the number of the annual Feasts (see on xvi. 1L} from
three to seven and adds the Year of Jubilee, elaborates the
sacrifices, divides and grades the priestly tribe and multiplies
their rights—of all which Deuteronomy either knows nothing or
enjoins inconsistently something simpler. To Deuteronomy all
men of the tribe of Levi are priests ; ke priests the Levites is its
distinctive and peculiar term for them, which it puts past all
ambiguity by once adding the words a// the tribe of Lgi/z', xvil. g,
18, xviii. 1, xxiv. §; cp.xxl. 5. According toit they are all eligible,
~on certain conditions, for the distinctive priestly functions—a#
that time Jehovah separated the tribe of Levi to bear the ark of
the covenant of Jehovak, to stand before Jehovah fo ' minister unto
him and to bless in his name unto this day, x. 8 and if a Levite
come from any of thy gates ont of all Israel wheve he sojourneth ...
ke shall minister as all kis brethren the Levites do which stand
there before Jehovak, they shall have like portions to eal, xvill.
6—8. But in P, on the contrary, Priests and Levites are not
Jidentical terms; the priesthood and distinctive priestly functions,
of bearing the ark and of standing before Jehovah to minister
unto Him, are confined to descendants of Aaron, and Levite is
the name for the other members of the tribe, to whom priestly
functions are forbidden under heavy penalties and who discharge
IES’?‘ sacred duties about the altar and the sanctuary—see further
the'notes on x. § f,, xviii. 1—-8. This difference between Deutero-
nomy and P is the more significant, that the former’s Code is in ~

- harmony therein with the spirit of the earlier practice of Israel,
and the latter’s with the later practice (see 1 Kgs xii. 31 and
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Ezek. xliv. 1016} Further, P, who says nothing about a king,
speaks of a Aigh (literally a great) priest, who has many of the
distinctions of a king : he is anointed (Ex. xxix. 7, Lev. iv. 3, 5,
vill. 12, Nu. xxxv. 25), wears the mitre and holy diadem (Ex. xxix.
6), and dates are reckoned by his life (Nu. xxxv. 25). Of this
Deuteronomy says not one word. Again, P increases the value
of the priest’s share of the sacrificial meat which Deuteronomy
allots to him, and this is the more significant because Deutero-
nomy’s injunctions are themselves a distinct advance on the
practice in early Israel—see the notes to xviil. 3. Altogether P
increases the dues to the priests to 2 very much greater degree
over what was the custom with regard to them in early times®
There is also in the legislation of P an enhancement of the
holiness of the priesthood, and a distinction between things koly
and mast holy, of which Deuteronomy tells us nothing.

But the cardinal distinction of the Code of Deuteronomy is
the law of the One Altar and Sanctuary, ch. xii. 2—-14, 17—19,
261, along. with the necessary consequences of this in new, or
medified, laws upon the slaughter of beasts elsewhere than at the
Altar, xii. 15f,, 20—25; on Tithes and the payment of vows and
the sacrifice of firstlings, xii. 17 £, 261f,, xiv. 22—29, with the addi-
tional note on Tithes, pp. 166 {.; and on the three annual Feasts,
xvi.1—17; on the provision for the Levites of the rural sanctuaries,
xviii. 6—8 ; and on the cities of Asylum or Refuge, xix. 1 ff. While
the laws of JE—in accordance with the practice of early Israel,
sanctioned by all their religious leaders down at least to Elijah

1 See Chapman, /utroduction to the Pentatench (in this series), pp. 153 1,
The reader will find the opposite case well stated by Orr, Problem of
the Old Testament, pp. 184—i192. The present writer has carefully
considered this attempt to reconcile Deuteronomy’s and P’s statements
about Pricsts and Levites. Dr Orr suggests that by the expression #ke
Priests the Levites Deuteronomy only means * the Levitical Priests.” But
this interpretation is excluded by Deuteronomy’s addition, al/ the trébe of
Levi, xviti. 1, which Professor Orr ignores, and by Deuteronomy’s per-
mission to any Levite to perform priestly functions.

? Welthausen, Prolegomena to the History of Israel (E. T.), 158; and
the present writer's ferusalem 1. 354 f. “For the difference between
Deuteronomy’s and P's laws of tithes see below pp. 1961, and cp. 207 1.
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(see below p. xl ff.)—assume the validity of sacrifice to Jehovah
at any altar where He may record His Name, Deuteronomy for-.
bids all altars save one, and confines sacrifice to it!. P also knows
the single Sanctuary, but P throws back the institution of this
to the legislation on Sinai, while to Deuteronomy the single
Sanctuary and Altar is still a thing of the future, to be realised
only when the people have settled down in the Promised Land.
P also regards the eating of flesh not sacrificed as lawful, whereas
H, the older code (Lev. xvil.—xxvi.) incorporated in P, still re-
quires all slaughter of animals for food to be sacrificial.

Deuteronomy,. then, has a standpoint very distinct both from
that of JE and from that of P. On the whole it is a standpoint
midway between them. For on the one hand it reflects social
and political and religious conditions more developed than those
reflected in JE and on the other it exhibits an organisation of re-
ligion far less developed than thatin P.  The worship of Jehovah,
sanctioned by JE at many altars—in accordance with the earlier
praptice in Israel—is concentrated by Deuteronomy on one
only sanctuary. Deuteronomy alone has a Law of the King,
while P has no reference to a King but exalts the chief priest
and invests him with some at least of the distinctions of royalty ;
and Deuteronomy alone, it must also be emphasized, has a law
of the Prophet. We shall have to reckon the bearing of all tliis
on the question of the date of Deuteronomy?, especially in view

-of the light cast on it from the earlier and later historical hooks.
Meantime all we have to note, and on the strength of the
Cumulative evidence we have marshalled to note emphatically,
1s the conspicuous distinctiveness of the standpoint of Deutero-
nomy,

Butabove and around this conspicuous standpoint of Deutero-
nomy, with its consequent differences of detail, there is a different

! In the light of the practice in early Israel it is impossible to recon-

the law in JE with (hat of the single altar in Deut, by saying that

sa: ormer permits only successive but not necessarily simultaneous

; ﬁlcluarles (so Douglas in Lex Mosaica, and Robertson, Barly Religion
srael, p, 410). 2 See§ 1.

cile
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atmosphere from those we breathe in the other documents.  The
style of the Book is but the music of ‘winds that blow and sing’
through it alone-—that sing even among its laws.

With the other documents Deuteronomy shares a very spiritual
conception of the relations of Israel to their God.. Though the
religion of 1srael, especially in the Pentateuch, betrays many of
the traits common to all families of the race from which Israel
sprang—many forms of ritual and ethical tempers, many of the
physical phenomena i which the Deity was believed to manifest
Himself to men, and especially the conception of Him as the
God of ome people through whom His Name and Nature were
revealed—yet the origin and character of Jehovah’s relations to
Israel are not (as with those of other Semitic gods to their peoples)
physical, growing out of the soil or confined to one land, but
historical and moral. Nor are they the reflection of the people’s
own character. Jehovah c¢/Zese Israel and chose them not for
their strength or virtue but out of pity when they were in weak-
ness and affliction, and #edeemed them ; and they had traditions
of His earlier manifestations to some of their forefathers, to
individual souls of their race, always the human fountain-heads
. of spiritual religions. Jehovah’s providence for the nation had not
been only physical or political, &y signs and great wonders and
&y war, but ethical, to instruct and discipline them, (o prove and
sift them; and the religiousness of Israel was the moral response
to all this, a trust in His faithfuluess, gratitude and the endeavour
to keep His commandments. They felt that He was unique with
a uniqueness both of power and character among the gods of
mankind ; and that by His influence they had a conscience and
character and a religious wisdom of their own. So far all the
documents of the Pentateuch are at one; they all reach this
level. .

But nowhere else in the Pentateuch has the love of God to
man such free course as in Deuteronomy; and nowhere else is
man’s love to God invoked, except once in Ex. xx. 6, and that is
a deuteronomic addition to the Decalogue. These two, God’s love
to man and man’s love to God, are everywhere in Deuteroncmy,
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They are the essence of its creed (vi. 1-—35) the motives and power
of the full obedience it demands, the passion of its wistful
appeals fo veniember, fo know and fo consider, of all its constant
cry for the kearfs of its heaters. They beat in its distinctive
metaphors—as a #an beareth kis son, as a man chasteneth his
son—and in these still more intimate terms 7o drazw to (or set his
love upon) and to cleave tol, of a man’s true love to a woman: an
early anticipation of St Paul on the love of Christ and His
Church. And they echo throughout narrative, exhortation, and
law alike, in those refrains to the Divine Name, thy God, your
God, our God ; over three hundred of them (as we have seen) to
fewer than fifty in all the rest of the Pentdteuch? It is true that
Deuteronomy dwells on the Greatness of God, iii. 24, v. 24, ix. 26,
xi 2 {elsewheré only in xxxii. 3, I Chr. xxix. 11,and Pss. cxlv. 3, 6,
cl. 2), @ Great God and a Terrible, vil. 21, x. 17, xxviil. 58, cf. x. 21,
and inculcates throughout the fea» of Him. But He is Zerrible for
His Israel’s sake and the fear of Him casteth out.the fear of man.
Except in face of the awful happenings on Horeb Deuteronomy
gives no occasion to construe this as terror or dread. On the
contrary, the frequent commands fear and Jears fo fear associate
the temper with hearing, keeping, or doing, God’s Law. Fear
is reverence, anxious obedience, the intelligent and loyal practice
of a trust (see on iv. 10). Tt is as little opposite to, as closely
one with, love as the walching, taking keed to thyself and keeping
thy soul diligently which are enjoined with equal frequency.
God’s love for Israel, His intimacy with them and His care
alike for the weakest of themselves—with the stranger that is in
thy gates—and for the smallest details of their life and its
circumstance are all plied with a tenderness that pervades the
Book, narrative, exhortation and law alike, and suffuses with
apeculiar warmth all God’s relations to His people and the duties
He requires of them to Himself and to one another. The
thoroughness of the discipline which only love can impose
Appears in the favourite phr;\lses to Kaemble thee and to prove

-1

. viii. 5, and the notes on vit>~y, fashed, and x. 20, dabat.
* See note on i. 6.
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thee, to ksow wlzm’ was ta thine heart (see on viii. z), and
peculiar to Deuteronomy is the command 7o love Jekovah thy-
God with all thy heart and with -all thy soul and with all
thy might (vi. 5). The effect of all this is a great joy in
rehgmn, on which Deuteronomy, of all the documents, most
insists: ye shall rejoice /Ia_’fme the LORD your God, thou shalt be
-altogether joyful (xil 12, 18, xiv. 26, xvi. 14, 15, Xxvi. 10, 11); it
is'a sin with a curse on it, \t!mt thou hast not served the LORD
thy God with joyfulness and gladness of heart (xxviii. 47). There
is nothing of this in the laws of JE; it breaks through only once
in those of P, #4e day of your gladness (Nu. x. 10), and once in
those of H, Lev. xxiii. 40. Indeed the word for gladness appears
-only once more in all the rest of the Pentateuch, in the mouth
of Laban the Aramean (Gen. xxxi. 27); 1t is not used even in E’s
story of Miriam and the women with their timbrels and dances
(Ex. xv. 20f.), nor in his or J’s laws of the great Feasts. The

- contrast presented by P’s and Deuteronomy’s pictures of the
worshipping congregation in the central Sanctuary is very
striking: in P the awful glory of the Divine Presence, bells,
trumpets, sweet savour of frankincense, gorgeous vestments,
careful ablutions and all the people skowting and falling on their
faces; in Deuterounoniy only a set of happy households eating of
the sacrificial meal and rejoicing before the LORD, altogether
joyful. In one place Deuteronomy extends this joy in worship
to all that ye pur your hand fo (xii. 7); and we may therefore
take with it the Book’s delight in the Land—#ka’ good land
is its frequent phrase—and the passages through which it lingers
on the beauty and fruitfulness of the land whick the Lok thy
God is giving thee (vi. 10ff, vil. 12 ff,, viil. 7 ff,, xi. 10f). Take
it all in all Deuteronomy has a heart of its own—a bigger, richer
heart than any of its fellows in the Pentateuch.

Other spiritual qualities distinctive of the Book are these.
Though with the rest of the documents it records tke signs end
great wonders of the Divine Providence of Israel and even
delights in its own way in describing them as the very grasp
and gesture, the strong hand and oufstretched arm, of the
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Almighty, the writing finger of God—of whom it also declares
ye saw no manner of form, no form only a voice (iv. 12, 15)—yet
it lays still greater emphasis on this voice alone, on the spoken
word of God. Sometimes, as in 1. 6—38, it ignores the physical
manifestation to which P gives constant prominence and records
only the voice accompanying. To Deuteronomy all miracles
are ancillary to the Law; they only lead up to this end: your
eyes have seen.all the greal work of the LoD whick he did;
therefore shall ye keep all the commandments, x1. 7f. The Law
isthe thing! The Book does not doubt the reality of the miracles
even of the false prophets, yet the test of a prophet is to he
not his miracles but the character of his teaching (xiil. 1). All
divination, necromancy and the like, all the magic which revels
in alleged physical signs at the expense of the moral and
intellectual elements of religion, are of course absolutely con-
demned ; they are abominations to Jehovak (xviil. g—22). Only
the prediction that comes fo pass is to be a mark of true
prophecy—such a prediction implies faith and spiritual fore-
sight—yet even it is to be repudiated if associated with false
teaching (cp. xiii. 2 with xviii. 21f). To this doctrine of
prophecy and discriminate treatment of miracles there is no
counterpart in the other documents. On the whole then, the
truth, the purity, the love that the Word carries are the proofs
of its divinity; in the acceptance of these consist #4e wisdom
aind the understanding (iv. 6) which distinguish Israel from
other peoples. The greainess and the strength of Israel lie not
in their power or wealth but in their statufes and Judgements,
and in their obedience to these (iv. 8, xi, 8, etc.). Life- -#sat ye
may live and that it may be well with thee, very favourite phrases
of the Book—comes by penitence and seeKing after God (iv. 30),
by discipline, obedience and watchfulness. . Compare the pro-
Phetic.appeal in x. 12: And now Israel, what doth the Logp
thy God require of thee? '

Itis in all these doctrines and tempers of doctrine that the
distinctive spirituality of Deuteronomy is manifest, even more
than in its proclamations of the Unity (vi. 4) and Uniqueness
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(iv. 34, 39) and Sovereignty (x. 14, 17) of the Godhead of
Jehovah, however absolutely we may interpret these; or in its
insistence that He is without physical form (iv. 12, 15), or in its
constant thunders against o/ker gods, and all Zmages, likenesses
and material emblems of deity. How much occasion and reason
there were for such proclamations and denouncements, and for
the: passion that swells in thewn, may be seen from the multi-
plicity of the cults which Israel encountered in Canaan and from
the character of these cults. Not only were there gods many
and lords many in the world—a fact that Deuteronomy,
speaking Lo a generation which believed in their reality, seeks
to reconcile with the sovereignty of Jehovah by saying that it is
He who has allotted those gods to their various peoples (iv. 19)—
but the throng of gods in Canaan alone were by the popular
‘mind casily huddled into, and confounded with, each other.
The prophets bear witness how readily Israel, on emerging
from the desert and settling to agriculture and the growth of the
vine—with Canaanites still as their neighbours, for their conquest
of the land was gradual (vii. 22)—succumbed to this polytheism
and syncretism, and confounded their own God with the similarly
titled deities of the land, the Baals the Adons and the Meleks.
Compare Deuteronomy itself ;. Zake heed to thyself that thou be
not drawn away after them (after that they be destroyed from
before thee); and that thou inquive not ajter theiv gods, saying,
How do these nalions worship theiv gods? even so will [ do
likewise (xil. 30). Most of what became shrines of Jehovah
when Israel settled in Canaan had from time immemorial been
the shrines of the local deities. - The attributes of these gods and
the forms of their worship were transferred to Him and to His
worship. This transference took place the more easily that
israel as a family of the Semitic stock had already in common
with the Canaanites so much ritual and so many sacraments—
sacrificial slaughter of beasts, sacred poles and pillars with their
unction and the like—-and even so many conceptions of the
Godhead—-as the Lord of one nation, through whom His Name,
(that is the revelation of His nature) was revealed, as its King
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and leader in war, @ man of war (Ex. xv. 3), as the Baal or
husband or fertifiser of its land, as the Raingiver whose emblem
was the rainbow, and as the Lawgiver whose voice was heard
alike in thunder and in the rustle of the trees. Thus after
"Israel’s occupation of Canaan, though the gk places of the land
may in name have belonged to Jehovah, in reality they were
devoted to the Baalim—according to the number of thy cities arve
thy gods, O Judak! (Jer. xi. 13). There were in fact many -
Jehovahs. Hence the necessity of proclaiming the Unity of the
God of Israel, hence even the particular forms in which it is
proclaimed by Deuteronomy : Hear, O Israel, Jehovak thy God
is one Jehovak (vi. ), Jehovak He is God, there is none else
beside fHim; in heaven above and on the carth beneath He is God,
there is none else/ (iv. 35, 39). Hence too the cardinal law_of the
concentration of His worship on One Sanctuary and One Altar,”
and the destruction of all the high places (ch. xii.). In the -
religious circumstances of Israel in Canaan the One Altar was
the only practical safeguard of the creed of the One God:
Hence, too, the abolition of certain objects and rites that were"
traditional and had even been divinely sanctioned in Israel’s
worship, the Asherim or sacred poles and the Masseboth or
sacred pillars (xvi. 21 ff,, with the notes pp. 218—220), or the
shaving of the head in mourning (xiv. 1) to which even the
prophet Amos speaks of the voice of God as calling the people
(see note on p. 185). For such things were contents also of the
Canaanite cults, by tradition from a common racial source.
Hence, too, the recurring denunciation of all images. And hence
even the ruthlessness of the laws against the Canaanites them-
selves and the Isiaelite worshippers of other gads (vii. 22 ff,, xiil,,
Xvil, 2—7, xx. 13, 16ff). If this ruthlessness, and the pariicutar
C.fue]lies with which it was to be carried out, as in the Jerem
(ii. 34, etc.), seem paradoxical beside the other features of
Deuteronomy on which we have dwelt—the love and tenderness
tl}at breathe through it—we must remember that the like com- -
bmat'ion has often appeared in the history of religion, when to
the sincere consciousness of the possession of a higher purity,
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there has been added the fanatic zeal which a monotheistic
creed appears to engender especially among Oriental peoples.
But this brings us to consider in more detail the ethics of
our Book. ]

The ethics of Deuteronomy show proofs of development
similar to those we have observed upon its system of religion.
That i is, while they have elements in common with the ethics of
other Semitic peoples, they mark in many respects an advance
and ascent both from these and from the earlier law and practice
within Israelitself. Thereisat once greater thoroughness of treat-
ment (for example in providing for eventualities, see on xv. 7—11),
in applying principles and in refusing compromise or a compo-
sition of interests where principle is concerned ; and on the other
handthere area broader equity and a greater humanity andamore
considerate dealing with the rights and feelings of individuals,
But, above all, motive and intention are included as well as action
to a degree not found in any other system of laws and certainly
beyond that reached by the other Israelite codes.

Take first the administration of justice. Deuteronomy
sanctions the same system of tribal judges and of appeal from
them to the representative of Ged at the sanctuary (i. g—18,
xvi. 18—20, xvii. 8—13), which exists among other Semitic
peoples, nomad or settled; but with its characteristic application
of religion to every interest of the national life it impresses upon
the tribal judges that their charge as much as the priests’ is
God’s judgement (see on i 17). With all Semitic law and
practice Deuteronomy shares the same conscience of impartial
justice and in particular it joins JE in forbidding bribes; but,
after its style, it is mote emphatic in its demands: justz'ca,
Justice shalt thou follow or hunt (xvi. 20). The principle of like
for like—/tife for life, eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand,
foat for foot—is laid down (xix. 2I, cp. xix. 19, xxv. 11f) as
in the other Hebrew codes and in all Semitic jurisprudence;
and the justice of the Semitic vendetta or blood-revenge is

U In the following paragraphs detailed references to the Code of
Hammurabi are owmitted as they are given in the notes.
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assumed—it is necessary to the welfare of society (xix, 13)—with
of course the rights of sanctuary which mitigate the vendetta
in all the tents and cities of Shem and are recognised in
each of the Hebrew codes (xix. 1—13, Ex. xxi. 13 E, and
Nu. xxxv. 9—34 P); and as everywhere the guilty murderer is
delivered to the kinsmen of his victim as his executioners
(xix. 12, cp. w. 6). But in Deuteronomy as in P careful pro-
vision is made for the full trial of the accused and for his
security, if it be found that the fatal stroke was not intended by
him; while on the other hand, as in JE and P, no such com-
position is permitted between a guilty man and the avengers of
blood as is frequent among the Arabs, for the sin of murder is
one not only against man but against God (see the additional
note to xix. 1—13 and that at the foot of p. 241). The death-
sentence is pronounced not only upon the murderer but as
throughout the Semitic world and elsewhere on the man-stealer
(xxiv. 7) and the adulterer (xxii. 13 ff.}, and as in some Semitic
societies on the obdurate rebel against authority, that a// the
people may hear and fear (xvil. 12£.) and on the rebellious son
that all Israel may hear and fear (xxi. 18—21) (we must re-
member also that prisons are difficult to construct in most Semitic
communities) ; and it is extended to the presumptuous prophet
{xiii. 1—3, xviii. 20) and to native seducers to idolatry {xiii. 6-—18,
cp. Ex. xxii. 20 E). These last cases rest on the same grounds
of course as the merciless destruction of the Canaanites and of
their property in war—tkhou shalt ban them; thou shalt make no
COVenant with them, nor shew them mercy, hesed, the kindly
loyalty natural between man and man (vii. 2f.). Those grounds
31’?:ﬁrst, that of ritual danger, for this is within the content of
the technical terms to'chak, abomination, and skhikkes, to detest
(see on vii. 25 ff) and is implied in the phrase, #at there cleave
nought of the thing banned to thine hand (xiii. 17); second, of
ﬂ?e Jealousy of Israel’s own God against other gods {iv. 24, v. g,
Vi 15); but also, #4#rd (implicitly), of the ethical uncleanness of
their practices—s4e wickedness of these nations (ix. 5, see note),
to which recent excavations of Canaanite sanctuaries bear
DEUTERONOMY ¢
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witness. While death is decreed to the false prophet and
seducers to idolatry nothing is said of death in the case of the
religious prostitutes of both sexes; but it has probably to be
inferred as inflicted on them just as it must have been in the case
of incest, in which also it is not mentioned (xxii. 30). As in other
primitive societies communal responsibility is recognised for
crimes, the individual authors of which cannot be detected
{xxl. 1-—9); and also the ethical solidarity of the family, with the
power of parents over their children even to the extent of putting
them to death (xxi. 18—21). But this last is subject to exami-
nation and judgement by the elders ; the parents are spared from
being the executioners; and it is laid down that neither parents
nor children shall be put to death for the guilt of each other
(xxiv. 16); this law is peculiar to Deuteronomy and in contra-
diction to the earlier custom in Israel at least up to the time of
Amaziah. Deuteronomy does not repeat E’s decree of death to
the man who strikes his father and mother (Ex. xxi. 135) or
who curses them (Ex. xxi. 17), but the latter is cursed (xxvii. 16).

That the mother is joined with the father in the reverence due
from their children (v. 16, cp. xxvii. 16) and named along with
the father in the case of the disobedient son (xxi. 18 ff ) may be
substantially no more than we find in JE and in the Babylonian
laws ; among even the nomad Arabs a mother of sons is held in
honour. But of woman in general and of man’s duty to her there
is no doubt that Deuteronomy is inspired by higher conceptions
than we find in the other Hebrew codes; witness its more dis-
criminating form of the Tenth Commandment, v. 21, and see
the notes to that and to xv. 12, 18, xxi. 14, xxil. 13 and xxiv. 1—g,
Polygamy is taken for granted, but in its risks, that one wife
may be loved better than another, justice is enforced for the
latter and her child (xxi. 15—17). The law on Divorce—ihe
practice of this has always been easy among the Semites—is
designed to make divorce a more serious and deliberate affair
than even in Israel it was conceived to be, and in particular to
prevent the degradation of the woman by too easy conveyance
from one busband to another {xxiv. 1—4). ItIsinteresting that
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the Code allows marriage with a female captive of war, with
whom an Israelite has honestly fallen in love, and provides
against her being used as a ckattel, if he grows tired of her
(xxi. 10—14). The case of the suspected bride is in procedure
on a level with similar cases among other Semitic tribes but in
Deuteronomy’s statement of it there are touches of consideration
for the woman’s feelings which are the Book’s own (xxii. 13—21).
In adultery the man is to be punished equally with the woman ;
for rape the man shall die, and if a man seduce a girl a fine
shall not be sufficient, he must marry her becanse ke hath
humbled her (xxii. 22—29). This is in advance of E’s law
(Ex. xxil. 161.).

A comparatively sinall proportion of the social laws of Deutero-
nomy are—apart from the cardinal law of the One Altar and its
consequences—concerned with matters of ritual; cp. the notes
“ou the law of clean and unclean foods xiv. 3—21, against various
mixtures xxii. 5—9, 11, and of tassels xxii. 12, possibly also xxiii.
9—14 on Cleanness in the Camp. .

On the other hand tlie number of laws that are based on reasons
of humanity is very striking; in nothing else is the superiority
of Deuteronomy to other codes more conspicuous. Yet we
must discriminate. For example, the generous treatment en-
forced for household slaves (xv. 12—18) has been always part of
the general Semitic conscience, and is practised in Arabia to-
day (see notes on pp. 202 ff.). The other Hebrew codes provide
for the stranger, the foreign settler in Israel's gates (E, Ex. xxii.
2%, xxiil. g; H, Lev. xvii. 10ff., xix. 10, 331, xx. 2, xxiv. 22; P,
Ex. xii, 19, 48, Lev. xvi. 29, Nu. xv. 14, 16, 29) and legislate for
the widpw (E, Ex. xxii. 22f.; H, Lev. xxi. 14, xxii. 13; P, Nu.
Xxx. 9 ff.). But P’s references to both stranger and widow are all
Concerned with ritual; H leaves the gleanings of the field to
the stranger and the poor and insists that in law wative and
Stranger skhall JSare alike. E alone adds the fatkeriless (Ex. xxit.
22 t?) and his directions for all three are based purely on grounds
of justice and sympathy. So are Deuteronomy’s but they are
Much more numerous and emphatic, always in the combination,

€2
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the stranger, the fatheriess and the widow, x. 18, xxiv:'17, 19, 20,
21, xxvil. 19, and with the Lewvite, xiv. 29, xvi. 11, 14, xxvi. 12, 13.
It is also distinctive that in the law leaving the gleanings to the
poor, which is peculiar to H and Deuteronomy, while H gives
as the motive / am fekovak thy God, Deuteronomy emphasises
this as kindness and as gratitude to God, and characteristically
extends the law to the olive crop as well ds to the grain (xxiv.
19ff.) lsrael is to Jove the stranger as God loveth Aim (x. 181.).
Deuteronomy’s law on loans and pledges (xxiv. 10—13) as com-
pared with that of E (Ex. xxii. 25, see Driver’s note) shows no
new principle but a more delicate consideration of the feelings
of the poor debtor. With H alone Deuteronomy shares the law
enjoining the payment to the hired servant of his wage before
sunset (xxiv. 14f; H, Lev. xix. 13; cp. Matt. xx. §). Nor is
it without significance that a-number of other laws based on
motives of humanity are peculiar to Deuteronomy among the
Hebrew codes : on sparing the fruit trees in a siege (xx. 19}, a
real advance on the ethics of war in the Semitic world and even
within Israel; on protecting roofs (xxii. 8); on help to an escaped
slave (xxiii. 151}, also an advance on Semitic custom ; against
taking the family millstones as a pledge (xxiv. 6); against ex-
cessive beating (xxv. 1—3), and on kindness to animals (xxv. 4,
cp. v. 14, and possibly xxii. 6£). Peculiar also to Deuteronomy
is the law, equally scrupulous and equitable, upon the use at need
of others’ crops (xxiii. 24f). But both this law and that on not
muzzling the ox (xxv. 4) are generally observed in the East. And
also in Deuteronomy alone are two regulations on decency,
physical and moral, on the cleanness of the camp (xxiii. g—14)
and reckless assault (xxv. 111.), in neither of which are we com-
pelled to trace the motive to any idea of ritual. If all these laws
which are peculiar to Deuteronomy were derived by it from other
codes, as we know that it derived some from E, yet its selection of
them i3 no less a proof of the distinctive spirit of its morality. In
these laws, as in the additions to others, the heart that beats
behind the Deuteronomic Code is, as we have seen already, a
bigger and a rAigher heart than we can fee] in any other.
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But still more distinctive of the higher ethical spirit. which
pervades Deuteronomy is its searching examination of moral
moods and of motives and its inclusion of thoughts and desires
as well as actions in its purview—as, for example, in its expansion
of E’s story of the disaffection of the people and their penitence
aftér the return of the spies (i. 26—33); its call to consider with
the hearvt (iv. 39), that is not, as our ears might take it, with
the feelings, but with what %ear/ meant to the Hebrew, the
practical intellect; its denouncement not only of the appropria-
tion of unlawful silver and gold but of all desire for this {vii. 25);
its warnings against base thoughts as well as base deeds, les? fhou
say in thy kear?, or beware that theve be not a base thought in thy
heart, or it must nol seem loo hard to thee (viil. 17, ix. 4, Xv. Q,
18). The obedience it demands to the Law of God is one of aZ/
the heart and all the soul and all the stvength. With morality
so personal it is not strange that though it is the only Code which
provides for a King, Deuteronomy should lay such distinctive
stress as it does upon the moral and political responsibilities of
the whole people and upon their character as the critical element
in theichistory. One of its laws recognises that public conscience
inIsrael, which exists also inthe poorest tribeof the Arabian desert
to-day, the instinct not to dishonour nor to shame one’s: fellow-
tribesmen ; ske hath wrought folly in Israel (xxii. 21; cp. |, Gen.
xxxiv, 7, Josh. vii. 15, Judg. xx. 6, 10). It shares the essentially
democratic spirit common to all Semitic peoples. But it brings
this out in its own moral way, emphasising the responsibilities of
all members of the state rather than their rights. According to
°t'h€r documents of the Pentateuch Moses himself selects the .
tnb.al judges, according to Deuteronomy the people (see notes
0N 1. 6—18, xvi. 18), and it describes how grave and serious the
office of election is. Similarly it is the people who propose to
MOSGS to send the spies (i. 22), while in P the sending of the spies
'S & Divine command (Nu. xiii. 1£.); in the victories over Sihon
and Og Moses emphasises the people’s share, we swiote him, we
:Z":;llf’/;]zk cities (ii. 33ff. ; cp. iii.4, etc.); and all the exhortations

the laws are to Israel as awhole. And there is no Rattery
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of the people, but on the contrary, just as by the prophets, their
wickedness is unsparingly declared; their shallow penitence is
rejected (i. 41—46) ; they are repeatedly called presumptuous in
action, s/ubborn, wicked, and sinful (ix. 27), a stiffnecked people
(ix. 6, 13, x. 16), constantly »ebelling (ix. 7, 23 L), corrupting them-
selves (ix. 12) and quickly turning aside (ix. 16); not jfor -thy
righltecusness or for the uprightness of thine heart...doth Jehovak
thy God drive them ouf befoFe thee (ix. 41.). The modern mind
‘may object to the exclusiveness of the Old Testament’s con-
ception of the Deity’s relation to Israel {(see below), but it cannot
:deny that the relation is conceived in a thoroughly ethical spirit.

It is sometimes objected to Deuteronomy that its morality is

too absolute—do good and you shall live, do evil and you shall

- perish—and that the absolutism is not relieved by any admission
or explanation of the sufferings of the righteous : the problem that
engaged Jeremiah and the laler generations of thinkers in lsrael.
This is not wholly true. There is at least one passage on the
Divine purpose of suffering. 2 hath led thee these fordy years in
the wilderness that He might humble thee, to prove thee, to know
what was in thine heart... . And He humbled thee, and suffered
thee Yo hunger and fed thee with manna...that He niight make
thee know that man doth nol live by bread only, but by every
word that proceedeth out of the mouth of the LORD doth man
lfwe (viii. 2f.). But the mind of the Book is not exercised with
the problem, and immediately swings back to its absolutism
upon the great hyperbole : Zhy raiment waxed not old wpon
thee, neither did thy foot swell these forty years (viil. 4). As a
man chasteneth his son so did the LORD thy God chasten {hee
(viii. 5). The Book leaves it at that, but that is much.

But there are two other more significant limitations upon the
teaching of Deuteronomy. Wehave observeditsinterestingsilence
on the foreign influences which according to JE assisted Israel
Hobab’s, Jethro’s!, and Balaam’s; its sense of the sufficiency of
Israel, possessors of the Law as they were, to themselves. Its

1 Hobab and Jethro may be the same.
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interest, its sympathy, its bumanity do not extend beyond Israel
and the strangers within their gates. There is no blessing through
Israel for other peoples as in J (Gen. xii. 3, xvili. 18, xxii. 18, xxvi.
4, Xxvili. 14)1, no calling of them nor destiny for them as in
the prophets (Amos ix. 7, Isai. ii. 2 ff., xxiii,, etc.); nor even a
sense of any natural law of nations (Amos i.); no missionary
spirit, nor pity-nor charity for other peoples, no promise for man-
kind beyond Israel. The law as to the admission of individual
Edomites and Egyptians of the third generation resident in ls-
rael (xxiii. 7) is no exception. And the morality and religion of
Deuteronomy are confined to” this life, There is no hope, nor
even a thought, of one beyond.

Such, thien, are the peculiar style, standpoint, doctrines, spirit,
and limitations of Deuteronomy i.—xxx. throughout. The force
and individuality of the Book; its consistency and distinctive-
ness from the other documents of the Pentateuch as well as its
differenges from much of the custom and practice both in early
and later Israel, are all obvious. Not only in its Cardinal Law
of the One Altar, with all the consequences of this, and in other
laws ‘peculiar to itself such as those of the King and Prophet,
and in its expansions and modifications of earlier law, both writ-
ten and consuetudinary, but also in its religious temper and
general spirit of humanity, Deuteronomy evidently occupies a
Particular stage in the development of the religion of Israel. Can
We mark any point in Israel’s history, at which both the style
and characteristic doctrines of the Book appeared as operative
on the life and literature of the people? We are fortunate in
haVing evidence in the Old Testament which enahles us to fix
that point with exactness. At the same time, in face of the
Structure of the Book—its divisions with their separate and in-
dependent titles—the question arises whether all of it appeared
At once or whether some parts are not more original than others.
That fact and this question will be dealt with in the next para-
graphs, -

! See Ryle’s notes to Genesis (this series).
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§ 4 Deutero;zal;zy and the Law-Book of Josiak.

Neither in the primitive legislation of JE nor in the practice
of their religion by early Israel is there a trace of the cardinal
law of Deuteronomy, viz. that after Israel enters Canaan and
the Lord gives them rest from their foes sacrifice to Him shall
be confined to One Altar in a place svkich He shall choose to cause
His name to dwell there (ch. xii.). And because there is to be
only One Altar the tithes of the people’s flocks and fruits must
be taken to it, or if the way be too long to carry them theré in
kind they are to be turned intoc money (xiv. 22—27) ; the three
annual feasts, Passover, Weeks, and Tabernacles, are to be cele-
brated there (xvi. 1—17) ; and cities of asylum are to be appointed
for unintentional manslayers who are at too great a distance to
flee to the Altar (iv. 41—43, xix. 1—13). In contrast to all this
the laws of JE assume the validity of sacrifice to Jehovah at every
place where He may record His Name and -promise that in
answer He will come there to bless His worshippers; while the
fashion of altar the laws prescribe is one suitable to a multiplicity
of rural sanctuaries (Ex. xx. 24£). And while they include no law
as to tithes, they direct that the three annual feasts shall be
celebrated at a sanctuary (Ex. xxiit. 14—17, xxxiv. 18-~24) and,
imply that asylum may be claimed at any altar (Ex. xxi. 12—14;
cp. esp. . 13£.)L  So too, after Israel’s entrance into Canaan

1 See Robertson Smith, O7/C, pp. 342—s5. 353F, and Prophets of
Israel; 1091., 393 1. {in reply to Prof. Green); also Driver’s Exodus (in
this series) on the JE laws cited above, and his Deze, pp. xliii f, and 136—
138. In the Problem of the Oid Testament (1903), p. 175 (cp. pp- 503 1.).
Dr Orr offers to Robertson Smith’s argument an answer, which however
fails to meel both the facts of the O.T. texts and the contentions of the
critics founded on them. He misses the force of the Heb. idiom in
Ex. xx. 24f.,, which indubitably implies a multiplicity of altars. He
admits indeed (thus djffering from Prof. Green) that Ex. xx. 24 f. covers
the right of sacrifice at several altars simultanconsly as well as at
successive stations of [srael's central sanctuary.  But when he emphasises
that this right is limited by the clause iz every place where I record my
name, he fails to state that this is of-course admitted by the critics whom
he opposes. When he adds that there is nothing in the law of Exodus
to conflict with Deuteronomy, he ignores the fact that Deut, confines not
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the histories recount not only that the religicus leaders of the
people—prophets, priests and kings—sacrificel on many altars
scattered over the land, some of which had b:en Zigh places of
the Canaanites, but also that Jehovah appearedthere to the wor-
shippers and blessed them. In Judah this senctioned practice
continued down to the building of the Tempe, and even after
this the high places were not destroyed—not ewen by pious kings
_ as the deuteronomic editor of the histories is caeful to point out.
In N. Israel at least several sanctuaries to Jelovah were recog-
nised by the authorities, and Elijah was bidder to build Him an
altar on Carmel, upon the sacrifices at which a manifestation of
His power descended in answer to prayer!, Tie prophets of the
eighth and seventh centuries, indecd, strongl inveigh against
Israel’s worship on the high places, many featires of which were
fundamentally hostile to the prophetic conceptias of the spiritual
nature of Jehovah. But the prophets do not appal to any written
law on the subject, and indeed two of them dny that Jehovah
had given any ordinances in the wilderness concrning sacrifices?
Though there were earlier measures taken to estroy idols, and
possibly even to concentrate the national worsho in the Temple?,
and though the status of the Temple and its presthood was con-
stantly strengthened and their influence incrased from King
A‘:‘-a’s time onwards, yet the first recorded attenpt to abolish the
high places is that attributed to Hezekiah. ‘I'e narrative here
bears signs of being a later intrusion into tk annals of this
monarch®. But the temporary destruction of !l high places in

S:?ly sacrifice but also the record of the Name of Jeovah to one place.
:.leof does he attempt to meet the force which the arument he opposes
inlBres from th’e consequences of the law of th One Altar, vig,
" eluteronomy s laws on tithes, the three annual sasts and the cities
I'AS% um-—consequences of which the laws in JE shw no trace.
, Yor details and references see below pp. 1611
s .ksl' Vl:j- zzi\cp. Am, v. 23,
under Asa, céirca g13—873 B.C., 1 Kgs x. 9—15; see the
Plfsent writer's jeru.mlem? v%ol. I/I:j: 90 i £ s
pilla;s liisd x’vni. 4; the grammar of the clause o1 the high places,
ars Ashertm is late, and all these were ill in use in the
ginning of Josiah’s reign, 6o or 7o years afterwids. ’
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the country by the Assyrians!, in contrast to the marvellous
deliverance of Jerusalem in 701 and the inviolable sacredness
with which the preaching of Isaiah had invested the Temple,
renders such a reform by Hezekiah very possible and credible.
Moreover the Rabshakeh imputes to Hezekiah the removal of the
high places, z Kgs xviil. 22. That the reform was drastic is
proved by the reaction it immediately provoked on Hezekiah’s
death. In any case the high places both within and beyond Jeru-
salem, and the impurities of the worship of Jehovah upon them,
persisted during the reigns of Manasseh and Amon and into that
of Josiah, as we learn from Jeremiah and Ezekiel2

But in the eighteenth year of Josiah, 621 or 6zoB.C., 2 Book
of the Law was discovered in the Temple, which being read to
the King filled him with consternation, and by the King to the
people moved them to initiate great reforms including not only
the destruction of idols but the abolition of the high places3.
The story has been doubted but on insufficient grounds® The
discovered Book is called #ie, or a, Book of the Law (Tiérak),
xxii. 8, 11 and virtually so in xxiii. 241, and #ke Beok of ithe
Covenant, xxiil. 2, 21 {cp. v. 3, the words of this covenant
written in this book). The former is the name Deuteronomy

1 Cp. the terms used of this in 2 Kgs xviii. 33—35, xix. 11—13,
17—19 (=Is. xxxvi. 18—20, xxxvil. 11—13, 18—20) with the terms
used in Deuteronomy, especially in chs. vii, and xii.

2 Jer. ii. 20, iil. 6, 8, 13, 23, xvii. 1f.; and Ezek. vi, 13, xviil. 5{,,
xx. 28.

¥ 2 Kgs xxii.f. Sce below, pp. xciv ff.

¢ By a group of French writers, Ifavet, d’Eichthal, and Vernes, in
answer to whom Steunernagel (Dewet. p. x) quotes as conclusive an article
by Piepenbring in which it is pointed out that the first deuteronomic
edition of the Book of Kings, to which 2 Kgs xxiif. belongs, must be
earlier than the Exile, prabably about 600 r.c.—Stade and Schwally,
SBOT, excise the following as of later origin: xxii. 6{., 15—20a,
Huldah’s oracle, xxiii. 5, 84, 10, 12 (last clause), 13—20, 20 f.; but
other analyses (Kamphausen’s and Steuernagel’s) yield other results, and
all are uncertain. Huldal’s oracle may not be in its original form, but
the fact that it predicts a peaceful death for Josiah, who fell at Megiddo
in 612, is proof that part at least of its first contents has been preserved.
Even after the said analyses, enough remains of the two chapters 1o
support the argument above.
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gives to itself; the latter agrees with the description of it in the
title to one of its sections, the words of the covenant...in Moad
(see above § 1) and with the character of its contents. But the
main, and the irrefutable, proof, not merely of-the similarity but
of the identity of this Law-Book and of Deuteronomy—in whole
or part—lies in the record of reforms which Josiah and his people
were roused to carry out: the destruction of all idols and sym-
bols including the pillars and ‘Asherim, and impure practices,
whether connected with the worship of Jehovah or with that of
other gods (cp. 2 Kgs xxiii. 41, 7, 10f., 121f, 15 last clause, 19,
24 with Deut. xvii. 3,xii. 2 £, xvi. 21 £, xviii. 10f., xxiil. 18 (17));
the abolition of all high places and the centralisation of the
worship of Jehovah in one place (cp. 2 Kgs xxiii. 8, 1315, 19
with Deut. xii.); the provision, consequently necessary for the
priests of the disestablished rural sanctuaries, to eat hread with
their brethren at Jerusalem (2 Kgs xxiil, g é with Deut. xviit,
8); and the new celebration of the Passover by all the people at
Jerusalem—the first of the kind in the history of Israel (cp. 2 Kgs
Xxiil. 21—23 with Deut. xvi. 5f). Among the codes of Israel
that of Deuteronomy is the only one which requires the execution
of al/ these measures. The one point in which Josiah did not .
carry out the deuteronomic law was its direction that the dis-
established priests should be allowed to minister at the One Altar
{cp. 2 Kgs xxiii. g a with Deut. xviii. 7). That this exception
is recorded does not subtract from but rather adds to the ac-
cumulation of evidence that the Law-Book discovered in the
Temple 621—20 B.C. was not merely similar to, but identical with,
at least the distinctive parts of Deuteronomy.

This conclusion, suggested.as early as Jerome and Chry-
sostom, and recognised by Hobbes?, was first made current in

modern criticism by De Wette?, and is now accepted almost
universally.

; Jer. Comn. tn Ezrk. i, 15 Chrys, fom, in Matth. ix,
. Leviathan, 2001, also the Law-Book = Deut. xii,—xxvii,
Reitvige, 1806"

See Welthausen’s Prolegomena to the Iistory of Israel, 1878, English
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Recent attempts to dispute it, whether from a conservativel, or
from an advanced standpoint, cannot be pronounced as reasonable.
Some of the latter have already been mentioned; but a few words are
necessary on another. Dr Kennett? argues for a date for Deuteronomy
subsequent to the reign of Josiah mainly on the grounds that its ~
language is dependent on Jeremiah’s—but this is not proved and the
converse is more probable—and that it contains exilic elements—but
these, if they are really such, may be reckoned among the later addi-
tions to the Book. Dr Kennett’s explanation of Josiah’s consternation
as due to some denunciations of sacrifice by one of the prophets does
not suit the well-established fact 'that it was the reading of a Book
of the Law, a Book of the Covenant which dismayed the King, and that*
it was denunciation not of sacrifice but only of certain forms of it to
which the King’s reforms correspond. Dr Kennett has then to account
for Josiah’s continuance of sacrifice at the Temple and does so by the
fact that this was Josiah’s own royal chapel—a reason that may be
safely left to the judgement of the reader! Dr Kennett thinks that
‘there is good reason for supposing that for some time neither the Jewish
community in Babylon nor that in Egypt possessed.any written law
limiting sacrifice to one sanctuary’; that it was only Ezekiel’s presence
in Babylon which prevented the Jews from building a temple there, like
the one their brethren built in Egypt; and that ‘if we may suppose that
the compact hetween sonthern Samaria (i.e. the district of which Bethel
was tlie chief sanctuary) and Judah to make Jerusalem the one place of
sacrifice for both districts dates from a time suhsequent to Nebuchad-
nezzar's destruction of Jerusalem, the law of Denteronomy which
embodies and extends this compact must be placed still later.’” This is
not argument but a series of conjectures: and even il we were to accept
these, we should still have to ask what then caused Josiah’s consternation
and what was the basis of his reforms?

translation 1885, pp. 27, 32—34; Robertson Smith’s 07/C, 2nd ed.
256 ff., with his Additional Answer to the Libel (1878), pp. 78 fi.; and
Answer to the Amended Libel (1879); Cornill, Einlettungin d. A.7. 18¢s,
English translation of sth ed. pp. s21f.; Cheyne, Jeremiak: his Life
and Times, pp. s0i.; Driver, Dawteronomy, 1895, pp. xlivff.; Marti in
Kautzsch’s Die Hetlige Schrift des A.T. 3vd ed. vol. 1. p. 238: “die
Griinde hiefiir sind so zwingend, dass eine andere Annahme ausge-
schlossen ist”; Chapman, /ntroduction fo Penfatench, pp. 135-—146;
Orr, Probdlem of Old Testament (1gog), p. 257 ‘no reason to doubt that
the book which called forth this reformation embraced if it did not entirely
consist of the Book of Deuteronomy, but he admits that the narrative
in Kings generally does not require, though at points it suggests, more,
e.g. xxiit. 21. :

L Moller, Are the Critics Right? transl. by Irwin, 1903.

2 *The Date of Deuteronomy’ in the Jowrnal of Theslogical Studies,
Tuly, 19065 cp. p. 43 of The Composition of the Book of Isaiak.
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§ 5. Questions of Unity.

But was the Law-Book discovered under Josiah the whole of
Deuteronomy i.—xxx. or only part? The question is raised both
by the record of his reforms which all find a sufficient motive
within the Code xii.—xxvl., and by the structure of Deutercnomy
itself. It is true (as we have seen) that the style and doctrine of
chs. i.—xxx. are so distinctive and so uniform that it is natural to
argue that they are a unity and from the same hand. The
assertion has even been made that the evidence is ‘over-
whelmingl’ This, however, is extravagant.

So far from the evidence for their unity being ‘overwhelming’
chs i.—xxx. bear many marks both of expansion and of compi-
lation. Not only do the main divisions—inta Discourses and
Code and Discourses again, each with its own independent
heading. or introduction (§ 2)—suggest the association of origin-
ally separate documents; but these main divisions also reveal as
between themselves, not indeed differences of substance, but, in
spite of their uniform style, some differences of diction. Further,
within each division there are grima facie appearances of more
than one hand. Not only are there archaeological notes? un-
suitable in the mouth of the speaker and to his hortatory purpose
and other obviously editorial expansions?; but sections, both
large and small, differ from each other in the form of address
used to Israel, some using the Singular %oz others the Plural
Vou (hereafter styled Sg. and PL). This distinction of address
might be ignored if it stood alane, but it is frequently coincident
with differences in the phraseology used for the same subjects,
in the themes treated and even in the standpoints from which
the people and their past are regarded. Such distinctions
emerge not only in each of the Discourses but in the Code as
well, in which we find evidence of doublets, or variant laws
on the same subject. Altogether there are enmough of such

1 Orr, Prodlem of the Old Testament, p. 253,
* E.g. ii. 10112, 20—23, etc.
% B.g. i 39, iv. 20—31, and clauses in xi. 10f.; sée §o.
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phenomena in the style and substance of the Book, if not to
prove ditferent authors and persons as in the case of the main
documents of the Pentateuch, J, E, D and P, yet to suggest the
possibility of the compilation of our Deuteronomy from different
editions of the original. And that would be a solution of the
question which would not (it may be pointed out) conflict with
the distinctive and impressive uniformity of the style throughout.

With this evidence from the Book itself, soine general con-
siderations have to bc kept in mind. Oneness of motive, of
doctrine, of temper, or even of style, does not of itself prove
oneness of authorship?. This is most necessary to remember
in the case of such a style as the deuteronomic. As we sce from
the admitted editorial expansions within the Book as well as
from the influence it exerted on the subsequent literature of
[srael the deuteronomic style is a most imitable and'even
.infectious fashion of writing. Granted the same religious
motives and tempers in the same political and spiritual circum-
stance, it is at least as conceivable that Deuteronomy i.—xxx.
was the work of a school of writers in the same or successive
periods, as that it was the work of an individual author. That
is a possibility which we cannot ignore in view of the Book’s
own evidences of compilation.

Such are the guestions which arise vegarding the unity of
Deuteronomy i.—xxx. They fall into two classes, fairly coinci-
dent with the two main stages in the history of the modern
criticism of the Book. F7rss there are the questions of the
relations of the main divisions of the Book to each other —the

- Code, and the Introductory and Concluding Discourses with their
separate headings; and Second there are the questions raised by
the cross-divisions of the Book, which run through all the main
divisions, especially the distinction between Sg. and Pl forms
of address, which is sometimes coincident with differences of
phraseology and of subject.

L See Chapman, /. P passine.
? Cp. Bagehot, Physics and Politics (1883), pp. 32—36, 88—go, on the
rise and prevalence in a particular age or sv,hnul of a uniform style.
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8 6. The Relations to Each Other of the Main Divisions—
The Code and the Discourses.

The earlier controversy upon the unity of Deuteronomy i.—xxx.
was concerned with the relations, to the Code (xii.—xxvi.) and to
each other, of the two Introductory Discourses {i—iv. 40 and
v.—xl1.) and the Closing Discourses {xxviil.—xxx.; xxvii. raises
guestions of its own and will be treated later). Except for
certain admitted expansions the Code was regarded as original ;
that is, the Law-Book discovered and enforced in the reign ot
Josiah contained at least the Code. Some critics argued that
the Law-Book consisted only of the Code without any intro-
duction, not even chs. v.—xi. which they assigned to a later
writer!. Their principal reasons for this are that the author of
chs. v.—xi. implies that #4e statutes and judgements of the Code
were already before him in writing—witness e.g. the perfect
tense Zath commianded you as in v. 32 and the setting before the
people in xi. 26ff. of a blessing and a curse for keeping or
transgressing commandments not yet given' to them; and that
chs. v.—xi. form far too long an introduction to the Code for its
author himself to make? But neither of these is a sound reason.
Such perfects as we find in v. 32 imply only that the speaker had
already received from God the laws he was about to communicate

! Valeton, Stwdier, vi. 1880, pp. 137 ff. (not seen); Welthausen,
fahvbticher Jiir devtsche Theologie, XX11. 187, 438 fl. and Comp. des
Hexatenchs, 1885, pp- 191—3; Stade, Gesch. des Volkes Israel, 1. 1881,
PP 61 1. More recently Cornill in the sth ed. of his Finleitung in das
A.7" tgo6 (translated by . H. Box, 1907) and Marti in Kautzsch’s
Die Heil. Schrift des 4.7 31d ed. 190g, vol. I. p. 239, both take the
Code as the * Urdeuteronomium,”’ and the two preceding discourses as
Introductions to separate editions of it. Cornill {English iranslation,
P. 60) says: ‘I 100 feel bound to hold fast unreservedly to the opinion
that chs.v,—xi, cannot have been the indispensable introduction to D
from the very first, because in that case the origin of chs. i.—iv. remains
me"P_llca_ble; the problem how to account for the juxtaposition of
3_5-. I»—1v. and v.—=xi. can only be solved on the hypothesis of two

1stinct and separate editions of D which form the basis of the present
Deuteronomy.’
? Cp. Wellbausen, p. 1¢2.
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to the people, which was the case with Moses; neither they nor
anything else suggest more than that the author had completed.
his Code before he wrote his introduction to it, which is very
probable! and if true does not render the introduction less
original than the Code. As for the great length of the intro-
duction between the intimation at its outset that Moses is about
to set the law or the slatutes and judgements before Israel (v. 1;
cp. iv. 44), and the point at which he actually reaches these,
{xil. 1) two things must be kept in mind: that the introduction,-
especially from vi. 1 onwards, is itself an exposifion (see note
on 1. 5), if not of the Law yet of the principles underlying it; and
that the long historical section, ix. 8—x. 8 or 11 may not have
been original to the introduction?  Besides, it is very probable,
if not certain, that a Code enjoining such drastic changes in the
religious life of the people had some introduction explaining the
principles on which it was based. Nor are there any dis-
crepancies in substance between the Code and chs. v.—xi. It is
true that in the latter there is no allusion to the cardinal law
of the Code, but (as we have seen) that law is but the practical
corollary, in the peculiar circumstances of the seventh century,
of the principles which those chapters enforce: the uniqueness
of the God of Israel and the exclusion from all association with
His worship of the practices prevalent in the worship of other
gods. Nor are there differences of language between the Code
and chs. 1.—xi. nearly sufficient to suggest different authors or
dates of origin. It is true that many of the laws as stated in the
Code are devoid of the usual formulas and other marks of the
deuteronomic style with which chs. v.—xi. are replete; and true
also that the Code contains a certain number of terms not found
alsewhere in Deuteronomy nor in the deuteronomic passages of
‘he rest of the Old Testament. But this is to be explained by the
7act that the Code incorporates laws, and perhaps even groups
>f laws, from previous collections?, and that in the exposition of
srinciples, of which chs. v.-——xi. consist, there was no occasion for

! But see below pp. xevi f,, on Cullen’s theory. )
 See below pp. Ixiii f, # See below pp. Ixvff.
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the use either of purely juridical terms, suitable to the statutes
themselves, or of names of things or actions relevant only to
the subjects of particular statutes. Nor is it without significance
that it is precisely in the laws original to the Code—that of the
One Altar and those which follow from it-—that the deuteronomic
formulas chiefly occur and that the language generally shows
close affinity to that of chs. v.—xi.

It is unnecessary to catalogue the many deuteronomic formulas and
terms found both in chs. v.——xi. and in the Code, but a list of such of
them and of other expressions as are found snfy in these two divisions
and not elsewhere in Denteronomy and some of them even not elsewhere
in the O.T. may be given here as illustrating the very close affinity, if
not unity, of authorship:—vz fove God vi. 5, vil. 9, x. 12, xi. 1, 13, 22
with xiil. 3, xix. 9; fo serve or go affer other gods vi. 14, Vil 4, viil, 19,
xi. 16, 28 with xiii. 2, 6, 13, xvil. 3 (cp. xvill. 20); observe fo do v, 1,
32, vl 3, 2§, vil. 11, viii. 1, xi. 22, 32 with xii. 32, xv. 5, xvii. 10,
xxiv. 8 and thrice in xxviii: ; ear and be jull vi. 11, viii. 10, 12, xi. 15
with xiv. 29, xxvi. 12 (and in later writings sporadically); Aowse of
bondmen (Egypt) v. 6, vi. 12, vil. 8, viil. 14 with xiil. §, 10 and
nowhere else in Deuteronomy (butcp. Ex, xiil. 3, 14 JE}; remember thou
wast a bondman, etc. v. 15 with xv. 15, xvi. 12, xxiv. 18, 22 and nowhere
else in Deuteronemy (cp. Ex. xiii. 3, 14 JE); the Hiphil 4¢ ‘4% used in-
transitively, #o be Jong, v. 16, vi. 2 with xxv. 15, elsewhere only Ex. xx. 12;
that it be wel! with thee v. 16, 29, vi. 3, 18 with xii. 25, 28, xxii. 7
{elsewhere in Deuteronomy only iv. 40), cp. the variant in v. 33, xix. 13;
‘am sgullak=a peculiar people vii. 6 with [xiv. 2], xxvi. 18 and nowhere
else; “am fadosh=a holy people vii. 6 with [xiv. 2], 21, xxvi. 19 and
xxviil. 9, nowhere else; kashak &, ke set his lobe or of God vii. 7,x. 15
with xxi. 11, of man, not elsewhere in Deuteronomy; padas=redeen
viL, 8, ix. 26 with xiii. 5, xv. 15, xxi. 8, xxiv. 18, not elsewhere in the
Hexateuch: thy corn, new wine, and oil vii. 13, xi. 14 with xii. 17,
XV, 23, xviil, 4 and xxviil. 51; thine eye shall not pity him or them vii. 16
with xiii. 8, xix. 13, 21, xxv. 12 (often-in Ezek., cp. Gen. xlv. 20,
Is. xiii. 18); rhou canst not in the very rare seuse thow mayest not
Vil- 22 with xii. 17, xvi. 5, xvii. 15, xxi. 16, xxii 3, 19, 29, xxiv, 4,
‘almost confined to Deuteronomy’ (Driver), cp. Gen. xlifi. 32; an
ebomination of (=1lo) Jehovah vii. 25 with xii. 371, xvil. 1, XViil. 12,
XXU. 3, xxiil. 18, xxv. 16 ; fo walk in the ways of Jehovak viil, 6, x. 12,
xL. 22 with xix. g, xxvi. 17 and xxviii. g, xxx. 16, also deuteronoinic
Passages in Joshua and Kings; #etéb used adverbially ix. 21 with
XU, 14, Xvii. 4, xix. 18, elsewhere only xxvii. 8, 2 Kgs xi. 8. Note in
addition the use of fakal=assembly for the gathering of the people at
Horeb v. 22, ix. 10, . 4 with xviil, 16 (cp. xxiii. 1, 2, 3, 8); assembly of
/‘ﬁofiall in conirast to P’s use of ‘edak (see note to v. 22). These
Particular paraliels (along with many others) between chs, v.-—xi. and
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the Code expose the groundlessness of the hypothesis by which Well-
hausen in defence of his theory of diverse authorship attempts to
explain the presence of deuteronomic elements in the Code, viz. that the

. later author te whom he assigns chs. v.—xi. furnished the Code with
echoes of v.—xi. when he prefixed these as his introduction to it {Comp.
P- 193).

T%e raré words and phrases, which are either peculiar to the Code
or, if they occur once or twice in other parts of the O.T., are not found
in chs. v.—xi. are the following ; and in nearly every case their presence
in the Code and absence from the Discourse introducing it is explicable
on grounds perfectly compatible with the theory that the compiler of
the Code and the writer of this introduction to it were one and the same.
For some are juridical terms proper to what are technically laws, but
not to be expected in the exposition of the principles on which these
laws are based; e.g. mishpat-mawerh or hef -maweth=case of deatk,
capétal crime, xix. 0, xxi. 22, Xxii, 20, perhaps also the phrase and it be
@ sin in thee xv. 9, Xxlil. 21f., xxiv. 15, nowhere else; and ‘déiloth
debarim =wanton or unfounded charges xxii. 14, 17. Others again are
relevant oaly to the subjects of the particular laws in which they occur:
the place whick fehovak your God shall choose to cause His Name to dwall
there xil. 5 (see note); ye shall eal before fehovah your God xii. 7, 18,
xiv. 23, 20, xv. 203 pe shall vejoice before fehovak thy God xii 12,
xvi. 11, ¢p. xil. ¥, xvi. 14, etc.; and so too Aith‘ammer=io freat as
a chattel xxi. 14, xxiv. 7, nowhere else; Ae‘énik. ={o equip xv. 14, only
here; sons of Belial xill. 13 and a thing or word of BSelial xv. g, nowhere
else 1 the Hexateuch; the nakedness of a thing, an idiom both for what
is physically shameful xxiii. 14, and for what 1s morally so xxiv. 1; the
month of ‘Abib, xvi. 1; and of course ma‘dbek=battiement xxii. 8,
gedilim=fringes xxil. 12, mamser=bastard xxiil. 3 (elsewhere only
in Zech. ix. 6), kataph=pluck, meliloth=fresh ecars, hermesh=sickle
xxiil. 285, cp. xvi. g and mfbushin xxv. 113 also niddah=let drive at
xix. 5, xx. 19. Others again appear to have been taken over, with the
rest of the text of the laws in which they stand, from earlier codes.
This is certain in the case of zakur=male xvi. 16, word for word an
earlier law (Ex. xxiii. 17, E)xx. 13.- Itisvery probable with the following :
the fem. form na‘drak xxii. 19 (in the Pentateuch only here, the masc.
na‘ar being used elsewhere for both male and female, 8 times in Genesis
and 13 in Deuteronomy); sarak=defection xiit. 5, xix. 16 (from sur,
see below, p. Iv); and ‘adat=1{to give a pledge xv. 6, xxiv. 10, with its
Hiphil="ro cause lo give, i.e. take a pledge xv. 6, 8, and ‘abdt=pledge
xxiv. 10—13 (none of these elsewhere in the O.T., but cp. the pl
ghatim in Hab. ii. 6), technical comnmercial terms, probably borrowed
from the Aramaic (Wellhausen, Aleine Propheten, p. 207). And the
same explanation is aiso p.ssinle for mishiak yad__:_ what thow puttesy
thine hand to xii. 7, 18, xv. 10, xxiil. 21 and xxviil. 8, 20; and burn
out the evil from the midsr of thee, see note on xiti. 5.

Since the connection of ch. xxviii. is concerned in this question of the
unity of the Code and chs, v.—xi. the points have been noted above at



THE MAIN DIVISIONS h

which il also shares the terms that are common to them, Others may
now be added which it shares with eitZer the Code or chs. v.—xi. } evil
diseases of Egypt, vii. 15, xxviii. 60 and [nowhere else; the ‘ashforeths,
i.e. the poung (? or the ewes) of thy flock vil. 13, xxviil. ¢, 18, 51; shgar
‘dlaphheta=7increase of thy kine vil, 13, xxviii. 4, 18, 51 (cp. Ex.xiil. 12 ],
shegar Bthemak); the form yagir=to tremble ix. 19, xxviii. 60; and
tene = basket xxvi, 2, 4, xxvill. 5, 17, nowhere elsel. :

It is clear from the above that ch. xxviii. shares many of the
resemblances and affinities between the style of chs. v.—xi. and
that of the Code. DBecause of this; because it is probable that
like the earlier code of E the deuteronomic Code had an Epilogue;
and because the stern curses which ch. xxviil. pronounces on
disobedience to the Laws fully account for Josiah’s consternation
when the Law-book was read to him, ch. xxviii. has been reason-
ably taken by most as also part of the original Deuteronomy.
And the undoubted differences in phraseology between it and
chs. v.—xxvi. have been explained as due to the difference of
purpose governing ch. xxviii. or to later additions to its original
form.

This then became the most generally accepted result of the
earlier stage of the controversy upon the relations to each other
of the Code, chs. xil.—xxvi., the immediately preceding Intro-
duction to it, chs. v.—xi., and the Epilogue, ch. xxviii., viz. that
they are from the same hand and time and substantially the
Book of the Law or Covenant discovered in the Temple under

_Josiah?.  Driver may be quoted: ‘chs. v.—xxvi. may thus be

! In the small print above the references to chs. xiii. and xxiii, are
given according to the numbering of the verses in our English Versions.

.% So virtually Kuenen, Hexateuch (1886, English translation of part of
his History of Critical Inquiry into the Origin of the Books of the Bible),
'_881; Dillmann, Nw.-Dent.-Jfos., 1885, pp. 261 ff.; Westphal, Les
Sources du Pentatengue, 11 1892, pp. 1o5fl.; Kittel, Geschickie der
Hebriter, 1. 1888, PP- 44 fl., on the ground that the situation throughout
V.—xxvi. is the same, and that the agreement of the language is so great
that a difference of authors would constitute a new problem, whose
solution must develop into incomparably greater difficulties than those
Which beset the supposition of the unity of the author; also as against

uenen Kittel thinks v.—xi. were composed at the same time as xii.—
iy Qettl, Dent., Jos., Rickter (Kurzgefasstes Kommentar), 1893

1ver, Deuteronomy, 1895, pp. txv—Isvii; compare Moore, £.5. 18gg,

d2
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(oncluded without hesitation, to be the work of a single author ;
and ch. xxviii. ‘may be included without serious misgivings.’
Some, however, of the critics of the Zafer stage of the discussion
deduct ch. v. as forming a separate discourse and the historical
section ix. 8—x. 11 as disturbing the connection between the
hortatory sections, vi—ix. 7 and x. 12—xi.! These we shall
consider later?

There has been much greater difference of opinion on the
First Introductory Discourse i. 6—iv. 40, and the question of its
relations to the Second Discourse and the Code v.—xxvi. The
question is complicated by the fact that, like the Second, the
First Discourse consists both of a historical and a hortatory
part, i. 6—iii. 29 and iv. 1-—40.

The general doctrine and style of the two Introductory
Discourses are undoubtedly the same (§ 2) and that in spite oft
the fact that narrative forms the bulk of the First while in the
Second the reverse is the case. The same purpose is expressed
by the First as by the Second, fo expound the Law (i. § see note),
o leack the statutes and the judgements of the Code (iv. 1, 5, 8,
14, 40 with iv. 44, v, 1, 31, VL. I, xi. 32, xil. I, xxvi. 16); and there
are not only the same urgency and spiritual thoroughness (as
contrasted with its sources, see notes to i. 161, 41, iv. 9, 29, 39),
but the same directions of religious and ethical emphasis,
eg. God’s love to Israel {iv. 37 with vii. 8 13, x. 15, 18,
[xxiii. 5] and not elsewhere in the Hexateuch), His choice (iv. 37
with vii. 6, 7, x. 15, xiv. 2) and tender care of them (i. 31,
il. 7, iv. 7, 34 with viii. 2—3, xi. 2), their consequent duty to trust,
fear and obey only Him (i. 21, 29, iii. 22, iv. 10 with v, 29,
32, vi 2, 13, 241, etc,, but the Second Discourse alone en-
forces lsrael's Jowe to God) and the guilt of unbelief, forget-
fulness and disobedience (i. 26 ff,, 32, iv. 9 with the frequent
commands #o remember and not to forget in vi.—xi.) especially in

col 1081, “ nothing indicates diversity of origin’; Ryle, Hastings’ D, 5.
p- 598; Bertholet, Deut. (Kurser Hd. Comntr.), 18gg, pp. xxf.;
Robmson, Deuteronomy, Joshua (Century Bible), p. J3.
1 E.g. Bertholet and Robinson. 287
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going after other gods and worshipping images (iv. 3, 16—19,
25 with v. 7—10, vi. 14, vil. 5, viil. 19, ix. 12, 16) for He is the
one and only God (iii. 24, iv. 35, 39 with vi. 4, etc.) and intolerant
of the worship of others (it. 34, iil. 6 kerem, iv. 24 and v. 9,
vi. 15, vil. 4, etc.}; compare also the initiative and responsibility
of the whole people as distinct from their leaders (i. 9—i18,
37 with xv. 18, 20), the duty of caring for the helpless and the
stranger {see note to i. 16) and of instructing the young {iv. gf.
with vi. 7, 20, xi. 19)1.  And all this is expressed in the same
style; chs. .—iv. 40 have the same distinctive prose rhythm
with preference for sonorous forms, accumulation of epithets
(especially those signifying greatness), love of hyperbole (i. 10, 28,
cp. ix. 1, ii. 25, iv. 11), and repetition. '

But the likeness of the First Discourse to the Second is not
only general. It extends to the frequent use of the characteristic
deuteronomic formulas, single words, and even terms of syntax.
There is an impressive agreement in details as well as in the
main lines and in the spirit of the doctrine and style.

These details have virtually all been marked in the notes, but the
question of unity between chs. i.—iv. and v.—xxvi. is so important that
it is well to gather the details together here. (a2} Both the Discourses
and the Code have place-names characteristic of Deuteronomy, e.g,
Horeb as in E for J's and P's Sinai (i. 6, 19, iv. 10, 15 with v. 2, ix. 8,
xviii. 16, [xxix. 1]), Kadesk-Barnea (1. 19, 1. 14 with ix. 23), Pisga’ for
P’s Nebo (iii. 177 27, iv. 49).

{(6) Characteristic formulas, forthe most part not found outside Deuntero-
nomy and deuteronomic passages elsewhere, but common to 1.—iv. 40
and v.—xxvi., xxviil.—xxx. :—e.g. Jekovak our or thy or your God, see
note on i. 63 the God of our, thy or your fathers, i, 11, 21, iv. 1 with
YL 3, xli. 1, xxvi, 73 God’s oath to the Patriarchs, 1. 8, 33, iv. 31 with
Vi 10, 18, 23, vii. 8, 12 f., and further frequently, even in xxviii. 11 ; sef,
O deliver up, before you the land or the foe, i. 8, 11, ii. 31, 33, 36 with
VIl 2, 23, xxiil, 1§, xxviil. 7, 25; the land {etc.) whick Jehovah, our,
thy or your God, is about to gtve us, thee, or you, i. 20, 25, ii. 29, iil. 20,
V. 1, 40 with v. 16 and very many other instances throughout v.—xi.
and the Code; the same with various additions, e.g. for an inkeritance
V. 21, 38 with xix. 3, 10, xx. 16, xxi. 23, xxiv. 4, Xxv. 19, xxvi. 1, Or
%0 possess it il 18 with v, 31, ix. 6, xii. I, xix. 2, I4, XXi. I, cp. Xv. 4,

c ! Like the Second Discourse the First does not mention the Code’s
entral Law of the One Altar,
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XXV, 19, 31 (some of the foregoing verses read Aave given for about to
give); the good land, i. 35, L 25, iv. 21 £ with vi. 18, viil. 10, ix. 6
the phrase would not, i. 26, . 3o with x. 1o, xxiil. 5, xxv. 7, xxix. 203
deltver into the hand of,i. 27 (see note), ii. 24, 3o, ill. 2 f. with vil. 24,
XiX., 12, XX. 13, xxi. 10} destroy, surely destroy or desivoyed, 1. 27,
ii. 12, 21—23, iv. 3, 206 with vi. 13, vii. 4, 230, ix. 3, 8, 14, 16f,
25, xil. 2, 30, xxviil. 20, 24, 43, 48, 51, 61, 63—as against only 3 or 6
times elsewhere in the Hexateuch; cause f0 inkerit, 1. 38 and ii. 28 of
Joshua with xii. 1o, xix. 3 of God and xxxi. 7, Josh. 1. 6, of Joshua,
elsewhere only in Jer., Ezek. and later wrilers, P having another form ;
take (good) heed 1o thyself or yoursetves, ii. 4, iv. g £., thy soul, 15, 23 with
vi. 12, vill. 11, xi. 16, xii. 13, 1g, 30, xv. @3 Jekovak hath blessed thes
in all the work of thy hand or hands, ii. 7 with xiv. 29, xvi. 15, xxiv.
19, Xxviil. 12, cp. i. 11, xv. 10, 18, xxili. 205 2Ay greatness and thy
strowg hand, iil. 24, V. 34, strong hand and stretched out arm, with v.
15 and vii. 19 as i iv. 34, V. 24 glory and greainess, vi. 21 and vii. 8
strong hand alone, ix. 20 greatness...and.. strong hand, 29 great power
and stretched out arm, x1. 2 greatness, strong hand and strvetched ont arm,
xxvi, 8 as in iv. 34; as a/ this day, ii. 30, see note, iv. 38 with vi. 24,
vili. 18, x. 15, xxix. 28; the frequent alternatives fo pass over, go over,’
conte i or simply go generally followed by the Jordas or to possess, 1. 8,
iil. 18, 21, iv. 1, §, 14, 22, 26 with vi. 1, vil. I, ix. 1, x. 171, xi. 8, 10£,,
29, 31, xil. 10, 29 (nations fox land), xvii. 14, xviil. g, xxiil. 20, xxVvi. I, xxx.
10, 187; fear and learn to fzar God, iv. 1o with v. 29, vi. 2, 24, viil. 6,
X. 12, Xiv. 23, xvil. 19, xxviil. 58} observe and do, iv. 6 with vii. 12,
xvi. 12, xxiii. 23, xxiv. 8, xxvi. 16, xxviii. 13—the variant form observe
o0 do (see p. xvi) does not oceur in 1L.—iv. but frequently in v.—xxvi.,
xxvill.; prolong days, iv. 26 see note, 40 with v. 33, x1. 9, xvii. 2o, xxii. 7,
xkx. I8, cp. the intransitive use v. 16, vi. 2, xxv. £5 (see p. xlix), not
elsewhere in Pentateuch except Ex. xx. 12, a deuteronomic clause; and
thon skalf know, iv. 39 with vii. 9, viil. 5, ix. 3, 6, x1. 2.

{¢) Besides those frequent formulas the First Discourse, 1. 6—iv. 40,
has in common with chs. v.—xxvi. a number of other phrases and single
terms equally distinctive of Deuteronomy but less frequent :—'#ka/ = Aow,
emphatic form, i. 12 see note, with vii. 17, xii. 30, xviii. 21 ; shebet =Zribe,
1. 13 see note, 15, 23 with xii. g, 14, etc., etc. ; respect persons, t. 17 with
xvi. 1g, not elsewhere in Pentateuch; gur =jfear very rare in prose, i. 17
with xviil. 22 decause of Jfehonalk’s hating us, i. 27 with ix. 28; wade
onr heart fo melt, i. 28 with xx. 8, not elsewhere in Hexateuch except
for deuteronomic passages in Joshua; ‘arag={o fear, i. 29 with vii. 21,
XX. 3, very rare in prose; the participial construction, 7%e Goer before
you, i. 33 with xx. 4, xxxi. 6, 8; yikroph=awas wroth of God, i. 34
with ix. 1g, but also twice in Py which he hatk trodden upon, a vivid
substitute for énte which ke went, i. 30, with xi. 24 £, but also in JE,
Nu. xiv. 24; Afthouneph=1was angry, i. 37, iv. 21, with ix. 8, 2o,

! Note the correct distinction from these terms of the command to
Israel while still in the southern wilderness, go up, possess, i. 21,
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nowhere else in Pentateuch ; were presumpluous, i. 43 with xvii. 2, xviil.
20; sur=to turn for natah (of Nu. xx. 17), ii. 27 with v. 32 (29}, xvii.
11,20, Xxviil. 14; the frequent use of the qualifying conjunction raz=only,
but, etc., ii. 28, 35, 37, 1il. 11, 19, iv. 6, g with x. 13 (see note), xii. 151,
23, 26, XV. 5, 23, xvii. I0, XX. 14, 20, xxvill. 13, 33 (some of these how-
ever are editorial); sons of [srael=its males, as distinct from the usual
deuteronomic expression al/ fsrael, iii. 18 (see note) with xxiii. 17, xxiv.
73 until Jehovak give rest, lii. 20 (see note) with xii. ro, xxv. 19; ye shall
not add...nor diminisk..., iv. 2 with xii 32; fo cleave unto Jehovak, iv.
4 with x. 20, xi. 22, xili. 4, xxx. 20, with God nowhere else in Penta-
teuch; owl of the midst of the five, iv. 12, 15, 33, 36 with v. 4, 22, 24,
26, 1x.. 10, X. 4 fet thyself be drawn away, . 19 with xxx. 4, 17, cp.
the active form of the verb in xiii. g, 1o, 13.

In contrast to this impressive array of features of style and
language, both general and particular, which are common to
chs. i.—iv. 40 and chs, v.—-xxvi,, xxviii.—xxx., the linguistic pecu-
liarities which i.—iv. 40 present and which are not found in
v.—xxvi, xxvill.—xxx. are very few,

These have also been pointed out in the notes. After deduction of
the place-names peculiar to i.—iii., which are not relevant to the themes
treated in v, —xxvi., xxviii.—xxx., they amount to the following : forah =
weight, 1. 12, not elsewhere in the O.T.; ragan=murmur, i. 27, not
elsewhere in the Pentateuch; s#lathi=save, 1. 36, iv. 12, not elsewhere
in Pentateuch ; fahfmu=deemed it a light thing, \. 41, not elsewhere in
the O.T.; Ae'dsin=gave ear, i 45, and in prose of Hexateuch elsewhere
only in Ex. xv. 26 (deuteronomic) ; yrushak=possession, ii. s, ¢ twice,
12, 19 twice, iii: 20} Aithgarak=confend with, il. 5,9, 19, 24; saght-
bhak=be high, ii. 36  prose only here and elsewhere only in Job v. 113
hithhansten = bescech, iii. 23, with God as object only here in Pentateuch,
o beseech man B, Gen. xlii. 213 Aith‘abber=1to be enraged, 1il. 26; leb=
heart,iv. 11 for the longer lbab elsewhere in Deuteronomy; ur Aab-
barsel=iron furnace, iv. 20, not elsewhere in Pentateuch; ‘em nakdlah =
People of inkeritance, iv. 20, instead of the usual deuteronomic pecuiiar
people.  There is also in iv. 16-—32 a group of words characteristic of
Ezekiel and P, and not found elsewhere in Deuteronomy :—semel = figure
16, male and female 17, fabnith = build, likeness 17 K., romes=that crecpeth
18, holidh = beget 25 lcp. xxviil. 1), néshen=grow old, stale 25, and sara’
¢lohiim = God created 32; to which may be added tdr=explore i. 33,
only here and in P for the deuteronomic kaphar, 1. 22, Jos. ii. 2 f., and
JE’s see.

Some of these may at once be put aside. Surely an author might
Once use the figure an fron furnace without losing his identity! The
figure, as we shall see, hegins to appear in the O.T. from about the date
of Deuteronomy onwards. Again the shorter form /74 is * generally
used by preference in the metaphorical sense of iv. 117 (Driver) and
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besides the longer /ebab occurs several times in i.—iv. (ii. 30, iv. 9, 20,
39) just as throughout the rest of Deuteronomy. Again ‘am nakdiak,
people of inkeritance, closely resembles its equivalents in v.—xxvi. etc.,
especially thy people and thine inkeritance,ix. 29. Little can be inferred
from the use of dwaf Aeyduera like forak and Zakinu, most writings have
one or two; and ragan and Ae¢'ézéz may be ignored as marks of difference
inview of the general tendency of the denteronomic style to employ rare
paetic words for commoner ones. That leaves us with not more than
& or 6 terms for which the rest of Deuteronomy employs others, surely
by themselves an insufficient basis for a theory of dual authorship, especially
when they are so greatly outnumbered by the characteristic deuteronomic
phrases, which we have just seen that chs. i.—iv. have in common with*
chs. v.—xxvi., xxviii.—xxx. The group of terms characteristic of P are
more puzzling, and will be dealt with later; note in the meantime that
with the exception of 74 they are confined to one section iv. 16—32 of
the hortatery part of the First Discourse.

Nor can more weight be attached to the alleged discrepancies
of fact between the First Discourse i. 6—iv. 40 and chs, v.—xxvi.!
They are only t47ee and each of them is susceptible of a reason-
able explanation.

- The alieged discrepancies and the explanations of them are: (a) Itis .

said that in chs. L.—iii. the name Amorite is employed, as in E, in a
general sense for all the peoples encountered by Israel in Palestine, in
i. 7, 19, 20, 27, 44 for those W. of Jordan and in iii. 2, 8, 9 for others
in E. Palestine; while in vii. 1, xx. 17, as in J, the Amorite is but one
of the seven nations occupying the Promised Land before the coming of
Israel. If this interpretation of Amorife in i.—iii. be correct, we may
explain the difference of meaning from that in vii. 1 and xx. 7 as follows.
It would be natural for the same author, when writing narrative to em-
ploy Amorite generally (especially as his narrative is mainly based on E,
which so employs the name), but when he came to exhortation and his
particular purpose was to forbid 2/ heathen rites, it would be appropriate
for him to give an exhaustive list of the particular nations who practised
there. Yet it is not clear that the writer of the narrative in chs,
L—1ill. uses the name in so generzal a sense as is alleged. For even in
W. Palestine he speaks of the Awmiorites only as in the Aill country
ch. i. and even once mentions along with them the Caraanites of the
sea shore; cp. xi. 3o. (#). In ii. 14 Moses is made to say that e/l z4e
generation of the men of war in Israel were consumed in the wilderness
by the time Israel crossed the brook Zered, thirty-eight years after
leaving Horeb ; while the Second l_)iscourse, in v. 2-—s3, etc. and xi. 2—7,
represents him as explicitly addressing in Moab the same Israel which had
taken part in the covenant at Horeb and kad seen with their own epes

! This against Moore, £. B, 1087,
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the events there and throughout the journey from Egypt to the Promised
Laund. Cornill (fntrod. Eng. Tr. p. 59) calls this difference  insoluble.’
But this difference is one not of fact but of purpose. For ii. 14 belongs
to the narrative part of the First Discourse where the purpose is to re-
late fact; while v. 2 and xi. 2—7 belong to a more hortatory part of
the Second Discourse in which Israel is suitably treated as a moral
whole, and the particular purpose of v. 2 is to distinguish the generation
under Moses with the covenants they received at Horeb and in Moab
frown their forefathers before the Egyptian servitude and the Covenant
(God had made with them. Besides even the First Discourse, when it
becomes hortatory in iv. (—40, also assumes the moral unity of Israel
throughout the wilderness wanderings :—iv. 10, the day thou stoodest
b¥fore Jehovak thy God in Horeb, and so down to v. 15; o. 23, the
covenant.. which he made with you; v. 33, God speaking out of the midst
of the fire, as thou hast heard ; v. 34, all that Jehovah your God did for
you tn Egypt before your eyes; ©. 36, he made thee do hear his voice and
thou heardest his words out of the fire. This conception of Tsrael, as
throughout many generations the same Israel, appears in all the hortatory
discourses, even when the speaker forecasts the nation’s far future, e.g.
V. 25, when.. ye shall have been long in the land, and iv. 27—31 in the
time of exile; cp. vi. 20—23, xxvi. 3—g, and xxviii. throughout; indeed
this conception of a moral unity persists in the same passages which
threaten deaths innumerable, e.g. xxviii. 62 ff. But it is needless to
multiply examples. The same speaker who has in narrative, as in ii,
14, emphasised the destruction of one generation for their sins may in
exhortation equally emphasise the identity of Israel throughout successive
generations. Moreover even the narrative portion of the First Discourse
tends to assume, though less explicitly, Israel’s sameness throughout, 1.
9 19, 20, 22, 26, 46. (¢} In ii. 29 the Moadites, along with the children
of Esau, are represented as having sold food and water to Israel, while
XXiil. 4a states as a reason for excluding an Ammonite and @ Moabite from
the Assembly of Jehovah (v.-3), that zhey met you not with bread and
Waler in the way when ye came forth out of Egypt. But as there are
signs of xxiil. 4 a being a later addition to the text (see notes to xxiii.
3—0) it is not certain that this discrepancy is due to the original author
or authors of Deuteronomy. In any case this is the only real discrepancy
between i.—iv. and v.—xxvi, as these chapters now stand. For the
description of the kerem or dan upon Sihon and ‘Og, ii. 34 f., and iii.
6f.—though it agrees exactly neither with the treatment of the seven
hations of Palestine, enjoined in vii. 2, 25f. nor with that of distant
€nemies enjoined in xx. 10ff., but combines features of both (see note
On ii. 34)—falls before the period for which the Law was designed.

We are thus left first with a great array of features of style,
language and doctrine, both general and particular, which are
tommon to the First Discourse chs, i.—iv., and to chs. v.—xxvi.,
XXViii.~xxx. ; second with no real discrepancy of fact between the |



Lviii INTRODUCTION

two divisions; and #sérd (if we except the group of words
characteristic of Ezekiel and P which all occur in the section
iv. 16—32) there are only some 5 or 6 terms peculiar to i.—iv.
for which othiers are found in v.—xxvi.,, xxviiL.—xxx. That is
a very slender basis on which to argue for a different authorship
for the First Discourse from v.—xxvi. etc.; and we can hardly
think that the argument would have been maintained, but for
the facts that the two Introductory Discourses i. 6——iv. 40, and
v.—xi. have each of them a title of its own, i. § and iv. 44—49,
and that the First Discourse is further separated. from the
Second by the historical fragment on the Cities of Refuge,
iv. 41—43. The two titles, it has been reasonably argued, surely
signify that the Discourses which they start were originally
independent compositions—different introductions, as they are
both entitled, to the same Code. Attempts to meet this argu-
ment cannot be said to be satisfactory. The separate title to
the Second Discourse, iv. 44—49, is a composite one (see notes
to it); and Professor Driver claimed! ‘that there is nothing
unreasonable in the supposition that, as formulated by the
original author (whether preceded by iv. 41—43 or not), this
title was considerably briefer than it now is and not longer
than was sufficient to break the commencement of the actual
‘exposition’ of the law, promised in i. 5, as opposed to the
introductory matter contained in i. 6—iv. 40’ This is far from
convincing. For it evades the question, why did the historical
fragment iv. 41—43 (to which by the way the Code in its law on
the Cities of Refuge, ch. xix., makes no reference) come to be
inserted just here? And it raises a kindred question:—if
iv. 44—4y was originally, as suggested, a brief sub-title in the
middle of a work from the same hand, why was it so largely
expanded by later editors?

It is therefore not surprising that there has been consnderable
divergence of opinion as to the relations of the First Discourse
to the Second and to the Code. The majority of critics,

L Deuteronomy, p. baviil.
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emphasising the evidence of differences in style and standpoint
between the two Discourses—and in the present writer’s opinion
seriously exaggerating them—rightly however laid stress on the
presence and independence of the two titles, and had no doubt
that the First Discourse could not be by the same author as the
Second. These, it was held, were different prefaces either to
the same or to different editions of the Code ; and the First was
accounted to be the later of the two because of its reference to
the Exile, iv. 27—31 (or at least because it includes in this
a promise of Israel's recovery from exile!), or becanse it was
alleged to show signs of using the two main sources common Lo
both Discourses, viz. | and E, only after these were combined,
whereas the Second appears to contain no such reflections of
J and E as.interwoven with each other?. On the other hand,

! See the notes to iv. 27—31, and below p. xcviii.

% The principal advocates of a different authorship for the First Dis-
course from that of the Second have been these :—Colenso, Peretatench,
Pt vi. 1871, though he had previously affirmed the opposite, 1864;
Klostermann in the Studien und Kritifen for 1871, 253 . ; Reuss,
La Bible, 1879, 1. 207; Valeton, Studien, v1., VII., 1880—81, not seen;
Wellhausen, Comp. des Hex. 1883, p. 192 footnote, ¢ chs. i.—iv. and
chs, v.—xi. have among other ends this one in common, to indicate a
historical situation for the deuteronomic legislation, they are properly
two different prefaces to different editions’ of the latter; Kuenen, Hex.
1886, lays stress on the linguistic peculiarities of chs. i.—iv. and on the
fact that while their author is particularly anxious to distinguish the two
generations whom Moses addressed at Horeb and in Moab respectively,
the author of chs. v.—xi., though aware that these generations are differ-
ent still * wishes to identify them.” °Is it not clear that [the author of
chs, i.—iv.] cannot also be the author of chs. v.—xi.?” (for answer to
which see above pp Wviif.); L.Horst, Rezwe de [ Histoire des Religions,
XXI11. 1891, 184 fl. (not seen, cited by Driver and Bertholet); Westphal,
Les §‘aurrz: du Pent. 11. 1892, 061l., Bo fi., emphasises. the fact of the
two independent introductions, and separating the narrative, chs.i. 6—iii.
29 from the hortatory ch. iv. 1—40, regards the former as due to a later
deuteronomnic writer who desired to add a historical, to the hortatory,
preface to the Code; Addis, Documents of the Hexateuck, 11. 1808, PP
19 fi., who had formerly (1. 1892, pp. Ixivf.) with Kuenen relied on the
strength of discrepancies between chs. i.—ili. and v.—xi. (e.g. in the con-
ceptions of Israel held respectively in the two discourses) now lays less
Or no stress on these; but because of the two independent titles i. g,
and iv. 44—49, because iv. 9—40 betrays familiarity with the stvle of

Ezek. and P, and hecauwse of other divergences in language (adwitted even
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a smaller number of critics, minimising or attempting to explain
away the fact of two separate and independent titles, laid stress—
and as .we have seen reasonable stress—on the general, and
especially on the particular, agreement between the two Dis-
courses in substance as in style and held—some absolutely but
the most with reservations—that chs. i. 6—iv. must be from the
same author as chs. v.—xxvi. etc. That some reservations are
necessary is obvious ; the archaeological notes in chs. i.——iii. are
doubtless due to an editor, and to editors also some ascribed
the features in iv. 16— 32 and elsewhere which are akin to P, and,
if not the threat of Exile in iv. 26 f, the promise of conversion
and the restoration of the converted in iv. 28 ff. The presence
of the two independent titles, and the loose connection between
the narrative i. 6—iii. 29 and the hortatory i.—iv. 40, which
makes no use of the preceding narrative, but treats of subjects
chronologically anterior to the events there narrated, led to other
reservations of a more complicated kind. Dillmann for instance,
who believed that the alleged discrepancies of fact between
i.—iv. 40 and v.—xxvi., etc. are reconcileable, that ‘no mere
imitator could have throughout [i.—iv. 40] and to the minutest
particulars hit upon the tone and style of D’; and who therefore
assigns all the swdstance of the First Discourse to the same

by Dillmann) feels himself ¢ justified in regarding the authors of i. 1—-iv.
40 as later disciples of the. Deuteronomic school’; Moore, ¢ Deutero-
nomy,’ in E. £. 1. 1899, ‘the diversity of historical representation is
decisive,’ i.e. between i.—iii. and v.—xxvi., and ‘iv. goes beyond v.—xi.
in that its monotheism takes a loftier tone like that of Is. xl.—Iv.’
and it presupposes the Exile; Steuernagel, Deut.-Jos. 1808, pp. xv f.,
decides for a different author because of differences between the
two discourses, especially ii. 14 and v. 3, and because of the separate
titles, but Wellhausen’s theory that i.—iv. 40 and v.—xi. formed intro-
ductions to different editions of the Law cannot be correct * for xii.—xxvi.
never existed without v.—xi,”; Bertholet, Dext. 18g9, pp. xxii [, because
of differences in language and substance, and still more because of
the separate titles, and the author of the First Discourse must be the
later for i. 19—ii. 1 compared with Nu. xiii. f. shows him acquainted
with J and E in their combined form ; Carpenter and Harford-Battershy,
The Hexatenck, 1900, 1. p. 92: ‘i 6—iii, is with much probability re-
ferred to another edition of the Book” than v.—xi. and xii.—xxvi, ; cp.
val. 11, p. 248; Rohinson, Deuteronomy, Joshua, p. 13.
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author as that of chs. v.—xxvi, etc., argues that the fors is due
to the following drastic changes by the editor. He suggests
that the editor found the substance of i.—iii. 29 as the original
author’s historical introduction to chs. v.—xxvi., in which Moses
was represented in the third person and also found iv. 1—40
(except #o. 28 1) among the concluding enforcements of the
Law (note 7 save laught in iv. §) and that he changed the forper
into a speech by Moses, as it now stands, and transferred the
latter from the close, to the beginning, of the exposition of the
Law, as a suitable hortatory conclusion to i.—iil. 2g. This subtle
theory well illustrates the gréat difficulty about the First Dis-
course—on the one hand its substantial and detailed agreement
with chs. v.—xxvi., on the other hand its separation in form from
these chapters, as well as the looseness of connection between
its own two parts®., - ‘

These then were the results of the earlier and broader stage
of the controversy upon the unity of Deuteronomy i.—xxx., viz.
that concerned mainly with the relations of the two Introductory
Discourses, the Code, and its concluding enforcements. But in
our review of this stage of the controversy it has become clear

! In the modern critical school the principal supporters of the unity
of the authorship of i,—iv. and v.—xxvi. have been Dillmann, Nu.-
Deut.-Jos. 1886, pp. 228—a31, as set forth above; Van Hoonacker,
L'Origine des Quatre Premiers Chapitres du Deutéronome, 1889 {not
seen ; a summary of his arguments is given by Driver, pp. lxviiff.);
Oettli, Das Deut. u. die Bé. Jos. u. Rickter, 1893 ; Driver, Deuteronomy,
st ed. 1895, 3rd 9oz, pp. lxvii—lxxiii, thus summed, up: ¢ To the
present writer there appears to be no conclusive reason why ¢. 1—3
Shquld not be by-the same hand as c. 5ff.’; and the only reason of any
weight for doubting'whether c. 4. 1—40 is by the same hand also, seems to
him to he one which after all may not be conclusive either, viz. that the
author of c. 5—26, desining to say what now forms c. 4. r—40, might have
b?eﬂ expected, instead of inserting it between ¢. 1—3 and the body of
his discourse (c. 5f.), to have incorporated it, with his other similar
exhortations, in the latter.” On Driver’s explanation of the separate
titles to the two Discourses see above p. Wiil.—Kittel, Gesch. der Hebr.
L. Pp. 46—50, while recognising the strength of Dillmann’s. arguments,
r;lould-—on. the grounds of the separate titles to i. 6—iv., and of tlre fact
that V.—xi. is'a sufficient introduction to the Code but that Kuenen’s

cory alsa presents difficulties—leave the question open.
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that the question of unity cannot be confined to the relations

of these main divisions to each other, but must be carried into

-investigation of differences and lines of cleavage apparent

within each division, and moreover similar in all. In other
words, in addition to the main divisions of Deuteronomy i.~—xxx.,

there are many cross-divisions running through the whole Book,

and,it is these with which the later and more minute investigations

of its unity have been engaged. We shall consider them in the

next Paragraph. '

§ 7. The Cross Divisions and Distinctions.

The distinctions and differences, which are found wi#47 each
of the main Divisions of Deuteronomy i.—xxx., some of them
running through all these, and which have been taken to be
evidences of different hands, are of five kinds. It does not
matter in what order they are treated as they often both coincide
with and cross each other. Firsf, the distinction (already
discussed) between the two conceptions of lsrael of the wilder-
ness, now as separate generations and now as one and the
same; second, the diviston of both Introductory Discourses into
historical and hortatory parts; fAird, the evidence of doublets
within the Code and of independent groups of laws, distinguished
by differences of form and phraseology; fourtk, the distinction,
sometimes coincident with the foregoing and sometimes crossing
them, between the Singular and Plural forms of address; and
Jift%, the evidences all through the Book of editorial re-arrange-
ments and additions, some of them reflecting the Exile.

First, the distinction between the two conceptions of Israel
in the wilderness, as two successive generations, especially at
Horeb and in Moab, and as one and the same people, who have
witnessed wiéth their own eyes all the events between the passage
of the Red Sea and the crossing of Jordan, has already been
sufficiently treated (pp. Ivif). This distinction is present in
both Introductory Discourses, though less explicitly in chs. i.—iii.
than in chs, v.—xi. [t is clearly a distinction of attitude or
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rhetorical purpose and no conclusion of a difference of author-
ship can be drawn from it.
Second, each of the Introductory Discourses is divided between
a historical and a hortatory partl. In the First Discourse
chs, i.6—iii.are historical, ch. iv. 1—401s hortatory ; in the Second
the historical parts, chs. v. and ix. 8—x. 11?% appear before and
within the hortatory, vi.—ix. 7 and x. 1z—xi. In each Discourse
the connection between the historical and hortatory though not
unnatural is loose, and inthe Second marked by a jerk in the gram-
mar, ix. 7. And while the historical parts are, except for isolated
and detachable passages in the Pl form of address, the two
hortatory parts are mainly in the Sg., yet with several Pl
passages. But, as we have seen, all alike are in the deuteronomic
style and spirit and replete with the deuteronomic formulas
(pp. lili—lvi), except that curiously enough the historical part,
chs. ix. 8—x. 11, only twice gives the full deuteronomic title
Jehovak your God (ix. 16 and 23). The historical parts are
evidently based on JE and equally so, yet they are occasionally
divergent from these older documents in the statement of facts.
None betrays any dependence on P, and, with most of the
general and particular differences of the deuteronomic style from
that of P, all show also differences of fact, and their accounts
both of the divine manifestations in the wilderness and the origin
of the institutions of Israel belong, with the Code and the
hortatory addresses, to a school of religion very different from
- P’s; yet curiously they also share with P a few touches of lan-
Buage and substance. Finally, the historical parts suitably
supplement each other, but it is the two which now stand in
attlellct?j;itr:)iglgif;grf}{::‘:ﬁu[l)lis lf{(]f{-mf{ﬂy of the Pentatenck (1_‘564) draws
of two principal parts The ?—Ii;)t%r;calkbolalrl;tt(i}vlzzzﬁe&(‘);: ]I;g;;? C?m“)’(i‘fd-
distinction Moses does not observe in his Books, not even ?eelatm ll]5
'story in a continuous form, and delivering the ;i,octrine unconn % diev
as apportunity occurred.’ i\*owhere else ghowever do these cf:;te )t
and in arrangement clash with one another as they do in Deut my
y dom cu erouomy.

Calvin’s Harmony (Eng. trans. pp. 294 ff.) gives it as a separate

section ix, »__ L RITES ;
+ 7—x. 17. The proper s ix. 5B )
see note beloy. proper beginning of 1t is ix. ¥ &, on which
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the Second Discourse, which treat of the events in Horeb, while
that which opens the First Discourse follows the later events
from the departure from Horeb to the arrival at Beth-peor in
Moab. This is a strange reversal of the proper order.

> For the connection between the historical and hortatory parts of - the

First Discourse see pp. Ixiii, xciii; for the same in the Second see notes
to ix. 7 and x. 6—1 1.— The uniformity of the deuteronomic style through-
out all the parts of the Discourses has heen already shown in detail,
pp. wlixf., hii f.—As for the forms of address, the only Sg. forms in the
historical parts, are in i.—iii. 29 these scattered and more or less detach-
able fragments, i. 21, 314, ii. 7, 244, 25, 304, 37, in ch. v. only the
quoted Decalogue, and in ix. 8—x. 11 only . 104, for which however
nearly all MSS of LXX have the Pl.; while the hortatory parts of
the two Discourses differ within themselves and from each other thus;
iv. 1——40 Pl except for explicable instances of Sg. in the section vz.
9—14, and for a consistent Sg. through vz. 2g—40; ch. vi. mixed, but
the Sg. prevails throughout the rest of the hortatory part of the Second
Piscourse, except for editorial additions in chs. vii., viii. and these other
passages, x. 16—19, xi, 2—g, 21—18, 31 f.—Forl the dependence of the
historical parts on JE, especially E, see above pp. xvif.; and for the
discrepancies from JE, pp.

Whether the author or authors of the historical parts used J and E
before these documenis were combined (Dillmann and Kittel) or after
(Bertholet), the present writer does not deem it possible on the evidence
to decide.—The general and particular differences of language and style
which distinguish: Deuteronomy from P (see pp. xv, xx1} are sustained
throughont the historical parts. So too the difference of religious
standpoint and ethical spirit : e.g. the emphasis on the spoken word of
God rather than on the physical inanifestation accompanying, see notes
introductory to i. 6—8; the ascription of the mission of the spies to the
initiative of the people, i. 22, instead of, as in P, to the divine command ;
also the notes on i. 34—40, Further Note to i. 36—38, and notes to iii.
23—29; the different treatment of the gér or stranger, see on x. 19, cp.
on xiv. 21 ; the different conception of the Priests and Levites, see above
pp- xxiii f. and below on x. 8-—10; the absence of P’s constant emphasis
on Aaron’s association with Moses, though, with P, x. 6 recognises hin
as the founder of a hereditary priesthood. For differences with P in
details of fact see above pp.xix—xxii and below pp. 133 . On the other
hand, the historical parts of the Deuteronomic Discourses agree with P
in the name Kadesh-barnea see on i. z; and in other place-names, if
the fragment of an itinerary x. 6—8 belongs to ix. 8—x. 11 and is not
a later insertion ; in the addition of Joshua's name to that of Kaleb, i.
37 f. but see-note there; and in the use once of P’s term thr=explore,
1. 33. Also alone with P the historical parts of the Discourses record
that_the spies were twelve, i. 23, cp. Nu. xiii. 2, and that the ark was
of acacia wood, x. 3, cp. Ex, xxv. 10 (but see introductory note to x.
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1—3, pp. 131 . where P’s elaborate additions are pointed out). These
of course were probably elements of common tradition and form no proof
that the historical secfions in Deuteronomy depend on or reflect P.

These phenomena raise several questions, Were the narrative
and exhortation, between which the two Introductory Discourses
are each divided, once independent of each other—forming as
some maintain different introductions, historical and hortatory,
to the same or different editions of the Code? It would be
difficult if not impossible to relate the hortatory contents of the
First Discourse, iv. 1--40, with those of the Second. But the -
detachableness of the historical parts from their context is clear,
and most manifest are their affinities with each other; their
commeon style even to details, their use of the same form of
address, their dependence on the same sources, their similar
treatment of their materials, and their complementary character.
Were they originally one work? The evidence is so clear that
this question is answered in the affirmative not only by those
who take the whole of the two Introductory Discourses to be
from the same hand?, but even by those who ascribe the rest of
the two Discourses to different hands. All conceive it at least
probable, that ix. 8—x. 11 and i—iii., of course in that order,
formed once a (separate?) historical introduction to the Code.
But if so, how came the two parts to be divorced and placed in
different Divisions of our Deuteronomy, with what should have
been the earlier in the later place? This is but one of many
questions which illustrate the truth that the difficulties about the
unity of Deuteronomy i.—-xxx. arise not from its substance nor
from its style, but from that structure and arrangement of its
parts, in which it has come down to us. :

Third, the Code itself, chs. xii.—xxvi. Although the Laws are
arranged on the whole with regard to their subjects—I. Religious
Institutions and Worship, 11. Offices of Authority, I11. Crime,
War, Property, the Family, etc.—yet this plan is not consistently

Ki‘ﬂgillmann, for whose theory on the subject see aliove pp. 1xf. and

DEUTERONOMY e.
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_carried through {see below, pp. 154—8) ; laws and groups of laws
appear out of their proper setting. Partly coincident with the
divisions and groups and partly cutting across them are differ-
ences of form and of style, just as we have seen in the Discourses.
The cardinal law of the One Altar and the laws consequent on
it—weighted with injunctions as to their practical objective, the
abolition of ‘the worship of all other gods—are significantly set
either at the front of the Code or as near the front as their sub-
jects permit—in division . chs. xit. 2—28, xiv. 22-—29, xv. 19—xvi.
22; in 1L xvil. 8—13, xviii. 1-—8; in I1L xix. 1-—13. They are
throughout in the peculiar style of Deuteronomy and replete
with its formulas and other distinctive phrases. But in other
laws, the deuteronomic formulas, chiefly at the end of a law, are
detachable from the context and being removed leave the laws
compact and sufficient, just as in the case of the deuteronomic
expansions of the Decalogue (p. 84). In anumber of other laws
there are no marks of Deuteronomy’s style—neither the direct
form of address nor any of the distinctive phraseology, Stili
another distinction runs across both the laws which are in the
style of Deuteronomy and those which are not. For in each of
these classes some laws are not only parallel to laws in JE, but
contain so tnany linguistic agreements with these and even exact
repetitions that they are evidently based on them, though modi-
fied to suitthe law of the One Allar or expanded in Deuteronomy’s
own phraseology and humane spirit. Other laws are paralleled
only in H and P, without however any proof of being based on
these codes ; while others have no paraliels in JE, H, or P but are
peculiar to Deuteronomy, and of these also some have its phrase-
ology and some not. Again, most but not all of the laws are
in the direct form of address characteristic of Deuteronomy, and
of those which are, most have the Sg. address #nd a very few the
Pl (se¢ next §). And again there are groups of laws on the
same subject, such as War or the Family, which carry formulas
common to themselves but distinct from those of other groups.
All these phenonena raise the question whether behind the Code,
chs. xii.——xxvl., there are not other codes besides those of J and
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E. And, finally, a few of the laws bear signs of a date later than
the bulk of the Code and than the reign of Josiah when it became
operative.

All these distinctions are marked in the notes to the text, but they
may be usefully arranged here. )

(¢) The evidence that our Code used the codes of JE, Ex. xiii. 3—16,
xx. 23—xxiii. 33, xxxiv, 12—a26, is of different degrees ef worth and
requires discrimination; in several instances its force has been exagge-
rated. It is most clear in the following, some of which are exact
repetitions :—xii. 3 altars and images of other gods, cp. Ex. xxxiv. 13;
xiv. 21 seething a kid in its mother’s milk, exactly as in Ex. xxiii. 19
and xxxiv. 26; xv. 12—18 on slaves, cp. Ex. xxi. 2—11; xvi. 19 just
judgement, cp. Ex. xxiil. 2, 6—8; xix. 15—21 witnesses, with terms
and phrases similar to those in Ex. xxiii. 1. ; xxii. 1—4 lost property,
cp. Ex. xxiii. 4f.; xxiii. t9f. interest etc., cp. Ex. xxil. 25; xxiv, 7
manstealing, cp. Ex. xxi. 16} xxiv. 17 £ stranger, fatherless and widow,
cp. Ex. xxii. 21 f.,, xxiii. 9; xxv. 17—109 Amalek, with phrases from
E, Ex. xvii. 14, Josh. x. 19 (?). In the following four laws we find
a great expansion of the corresponding laws in JE with alterations to
suit the law of the One Altar : xv. 1¢g—a23 firstlings, cp. Ex. xiii. 11—16,
xxii. 29 f., xxxiv. 19 f.; xvi. 1—17 the three feasts, cp. Ex. xxiii. 14—17,
XXXV, 18—23, 25; xix. 7—13 rights of asylum, cp. Ex. xxi. 12—i14;
XxVi. [—tr1 presentation of firstfruits, cp. zo. 2, 10 ff. with Ex.
XXxiv. 26, Less clear are these:—xv. T—Tr1 year of remission, cp.
Ex. xxiii, 1of., the connection is slight and questionable; xviii. g—22
the prophet, contains details from E, Ex. xxii. 18, etc. (see notes);
xxi. 18—21 rebellious son, cp. Ex. xxi. 15, 17; xxii. 28 f. seduction;
¢p. Ex. xxil. 16f.; xxiv. 1o0—13 pledges, cp. Ex. xxii, 26f. with
different technical terms. Of cowrse it 1s possible that some of these
parallels are due to derivation from sources common to JE and
Deuteronomy; this is probable in the case of the lex talfonis, xix. 21,
which is given more fully in Ex. xxi. 24f. But on the whole the
evidence juslifies the conclusion that the codes of JE formed a basis for
that of Deuteronomy. See (in this series) Driver’s notes to the JE
codes in his Zxodus, and Appendix II1. of Chapman’s /atroduction fo
¢ke Pentatench with his conclusion that ‘the whole legislation in the
BO‘C)k of the Covenant’—i.e. Ex. xxi. 23—xxiii. 33— Ex. xxi. 18—
XXil. 15 excepted, is repeated (sometimes with material modifications)
In Deuteronomy.” One law new in Deateronomy seems designed to
Supplement one in E; that on fencing roofs, xxii, 8, cp. E on fencing
bits, Ex, xxi. 33f.

() The parallels between the Code of Deuteronomy and those of
P and P—other than what all have with those of J and E—are the
%llowmg:—xiv. 1 ( p/us deuteronomic formulas in z. 2}, mutilation for
the dead, cp. Lev. xix. 28; xiv. 3—20 clean and unclean beasts, cp.
“SV. Xi. 2—a3, xx. 25; xiv. 22—29 tithes, cp. Lev. xxvii. 30—33,
U xviii. 21—392; xvi, 13, 1§ 4ooths (the name for the feast), Lev.

ez
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xxiti. 34, 42f; xvi. 2rf. Asherim and -MagsebOth, Lev. xxvi. I
(in part) ; xvii. 1 blemished beasts, Lev. xxil. 17—25; [xviii. 1—8 tribe
of Levi, Lev. vii. 31—33, Nu. xvill. 1-—20 (very slight)]; xviii. 10
Molech, Lev. xviii. 21, xX. 2—5; XxXli. g-—I1 against various mixtures,
Lev. xix..19; xxif. 12 on fringes, Nu. xv. 37—4¢1; xxil. 22 adultery,
Lev. xviil. 20, xx. 10; xxii. 30 mcest, Lev. xviii. 8, xx. 11; xxiii. g—14
cleanness of camp first part, Nu. v. 1—4; xxiii. 21—123 vows, Nu. xxx. 2
xxiv. 8 leprosy, Lev. xiii. f., Nu. xii. 14 f.; xxiv. 14f. hired servant;
Lev. xix. 13; xxiv. 19—22 gleaning, Lev. xix. ¢f.; xxv. 13—I16,
weights and measures, Lev. xix. 35f In these parallels the verbal
agreement is but small, the differences of langnage and substance -many.
On the law of tithes P, as we have seen {p. xxiv), represents a later stage
of development, and is much more detailed in the law on vows.
While the same spirit of humanity breathes in H as is conspicuous in
the deuteronomic laws, the religious motive is differently expressed.
Further these laws as stated in Deuteronomy are- all in the Sg. form of
address—except xiv. 1, 3-—20 in the Pl and xxii. 30 in neither—and
are in large part in the deuteronomic style. The deuteronomic formulas,
however, are easily separable in xiv. 1 f.; xvii. 1, xxil. 22, xxiil. g—14,
xxv. 13—16 (158 and 16 ke Lord thy God); there are no marks at all of
Deuteronomy’s distinctive style in xxii. g—r11, 12, 30; and elsewhere
the absence of its formulas is noteworthy. On the whole Deuteronomy
shows no dependence on H or P; some of the laws it scems to derive
from the same written source as they do ; in other cases the parallels may
be different reductions to writing of the same or similat practices. or
tempers in Israel. i .
{¢) Laws peculiar to Deuteronomy. Apart from those which deal
with the One Altar and its consequences and which are noted above
(p. 1xvi), the laws found enly in Deuteronomy fall into three classes, so
far as form and style are concerned. Firss, those in the distinctive
style of Deuteronomy, nearly all in the earlier part of the Code:—
xili. 1—5 false prophets, 6—ir enticers to idolatry, 12—18 idola-
trous cities, with xvii. 2—7 idolaters; [xvii. 8—1I3 judges of appeal};
xvii, 14—20 the king; xvii. g—a22 the prophet, with echoes of Ej;
xX. I-—q exemptions from war-service, 10—18 terms for an enemy city,
ig f. fruit-trees in siege, with xxi. 10-—14 marriage to a captive of war
and xxiil. 9g—14 cleanness of camp (as a whole, see also under §);
xxiii, 15 f. escaped slave; xxiv. 1—4 divorce; xxv. 1—3 excessive
beating, Some are without the formulas prevalent in other parts of
Deuteronomy, but these formulas are not called for by the particular
subjects in hand; and the laws bear other signs of the deuteronomic
style—repetition, expansion, emphasis: all in the Sg. form of address.
Second, laws peculiar to Deuteronomy in which its formulas and other
favourite phrases are detachable from the context :—xix. 14 boundary-
stones, xxi. 1—g untraced murder, 18—ar1 disobedient son, 22 f. hanged.
malefactor, xxii. 5 against wearing the clothes of the other sex, Gt
sparing the mother bird, 13—21 the suspected bride, 23 f. and 25—127
treatinent of a betrothed virgin, xxiii. 3f. Ammeonite and Moabite exclnded
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{from the congregation (on probable deuteronomic additions see note), 171,
pedeshith and kedeshim, xxv. 11 f. indecent assault. All are in the Sg. form
of address, except xxii. 23 f., which is Pl. save {for the concluding formula,
and xxi, 18—21 and xxii. 13—21, which, with the same exceptions, are
not in the form of direct address. The detachableness of the deutero-
nomic elements suggests that some of these may be -earlier laws
incorporated by Deuteronomy, and this is corroborated as in xxii. 23 f.
by the change from the Pl. address in the body of the law to the Sg. in
the closing deuteronomic formula, or as in xxii. 13—21 by the body of
the law not being in the form of direct address while the closing formula
is; xxi. 1-—g, untraced murder, may be either a modification of written
law or the modification of an unwritten practice.  7hérd, laws peculiar to
Deuteronomy which bear no marks of its distinctive style :—xxi. 15—17
right of firstborn ; xxii. 8 fencing of the roof; xxiii. 1 exclusion of eunuchs,
2 of bastards (unless £akal, assembly, in this sense be taken as charac-
teristic of Deuteronomy, see p. xlix), 7. on Edomites and Egyptians,
24 f. use at need of others’ crops; xxiv. 5 the newly-married, 6 millstone
forbidden as pledge, 16 fathers and children; xxv. 4 unmuzzle the ox,
§—ro Levirate marriage (see note p. 286). Of these 7 are not in the
direct form of address prevalent in Deuteronomy, while 5 are in its
prevalent Sg. That some or aif of them come from an earlier code is
possible but not certain ; xxiv. 16 sanctions an innovation which came into
Israel’s practice in Amaziah’s time; xxiil. 24f. and xxv, 4 practices now
common in the east and probably ancient.

(@) Groups of Laws dealing with the same subject or procedure and
marked- by the same or similar special formulas. There are three or
four of ‘these groups. The most conspicuous is that on War, to which
there are no parallels in JE :—

XX, I—0Q, when thou goest forth to battle against thine enemies.
10—18, when thon dratvest nigh lo a city o fight against i,
19 f., when thou shall besiege a city a long time..
XXi. 1014, when thou goest forth to battle against thine enemies.
XXiil, 9—14, When thou goest forth in camp against thine enemites.

Stevernagel takes only the last two as from the same source, a * War-
code’ older than the bulk of Deuteronomy: he hlolds the opening
formula in xx. 1—9 as editorial, but for the groundlessness of this see
note on p. 244. If there ever was a separate code of War-laws all
these five belonged to it; but its separate existence is quite uncertain.
These laws are all in the Sg. form of address; they contain it is true but
few of Deuteronomy’s formulas, yet they have its rhythm and na
elements foreign to its diction. Secondly, there is a number of laws
which use formulas containing the word 7v‘cbak, abomination :—

. xvil. 1, for that is an abomination to_Jehovak thy God.
XViil. 1o—12 @, for whosoever doeth these things is an abomination
wilo _fehovak,
xxil. 8, for whosoever doeth these things is an'abomination
wunto Jekoval thy Ged.
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xxiil. 15§, for even doth these are an abomination unfo Jehovah
thy God.
xxv. 13—16, for all that do such things ave an aboniinalion unto
JSehoval thy God.

These five Steuernagel takes as from a code earlier than Deuteronomy,
consisting of ‘To'eba-oracles.’” The hypothesis is arbitrary, Ahomi-
nation is a term frequently used in Deuteronomy both in other laws and
in the Discourses; to separate from these the five above and assign
them to another source is obviously arbitrary. Thirdly, a number of
the laws introduce #%¢ elders as judges or executioners

xix. 1—13, Cities of Asylum or Refuge, e/ders of his city.

xxi, 1--13, Untraced Murder, thy elders and judges, elders of that

city. )
18—21, Disobedient Son, elders of his city.
xxii. 13—21, Suspected Bride, elders of the cily i1 the gate,
xxv. 5—10, Levirate Marriage, e/ders of his city.

These all begin similarly; those in which the death-sentence is in-
flicted have the phrase #hat ke may die; the city-gate is the place of
judgement ; and the phrase % d##ng ouf is frequent.  On these grounds
Steuernagel takes them (in part of course, for he eliminates alleged
additions) as a group by themselves and he adds to them other laws
which also contain the aforesaid phrases, xvii. 2—7, 8—13, xxi. 15 —17,
22f,, xxii. 22—2¢, xxiv. (—5, 7; which do not mention e/ders! This
also is arbitrary. It is true that Deuteronomy has provided in
xvi. 18 1. for the appointment of lay sudges in each city, and that itis
difficuit to understand the relation of these to the elders. Yet this is
a frail ground on which to build the hypothesis of a separate authorship,
As Steuernagel himself shows, these laws have several elements of
diction in common with laws which do not mention elders and some
of which are thoroughly deuteronomic in style. No law seems more
original to Denteronomy than that of the cities of Asylum, and it
mentions elders.

(¢) Laws alleged to be of later date than the bulk of the Code
chiefly on the ground that they could not have been extant when the
Law-hook was discovered under Josiah nor for some time after. These
are four in number:—(1) xiv. 1 f. against mutilation for the dead,
because it was unknown to Jeremiah, Ezekiel, and the Jews who came
from Shechem to worship at Jerusalem (see notes on pp. 184f.); this
law is probably of later origin but not certainly, for other denteronomic
laws were neglected in the period immediately following Josiah's reign,
e.g. xv. 12—18 on the emancipation of slaves (cp. Jer. xxxiv. 8 ff. and
Neh. v. 5), and the law as to the participation of the rural Levites in
the Temple-worship, x. 8., xviii. 1—8 {cp. 2 Kgs xxiil. ). (2) The
law of clean and unclean beasts, xiv. 3—20, in the PL form of address
anc without deuteronomic elements (except in #. 3 which may he
Deuteronomy’s original law}, is paralleled only in P. {3) The law of the
King, xvii. 14—20, is taken by some as later than the rest of the Code
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because like xxxi. g it represents the whole law as already in writing
and canonical, but this is far from conclusive; and it 1s ektremely
probable that the original Code contained a law of the King (see note
cn p. 224). On xxiil. 1—g and xxvi. 3 f. see the notes.

The above evidence leads to the conclusion that like othel
bodies of law this in Deuteronomy is the result of growth and
compilation from various sources—new laws, expansions and .
nodifications of old ones, while some probably are the reduction
to writing for the first time of unwritten practices. Part of the
Code is undoubtedly based on the codes of J and E; that
there were other codes behind it is possible. The non-
deuteronomic style of many of the laws indicates that these
were not original to the author or authors of Deuteronomy but
horrowed. That is all we can say with certainty. Steuernagel’s.
discrimination of older codes, ‘ War-laws’ ¢ To‘%ba-laws’ and
‘Elder-laws,’ is insufficiently founded. Apart from the reasons
against it given above it is improbable that separate codes existed
for separate subjects. Just as in the case of the Discourses the
evidences of the presence of elements later than the bulk of the
Code are few and except in the law on clean aud unclean beasts
sporadic. But, of course, there are not a few scribal and edi-
torial additions, which have been indicated in the notes.

- These, however, are not the only kinds of evidence of com-
pilation which the Code offers. - There is another and more
striking kind. Several of the laws, and among them some of
those most cleatly original to Deuteronomy, bear signs of having
once existed in separate and variant forms now put together.
The cardinal law itself, ch. xii., appears to be composed from
three statements—some would say more but there are at least
three-—all emphasising the concentration of the worship of Jeho-
vah upon One Altar, but differing in details, with different forms
of address and introduced or followed by different reasons :—1st
2y, 2—7, Pl ; 2nd vo. 8—12, Pl.; 3rd we. 13—19, Sg., with the
Corollary, 7)7/. 20—27, permitting the eating of flesh not sacri-
ficially slaughtered to Israelites too far from the One Altar to

€ perpetually resorting to it. For details see the notes on pp.
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159—172. Thelaw of the Priests, xviii. 1—8, seems col\pounded
of doublets. Also the two laws, xiii. I—18 and xvii. 2—7, are
parallels ; why both should be in the same code, or being in
it should be separated from each other, is best explained on the
ground that they originally belonged to different editions of the
code. In xvi. 1—8 we have probably a compilation of two laws
.originally separate, one on Passover and one on Magsoth. There
is more uncertainty about xvii. 8-—13, on the Judges of Appeal;
it seems the combination not of two written forms but of the
double practice prevailing in Israel from the earliest times®. All
this points to the existence of different editions of the Code of
Deuteronomy—a fact which is not surprising, for elsewhere
in the Old Testament we find different editions of the same
law; e.g. the Decalogue itself, in Ex. xx. and Deut. v.; the
Sabbath-law, Ex. xxiii. 12 and xxxiv. 21; the law of firstlings,
Ex. xiii. 12—16 and xxxiv. 19f, both in J; the Seventh Year,
Ex. xxiii. 10f. and Lev. xxv. 1—7%; and the law of clean and un--
clean beasts, Deut. xiv. 3—20 and Lev. xi. 2—23; etc,etc.? But
any signs that there were once different editions of the laws of
Deuteronomy, and these its most distinctive laws, are in striking
harmony with the evidence, which we found in the Discourses,
of different Introductions to the Code with independent titles
(§ 6, esp. p. Iviii). - The doublets in ch. xxvii. (see note on p. 300)
are clear indications of separate supplements to the Code. And
there are also two accounts of the institution of the cities of
Asylum, iv. 41—43 and xix. 1—I0, both deuteronomic.

The Fowrth Cross-Distinction in Deuteronomy, that between
the Singular and Plural Forms of Address, which we have so
frequently found connected with the cross-distinctions that we
have just been examining, is sufficiently important—and com-
plicated—to require a Paragraph to itself.

1 Some also find doublets in xviii. g—22, the law of the Prophet, but
on questionable grounds; see the notes.
2 Cp. the parallels on pp. 370 f. of Driver’s Exodus (in this series),
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§ 8. The Singular and Plural Forms of Address.

Except for titles, a few historical fragments intruded among
the Discourses, and several Laws, chs. i.—xxx. of Deuteronomy
are composed throughout in direct address to Israel. But, as-
we have seen, both in the Discourses and among the Laws there
is more or less frequent transition between the Sg. and Pl forms
of address. Israel is now 7hox and now Yon. Sometimes one
of these forms is maintained through whole sections of the
Discourses, sometimes with sporadic interruptions of the other.
Sometimes one form prevails only through a* paragraph or a
sentence and yields in the next to the other. Sometimes both
are used in the same sentence. By far the most of the Laws are
in the Sg. but a few carry the PL.; and again some of the latter,
and others also which are not otherwise in the form of direct
address, have a single clause in the Sg., either at the beginning
or more often at the end of the law.

Till recently this distinction in the form of address was not carefully
examined. In 1891 Comill (Zénleitung in das A.7. 1st ed.) stamped
some of the laws as secondary because they use the PL form. A few
years later Staerk (Das Deuleronomiune etc. 1894) and Steuernagel
(Der Rahmen des Deutevomominum 189y, Die Entstehung des deut.
Gesetzes 1896, and Dewtevonominm-Josua 1898 in Nowack’s Handkom-
mentar 5. A.7.) independently analysed the Book mainly on the basis
of Sg. versus PL., but with regard also to other differences of style as
well as to some of substance. Their results are different-and contra-
dictory. 1In chs i.—xi. Staerk distinguishes three speeches of Moses in
the PL., two pre-exilic and one exilic, with a large number of *‘sketches
and essays ’ in the Sg. dating mostly before but partly during the Exile.
Of the laws those which he reckons original are all in the Sg.; all in
the PL he takes as later—except where on other grounds this is im-
possible and then he frequently alters the text—but with them he connts
as also later some laws and other passages in the Sg. Steuernagel on
the other hand not only identifies two separate introductions to the Code
but two separate Codes corresponding to them : the older in the Sg.
address, vi, 4f, 10—13, 13, vii. 1—44, 6, g, 126—16a, 17—21, 23 [,
VUL 2—g, 7—14, 17f, ix. 1—7a2, 5—7a, x. 12. 14%, 21 (220),
XL 10—12, 14f. with all the laws dealing with the centralisation of the
Worship and its consequences and ail others showing an ethic, either
Tigorous or humane, in harmony with the principles of their introductory
discourse and almost exclusively using the Sg. He finds a younger
Introduction marked by the use of the Pl in v. 1—4, 20—28, ix. g, 11,
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13—1Y, 2T, 2§—29, X. t—5, 11, 16, xi. 2—~35, 7, 16f,, 22-~28, with
these laws:——parts of ch. xii in the Pl. and a number of other laws not
showing any order because collected from various sources, some in the
Pl some in the Sg., and including several against heathen practices
which show sympathy with their Introduction’s frequent polemic against
images; and again within each collection of laws he discriminates
smaller codes (see above pp. Ixix f.) from which it was compiled, and later
additions. He adds lists of phrases which he finds characteristic of
these Sg. and Pl. divisions respectively. Staerk and Steuernagel thus
agree only in seeing a frequent and very complicated difference of
authorship in the distinction between Sg. and Pl. and in judging the
PL to be generally the later. Their theories were adversely criticised
by Kosters (Theol.- Tiidschrift, 1896}, Addis (Documents of the Hexa-
teuck 11. 1898, pp. 10—19) and Bertholet (7heo!l. Literaturseitung,
1899, No. r17) principally on three grounds: (1) that in other Hebrew
writings the changes between the Sg. and P, forms of address are too
common to afford a basis for difference of authorship; (2) that within
passages using the same form of address differences of date are apparent,
and (3) that the complexities of the two analyses, the drastic changes in
the text, and the arrangement of the Book, which their respective results
require, and especially the contradictions between these results, all justify
further and final scepticism. This last objection is enhanced by still
another analysis of Deuteronomy on the basis of Sg. and Pl., by Professor
Mitchell of Boston ( Journal of Biblical Literature, 18qq, pp. 61 ff.),
which leads to results different from both Staerk’s and Steuernagel’s.
On the other hand, Steuernagel’s principle of analysis and even many of
his results have received approval both from conservative and from
advanced critics. Professor G. L. Robinson of Chicago {Zxpositor,
1899, p. 362) makes the singular suggestion that the Pl. sections of the
Discourses are suitable to Moses in the wilderness addressing as a prophet
the individuals of his own generation, while the Sg. address agrees with
the attitude efMoses as an old man in Moab looking back on the nation
as a whole! In the fifth ed. of his Einleiting (1906) Cornill, besides
repeating his earlier emphasis on the ‘tell-tale Plural’ in the laws,
acknowledges Staerk’s and Steuernagel’s ‘demonstration of the co-
herence of the Pl. and Sg. passages respectively—which Steuernagel has
further confirmed by a number of acute observations on the linguistic
usage.’ In 1goo the present writer read before the Society of Historical
Theoclogy in Oxford a paper in which he independently analysed the
Sg. and Pl. passages and reached conclusions regarding a difference of
authorship between them more positive than he now feels to be justified,
as will be seen from the following paragraphs. Other criticisms of the
distinction between Sg. and Pl. as a criterion of difference of anthor-
ship—repeating the objections given above and adding fresh ones—will
be found in Estlin Carpenter’s and Harford Battersby’s 7%e Hexa-
teuch, 11. 1goo, pp. 246 f. {footnote) and in Cullen’s Te Book of the
Covenant in Moab, 1903, pp. 2—4. The former rightly does not con-
sider either the complexity of Staerk’s and Steuernagel’s results or their
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difference in detail from each othet as fatal to their common principle,
but says that *the distribution into two documents corresponding to-Sg.
and Pl seems somewhat hazardous,” on the grounds that ¢it does not
rise naturally out of the phenomena of the text,” many laws assigned by
Steuernagel to the P'l. author being in the Sg. and redactions being in-
voked of which the text shows no trace; that the Massoretio tradition of
the text is often uncertain; and that in the Discourses it would not be
unnatural for the same speaker to pass, as for instance Jeremiah does, from
the one to the other form of address. Cullen’s objections lay stress on
the liability of the text to alteration during its tradition; on the facts
that the Hebrew editors of the Book saw nothing objectionable in the
want of coutinuity in the verbal and pronominal numbers’ and that
other Hebrew writers show the same disregard of continuity; and on
the opinion that ‘to elevate a detail of form of this kind into anything
like a norm of analysis for an O.T. book is a departure from the true
principles of historical criticism’; the distinction between the Sg. and
Pl is ¢a trifling item of literary technique.’

We cannot be content with such summary opinions; the last
in particular is far from just to the facts. However complex and
obscure these facts may be they are certainly not ‘trifling.” When
we find that the transitions between Sg. and Pl are often co-
incident with other changes—changes of subject-matter or of
diction, obvious interruptions of the theme of the context, some-
times by awkward constructions—we cannot regard them a// as
accidental or insignificant. Whatever estimate we may finally
form of their value as signs of a difference of authorship, they
demand from us a close examination. Therefore they have been
duly marked in the notes to the text, and we have now to con-
sider their evidence as a whole.

1. To begin with, a note of caution is necessary upon the text
itself. -+ No elements of this were mote liable to alteration in the
course of its tradition than the Sg. and Pl. forms of address, and
the readings of these are therefore often uncertain.  The Hebrew
sometimes gives one form where in the Samaritan Version or in
the Greek, or in both, we find the other. Decision between or
among three such witnesses is generally difficult and not always
possible. It may seem a sound principle to prefer the consensus
of the two most ancient Versions where they differ from the
Hebrew, but we cannot always confidently act upon this. For in
such cases both sets of translators may have been, intentionally
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er unconsciously, harmonising : e.g. iv. 3, 25, xi. 13 f., cp. viii. I,
LXX, against which are both the Hebrew and Samaritan. More-
over the original reading of the LXX is often doubtful ; its MSS
vary. Thus part of the material of our discussion is uncertain.
Yet the uncertainty must not be exaggerated. To a very great
extent the two Versions agree with the Hebrew. With few ex-
ceptions, they do so through the long passages of the Book where
one or the other form is constant; and they do so sometimes
even when both forms occur in the samme sentence and when
therefore there was most temptation to translators to harmonise
the grammar: e.g. iv. 21, 23 £, v. 1, vii. 4, 25, viil. 19f. (see note),
X, 10 whither thou goest in...whence ye came ouf. And in in-
stances both of agreement and of difference between the Hebrew
and the Versions we have often other reliable tests. But withal
we must be prepared for a residuum of doubtful readings in cases
where the difference between Sg. and Pl is concerned.

We can sometimes trace the intrusion of a Sg. form into a Pl passage
or of a I'l. form into a Sg. passage either to dittography or to attraction:
e.g. iv. 29 (see note), viii. 1 (?) and ix. 7 where the Samaritan Greek
reading ye went fort is to be preferred to the Hebrew #zox as the latter
is probably due to attraction from the preceding verbs in the Sg.; cp.
iv. 234 where the exceptional Sg. may be similarly due to the Sg. verbs
that follow it; or iv. 25 theu skalt beget for which read you shall (see
note); on iv. 37 where the awkward Hebrew Ais seed after fiim seems
to have arisen under the influence of the Sg. verb of the clause and
where Samaritan, Greek, Syriac, Targum and Vulgate all vead #keir seed
after them; on xvii. 166 where the Pl. wnto you, exceptional in: this
law, is most reasonably explained by attraction from the Pl. verb in the
following quotation; and similarly in xx. 2« (se¢ note). Of course we
cannot say whether such forms as are due to attraction are inconsistencies
on the part of the original writer, as they may well be (see below
p- lxxviii) or the faults of copyists of the text.-—Of passages where the
Versions help us to emend the text iv, 34, xX. 24, xxviii. 13 may be
taken as examples, The two exceptional PL’s your God and for you in
iv. 34 are suspicious especially in face of the immediately following thine
¢yes (so Hebrew confirmed by the Versions); but the LXX reads owr
Gpd and most Greek MSS omit for you, thus diminishing the confusion.—
But in this same verse we have a sign of how readily translators come
under the influence of ‘attraction,’ for both our English Versions give
your eyes instead of the Hebrew thine eyes. Similarly in iv. 3 the
Authorised Version gives among you for the Hebrew in the midst of
thee, correctly reproduced in our Revised Version,
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" 2. In addressing Israel other writings of the O.T. pass from
the Sg. to the Pl and wice versa, some occasionally some more
frequently. As Deuteronomy is both a Code of Laws and a Dis-
course (or Discourses) to Israel we may take for comparison with
it in this practice the codes in JE and the discourses or oracles
of Jeremiah.

In the code Ex. xx. 23-—xxiil. 33 all laws couched in the form of
direct address to Israel are in the Sg. except seven in the Pl.  Five of
these Driver (Exodus in this series), who takes no note of this difference,
warks as editorial; in a sixth, xxil. 31, ye skell be holy men the Pl is
inevitable, no one would write *thou shalt be holy men,’ and the seventh
is the opening law of the code, xx. 23, ye shall not make.. with me, gods
of silver or gods of gold ye skall not make unto you, which Pls may be
due to attraction from the Pl pronouns in the preceding exordium
7. 12; yet both verses have been marked by other critics as editorial
not only on account of their Pl form, but because Versions show that
variant forms.of them were extant.

Again in Jeremiah’s addresses to_Judak, Jerusalem, men of Judak or
House of Israel he frequently—one might almost say usually—employs
the P1. form: e.g. il. 4., iv. 3£, v. 20, vii. 1—15, 21—25; [x. 1 ff.];
xi. 1--3, 6—8; xili. 15—17; xvi. to—i13; xvili. 5—17; xxi. 4f., 81,
1 £ ; xxii. 1—5 (changing to Sg. in 2. 6 after a personification), 10;
xxv, 3—8; xxvl. 4f., 12—15; xxvii. gff.; xxix. 10f. {to the exiles);
xxxi. 31—33 (the new covenant, indirect address); xxxiv. 13—17 {except’
for the quotation noted below}; xxxv. 13—16; xlii. 9 ff., 19 ff. (O rem-
nant of Judak); xliv. 7—10, 11, 26 (@ll Judah that dwell in the land of
Egypt). When Jeremiah uses the Sg. address it is mostly but not
always in one of three connections. (1) After, or with, a vivid per-
sonification of the people, land or city: e.g. il. 1—3, 14—1g, 20—123,
FI—37; lil. 1—5; iv. 1f; x. 17ff; xil. 76 xiil. 20—27; xxii. 1.
{but passing to PL. in ». ¢}, 20—23; xxx. (2—14 (Sior=the com-
munity); xxxi. 3—5 (virger of Israel), 15—17 (Rackel the mother),
18—a0 ( Ephraim the son), 211. (virgist of fsrael). Or (2) when short
of actually personifying the nation Jeremiah sets it in sharp contrast to
any other, or all others: e.g. il. 36f.; iv. 5—8 (Pls. except in 7 ihere
the other nation comes in); x. 240 ; xv. 11—r4; xxx. 7—11 (Jacod)
and xlvi. 27 f. ( Jacob as Servarnt)—these last two passages should perhaps
rather come among the personifications. Or (3} when he is quoting
from Deuteronomy: e.g. in v. 14—1g he begins with the Pl,, passes to
the Sg. in words more or less those of Deut. xxviii. 49 ff., and resumes
the PL with his own words in #. 1g-(v. 18 may be an insertion); simi-
larly in xxxiv. 14 the change from the Pl: to the Sg. comes in with
3 quotation of Dent. xv. 12 and again PL is resumed with the prophet’s
Own words. But in some quotations Jeremiah changes their original
Sg. to his own usual Pl.: e.g. xxix. 13, cp. Deut. iv. 29; xliv. 3, cp.
Deut, xiii. 6. There are, however, a considerable number of transitions
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from Sg. to PL in Jeremiah’s discourses which are not caga.ble of the
abave explanations, nor of any other except that the prophet felt him-
self free to make them!. For example, iii. 12 ff. is mainly in PL but
has one Sg. clause (but is it a quotation?); iii. 19 passes from Sg. to
PL; in xi. 13 the two forms are in successive clauses; and in xxi. 13f.
we find 7 am against thee.. ye whick say...f will punish you...ker forest
round about her.

All this—while further exposing the complexity of the question
and while explaining the inevitableness of contradictions in the
various analyses of -Deuteronomy on the basis of the two forms
of address—nevertheless offers some clues through the maze.
The discourses of Jeremiah show that seme changes from Pl. to
Sg. may be due to the influence of a vivid personification of the
nation or community addressed ; or, short of personification, to
a conception of it approaching the personal, especially when it
is contrasted with other peoples ; or to the quotation by the
speaker of other writings in a different form of address from that
which he usually adopts, or to no apparent reason at all except
the incopsistence of the writer. Again, the codes in JE show
still more clearly that some changes from Sg. to P’l. are due to
the hand of an editor or expander of the original. We have
now to ask, whether any of the changes of address in Deutero-
nomy correspond 10 any or to all of these?

As for the influence of personification on the form of address
there should be constant opportunity for observing this in Deute-
ronomy, in which Israel is regarded as a moral unity and is so
often conceived under a vivid personal metaphor. Hence the
prevailing Sg. in the Liottatory parts of the Discourses, especially
where these contrast Israel with other peoples (as in iv. 32ff.
and ix. 1—6), and in all laws which concern the whole nation.
Hence, too, in PL contexts the emergence of the Sg. at points
where the exhortation becomes particularly intense or intimate :
e.g. iv. g (and carried on into #. 10).

The transitions between the two forms of address often coin-
cide with the transitions between exhortation and narrative in
a mmanner too exact 1o be other than significant. We have noted
the prevalence of the Sg. in the hortatory parts of the Discourses ;
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it is the Pl whlch prevalls in the hlstoncal pdrts Wlth few
exceptions (which we shall consider immediately) the PL runs
through i.—iii. 29, the historical part of the First Discourse; and
is sustained through the historical parts of the Second Discourse :
through ch. v. (except for the quotation of the Decalogue) and
without interruption through ch. ix. 76—x. 11 ; the hortatory
setting, vi.—ix: 7@ and x. 12—xi. 32, being mainly in the Sg., ex-
cept. significantly enough in the longish passage xi. 2—9, where
the exhortation is mixed with narrative and the Pl again prevails
(the other PL exceptions are as we shall see probably editorial).
Moreover the transition from Sg. to PL in ix. 7 is marked by an
awkward construction, as though we had there the splicing of
two strands by a hand which had found them separate. Of
course even this—though a sign of the compilation of different
documents—is not proof of a difference of authorship. It would
be natural for the same author to use mainly the PL in narrative
but to turn to the Sg. when he came to exhort the people especi-
ally under the deuteronomic conception of Israel as a moral
unity; and as we have scen (§ 6) there is—apart from this
difference in the form of address—great similarity of style and
doctrine not only between the two Discourses as a whole but
within each, between its historical and hortatory parts (see be-
low for exceptions). Moreover this association of the Sg. with
exhortation and of the Pl. with narrative is not constant. We
find the prevailing PL of the historical part of the First Discourse,
i—iii, 2g, running on into the hortatory part, iv. 1—4o (at least
iv, 1—8, hortatory though it is and containing also a contrast be-
tween [srael and other nations, cannot be separated from i.—ii1.
29); and similarly the PL of ch. v. runs for a little way into
ch. vi,, so that although we discaover some evidence of principle
or habit in the use of the forms of address, we see also that this
is not adhered to with constancy.

We may take next the question of quotations, and here again
some things are clear amid much that is uncertain. In ch. v. which
is otherwise consistent in the use of the PL the Decalogue is quoted
and it is in the Sg.; whilein xi. 18—25, mainly a Pl passage, the
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emergence of the Sg. in 19 5—20 comes in a quotation, slightly -
varied, of vi. 6—9,a Sg. passage. This is treated justas Jeremiah
treats some of his quotations; some of the pronouns are altered
to harmonise with the context, some are left as they are in the
original passage. May the same or a similar reason not explain
the exceptional Sgs in iv. 24, xxix. 3, 10f.? It certainly serves
as a sufficient reason for some of the exceptional appearances of-
the Pl in the Code: e.g. xvi. 1, against mutilation for the dead,
and xiv. 4—20, on beasts clean and unclean. The former law
shows other reasons for our doubting that it is original to Deutero-
nomy (see the notes); . 2 is, then, a deuteronomic addition to it.
The law on clean and unclean beasts is throughout foreign to the
usual style of the deuteronomic Code, in other respects (see notes
on it) than its use of the PL; the Sg. verse with which it opens
may be either the original law of Deuteronomy on the subject or
an addition by a deuteronomic editor when he incorporated this
Pl law in the Code. Other quotations coincident with the
appearance of the PL are xvii. 16 &, xx. 3. But, once more, we have
in all these cases signs of compilation, not evidence of two distinct
authors, one employing the Sg. and one the Pl form of address.

We come now to the question of editorial additions or expan-
sions, and here too we may be confident sometinmies—though not
always—of a measure of certainly; subject to this consideration
that it is difficult to distinguish between an editorial addition and a
quotation by the original author (e.g. iv. 234, 24). What we
have to ask is whether in Deuteronomy there are any occasional
appearances of the Sg. in Pl. passages or of the Pl in Sg. pass-
ages, in clauses which are separable from their contexts without
disturbing the sequence of these, or still more whose présence
itself disturbs that sequence. The answer is in the affirmative;
there are such, but in the present writer’s opinion not so many as
sometimes have been alleged.

In the historical part of the First Discourse, i.—iii. 29, the Sg.
passages are only seven or eight, all single clauses or brief sentences (see
pp- 5f.). Only one is an obvious intrusion, i. 31 a—in the wilderness,
where thou hast seen how that Jehovah thy God bare thee, as a man doih
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bear his sgn—separating the following clause from the conjunction and
that introduces it. None of the rest is so clear, Ch. ii. 37 qualifies and
is not necessary to the preceding context, yet there is no other reason
for denying it to the same writer; its Sg. may be simply an unconscious
inconsistency on his part. Ch. ii. 304 is not necessary to the context
but it is relevant and may just as well be due to the original writer
as to a pious expander who desired to add a religious reason for King
Sihon’s obstinacy. In i. zr and ii. 7 the hortatory temper rises to a
degree at which (from what we have seen} it would be natural for the
same writer to pass from the Pl. to the Sg. In iii. 22 the readings
are doubtful ; if Pls. be read their appearance, though Joshua is addressed,
is natural {see note). The Sgs, inii. ga, 18—25, 31 and iii. 2 are of
course due to the address in these passages being to Moses himself:
Jehovak said unto me. On the Pls. in iv. 34, clearly editorial, see
above p. lxxvi.

In the hortatory parts of the Second Discourse, chs. vi.—ix. 7a
and x. 12—xi. 32, most but not all of the Pl. exceptions afford other
signs than the Pl. of being additions or expansions. The opening
verse, vi. 1, merely continues the Pl. of the previous narrative chap-
ter; and the single Pl. clause in 2. 3 that ye may increase mightily
could not have been expressed so naturally in the Sg. Neither of
these then is editerial. But the Pl clauses in zo. 14 and 16f. are
probably so (see notes). In ch. vii. the momentary P1. in 2. 4, confirmed
by the Versions, is curious; whether editorial or not who could say? In
vw, 5, 7f. the Pl. clauses {see note) are separable from the context, but
the former is as possibly a quotation by the original writer as an editorial
insertion. Inw. 12 the PL clauses are superfiuous and that in 2. 25 may
be the mistake of a scribe (see note); still it is curious that this and the
Pls. in 2. 5 occur just as the writer mentions heathen altars, images, and
symbols, for we shall find other instances of this coincidence. In ch. viii.
the only Pls. are 22. 1 and 19, common formulas and possibly editorial.
In the Pl. passage x. 16——19 there are marks of expansion other than
the Pls. (see the notes). The prevalence of the Pl. in the longish passage
Xi. 2—q is (as we have seen) coincident with the re-appearance of narra-
tive; there is no reason to doubt the unity of the passage with its Sg.
contexts. But the Pl. clauses in xi. 10—15 are obvious interruptions of
the theme of the passage, and those in zz. 18—25, 16—28 are formulas
and separable—all probably editorial—yet those in 16f. are not so
easily accounted for (see notes to ch. xi. throughout).

In the Laws the Pl. clauses exceptional in Sg. contexts are very few.
Some of them have already been explained {for xiv. r, 3—20 see p. Ixx;
xvil. 164 and xx. 2 2 see note thereon). The rest may be confidently
marked as editorial, see the notes on them: xii. 16, xiii. 3{. (perhaps a
loose quotation), 7, 134, xx. 18, xxiii. 4 @ (may be a quotation}, xxiv. 8.

n ch. xxvil. 4 see note. In ch. xxviii. there are but four verses out of
the sixty-cight with PI. clauses; but in 2. 14 we should read thee for you;
In 2. 63, 68 the Pls. are explicable logically; those in z. 63 are less easy
to explain, they may be editorial.

DEUTERONOMY f
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We see, then, that both in the Discourses and the Laws sowme
of the short Sg. exceptions where Pl prevails and most of the
short Pl. exceptions where Sg. prevails may be regarded as
secondary or editorial. But this is not true of all. Some are
as natural as we found similar instances in Jeremiah to be. And
as for the rest, which have no logical explanation and no sign
that they are secondary, we must admit the possibility of incon-
sistency, arbitrary or unconscious, on -the part of the original
writer or writers. Note ix. 13f., ## and z4em as in Ex. xxxii. 9f.;
cp. xviii. 21, 2kowx and we, and in xxvi. 15, #s and our with the 7
and e of previous verses.- .

3. Next'we havetoinquire, whether—as has heen alleged—the
difference in the forms of address is at all coincident in Deutero-
nomy with differences of vocabulary and phrasing sufficient to
indicate a difference of authorship. To be adequate the inquiry
must cover these questions: (1) What phrases characteristic of
Deuteronomy are common to the Sg. and Pl passages? (2) Do
any of the characteristic phrases predominate with the one or the
other set of passages? (3) Are any characteristic words or phrases

“used only with the Sg. or onmly with the PL? (4) Are there any
cases of different terms for the same idea being used with Sg.
and Pl respectively!?

! The analysis on which the following paragraphs are based was
made in 1goo for my paper for the Society of Historical Theology before
Professor Mitchell’s analysis (see above p. lxxiv) reached me. For the
most part we agree, but he registers some distinctions which are not clear
enough to be enumerated in a discussion of difference of authorship.
I have marked those that [ owe to him. I have also carefully studied
Steuernagel's lists on pp. xxxiii fl. of his Detwteronomium-jfosua. The
reader must keep in mind that these lists are not prepared on the same
principle as those in the following paragraphs. By Sg. and PL I mean
@/l passages of the Book in the singular and plural forms of address
respectively. Steuernagel’s Sg. and PL on the other hand are the two
documents which he believes to have discriminated as running through-
out the discourses and the codes, in which singular and plural forms
prevail but are by no means constant. Nor can I agree with his. very
numerous estimate of editorial passages. With Bertholet I believe it
to. be very extravagant. Many items in it are founded on arbitrary
grounds,
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First, taxms characteristic of Deuteronomy {see above §§ 2. and 6)
found in both the Sg. and Pl passages. Both speak of Israel as fearing
God (Sg- at least eight, Pl five times), owéng Him (Sg. at least nine, Pi.
three times), and cleazing to Him (Sg. x. 20, xxx, 20; PL iv. 4, xi. 22
secondary, xiil. 4 parallel to x, 20). Both use these phrases—zo zake
heed or beware (Sg. iv. g, vi. I2, viil. 11, xil. I3, Ig, 30, XV. 9,
xxiil. 9; Pl iv. 23, xi. 16 and with other forms of the same verb ii. 4,
iv. 15); odserve to do (Sg. vi. 3, vil. 11, xv. 5, xvii. ro; PL v. 1, 32,
xi. [22], 32, xii. 32); observe and do (Sg. xvi. 12, xxiii. 23, xxiv. 8 g,
xxvi. 16, xxviil. 13; Pl. iv. 6, vii. 12 secondary); prolong thy or your
days and the like (Sg. iv. 30, [v. 16], vi. 2, xxil. 7, xxv. 15; PL iv, 26, cp.
xxx. 18, v. 33, xi. 9} ; whick [ am or_Jehovatk is commanding thee or you
this day (Sg. about nineteen, Pl. ten times) ; and both use mway or ways
in a spiritual sense {Sg. viii. 6, xiii. 5; PL v. 33, xi. 22, 28 both secon-
dary, cp. ix. 12, 16). The two agree in usually employing the longer
forms of the word for keart, lebap and of the first personal pronoun,
’anok?; and in a very rare use of the shorter forms (see above pp. xvi,
Iv f. and note to xii. 30). Both have the day of Assembly.

Second, terms characteristic of Deuteronomy, found mostly with the
Sg. and seldom or doubtfully with the PL. Of Jehovah, drawing to
{hashak), choosing and loving Istael (Sg. iv. 37, vil. 6, 13, x. 152, xiv. 2,
xxiit. 5?2; Pl only vil. 7 secondary), redeeming lIsrael (padar Sg. vii. 8
see note, xili. 5, xv. 15, xxi. 8, xxiv. 18 ; Pl ix. 26), leading them all the
way these forly years in the wilderness and the like (Sg. 1. 7 but see
p. Ixxxi, viii. 2, 4, 15; Pl xxix. 5 see note), disciplining (Sg. iv. 36,
viil. 55 PL xi. 2) and festing (nissak or with massith, tests, Sg. iv. 34
see note, vii, 19, viii. 2, 16, xxix. 2; Pl only xiii. 3 but Pl speaks of
Israel festing God, vi. 165 and both use #éssak in the sense o attempt™
or assay, Sg. iv. 34, Pl. xxviii. §6). Also these phrases—/est thon or you
Jorget and the like (Sg. iv. 9, vi. 12, viil. 11, [14, 19], ix. 7, XXV, 19}
PL only iv. 23) and weth all the heart and with all the sonl (Sg. iv. 29,
vi. 5, X, 12, xxVi. 16, xxx. 2, 6, 10; PL xi. 13, xiil. 3 both editoriall).
- Third, terms characteristic of Deuteronomy that are used only with
the Sg. or only with the Pl. (&) Only with the Sg.:—of God, & jealous
God (wv. 24, [v. 9], vi. 15, yet Pl has Jehovak and kis jealousy xxix. 20),
a devouring fire (iv. 24, ix. 3), @ compassionate God (iv. 31), heeping
covenant and true love (vii. 9, 12, ¢p. v. 10); of Istael, @ peculiar people
(vii. 6, xiv. 2, xxvi, 18); of Egypt, kouse of bondmen (v. 6, vi. 12,
vil. 8%, viii. 14, xill. 5, 10; cp. bondmen in Egypt, v. 15, Vi. 21, xv. 15,
XVi. 12, xxiv. 18, 22); #o harden the heart in a bad sense (il. 30, xv.7);
the land which Jehovah thy God giveth, or is about to give thee, for an
inleritance (iv. 216, 38, xv. 4, xix. 10, xX. 16, XXi. 23, xxiv, 4 XXV, 19,

! Prof_e:ssor Mitcheil adds strong hand and stretched out arm, Sg. iv. 34,
V. 15, vii. 19, xxvi. 8; Pl xi. 22, But the phrase varies much—see
}l)). liv—and in ix. 29 PL we have great might and stretched out arm.

1. uses strong hand alone (or with greatness) thrice iii. 24, vil. 8a
editorial, ix. 26; Sg. vi. 21. -

fz
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xxvi. 1; with Pl applied to the people, a people of inkeritance iv. 20, cp.
ix. 26, 29); and several less important terms ; nashal, fo drive off (Vil. 1,
21); Ahadaph, to expel (ix. 4, vi. 19); Aaser, lo lack (il. 7, viil. 9, xv. 8 and
its noun xxviil. 48, 57), and the accumulation fests, signs and wonders
(iv. 34, vil. 19, xxvi. 8 in part, xxix. 3; xi. 3 sigms and works, PL).
There are also several expressions peculiar to the Sg. laws; fo consume
the evil (bi‘er thirteen times); 'fvwah, to desire (xil. 20, xiv. 26, the
Decalogue has the Hithpael v. 19), and its noun "avvak, ol the desire of
thy soul (xii. 15, 20 {., xvili. 6); and these formulas wherefore I am com-
manding saying or this woerd (xv. 11, 18, Xix. 7, xxiv, 18, 22), tear and
JSear (xiil. Ir, xvii. 13, xix. 20, xxi. 21), which skall be in vthose days
(xvii. 9, xix. 17, xxvi. 3), and it shall be a sin in thee (xv. g, xxiil. 221,
xxiv. 15}, and ke or she or they shall die {xiii. 10, xvii. 5, 12, xviii. 20,
Xix, T2, xxi. 21, xxii. 211, 24%, xxiv. 71. (4) Characteristic terms
used ondy with the Pl, are not nearly so many :—/Aith anneph, to be angry,
of Jehovah (i. 37, iv. 21, ix, 8, 20); the Pi'el of ‘abad, fo destroy (xi. 4,
xit. 2, 8 but with both Sg. and Pl. we find the Hiphil), te make war
ugon of Jehovah (i 3o, lii. 22, xx. 4), shakatk in the sense fo deal
corruptly (Pel, ix. 12, Hiph. iv, 16, 25, xxxi. 29 while the Sg. uses
Hiph. only in the active sense /% destroy, xx. 19f. of a thing, iv. 31,
x, 10 of Israel; but cp. ix. 26 PL), in conseguence of obeying (vil 12,
vill. 20) and 7, we or they turned (1. 24, il. 1, 8, iil. 1, ix. 15, %, §), af
that time (i. 9, 16, 18, ii. 34, iil. 4, 8, 12, 18, 21, 23, iv. 14, V. 5,
ix. 20, x. 1, 8), and the construction of the verb #2 de with a participle
(ix. 7, 22, 24 elsewhere only In xxxi, 27 in imitation of ix. 7 Bertholet).
Some of these singularities are due, it is obvious, to the Sg. passages
being mainly hortatory and the Pl. mainly narrative.

Fourth, very few are the instances of different phrases for the same
idea according as it is conveyed in the Sg. or PL forms of address. But
there are some. While with the Sg. Israel’s passage to the Promised
Land is almost constantly phrased as zeken thon comest into the land, or
the land whither thow art coming—the participle (vii. 1, ix. 5, xi. 10,
29, xViil, 9, xxiil, 20, xxvi. 1, xxvil. 3, xxviil. 21, 63, xxx. 10), with the
PL the idea is expressed by another participle, whither ye are erossing
to possess ¢ (iv. 14, vi. 1, x1. 8, 1T editorial, cp. xxvii. 2, xxx, 18 by the
witness of the Samaritan and Greek; see also ifi. 21 in the Sg. because
addressed to Joshua and iv. 22). The exceptions are viii. 1 where come in
is with the DL (editorial), ix. 1 where cross is in the Sg., and xi. 31
where botk phrases are in the Pl. (editorial). Another, but insignificant
case of difference is the Sg. Be thou not afraid nor dismayed (i. 21,
xxxi. 8) for the VL. Be ye not startled nor afraid (i. 29, xxxi. 6); cp.
Be ye not afraid nor disturbed nor startled (xx. 3). On the alleged dis-
crepancy between the Amarites of the Pl passages and the full list of
seven nations given with the Sg. address see above p. Ivi. It has also
been alleged that in the use of the various names given to the Law or
laws there is evidence of a difference between the Sg. and Pl. passages,

1 These last formulas [ ha;/c taken from Professor Mitchell’s list.
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but the evidence is far from clear. (Titles, as obviously editorial, may
be left out) T¥rak, Law, is used in both (Sg. xvil. 11, 18f, xxviii. 58,
61, xxx. 10; PL iv. 8, xxix. 21, 29). So is Miswah, Charge or Com-
mandment, when used alone (Sg. viil. 1, xxvi. 13, xxx. 11, in xv. § and
xix. g it probably refers to a single law; Pl. xi. 8, 22, the latter editorial,
in v. 31 it is combined with stafutes and judgements). So with Migwitk,
comntandments, when used alone and so with kakkim, statfutes, when
alone (Sg. vi. 24, xvi. 12; PLiv. 6, xvil. 1g). The double term séafuses
and judgements, by itself, is found once with Sg. and seven times with
PL (Sg. xxvi. 16; Pl iv. 1, 5, 8, 14, v. I, xi. 32, xil. 1); preceded by
Miswak it appears in one Sg.-passage and two PL (vii. 11, and v. 31,
vi. 1). But as kés statuices and judgements it often occurs with the Sg.
(iv. 40, xxvii. 10, or with the feminine of sfafutes, vi. 2, x. 13, xxviii. 15,
43, xxx. 10). The triple, %is commandments, judgements, and statutes
is found only with the Sg: (viii. 11, xi. 1, xxvi. r7, xxx. 16) but the
other triple, testimonies, statutcs, judgements (or commandmenis) occurs
with both forms (Sg. vi. 20; PL vi. 17 editorial).

4. Are there any differences of attitude, temper or subject be-
tween the Sg. and Pl passages?—beyond the one we have already
observed, that the hortatory sections are generally Sg. and the
narratives generally Pl.  Several such differences have been
asserted by various critics ;. and some of them justly. But for
the most part their details are either explicable by the difference
between exhortation and narrative or do not imply mare than the
presence in our text of editorial additions or expansions.

Professor Mitchell {gp. ¢/2.) feels a difference of temper between the
Sg. and the Pl. passages, in that the Sg. appeal generally to the people’s
gratitude to God, the PL to their fear of Him. = But surely the Sg. call
upon Tsrael to fear and to remember the divine chastisements as much
as the Pl. do, and it is with the Sg. alone that we find the expressions
a jealous God and a consuming fire, and the formula kear and fear. 1f
in enforcing obedience the Sg. passages linger ore on Jehovah’s love of
Israel and His kind Providence—although they too mention ke terrors
of the wilderness, viii. 15-while the Pl. emphasise the awfulness of His
revelation on Horeb, the instances of His wrath and the details of the
people’s sufferings (see above p. Ixxxiv andi. 44,3, 14—I6, iv. 3, ix.22);
such a difference does not necessarily imply difference of authorship. It
also is explicable by the fact, with which we are so familiar, that the Sg.
address naturally prevails in the hortatory sections of the Book but the
Pl inits narratives. Except for their ideal treatment of the experiences
of Israel in the wilderness the Sg. passages do not differ from the Pl as
to the facts of the people’s past. Nor is there any difference of per-
spective. The Sg. which iu one law uses the phrase going forth from
Ligypt of the actual night of Israel’s departure, xvi. 3, 6 (cp. . 1), also
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uses it more loosely, as the Pl does, of events well on in the wilderness
wandering; xxv. 17 of Amalek, cp. P xxiil. 4 of the coming to Moab;
- xxiv, 9, Miriam’s leprosy.

Agam it is true that while there is only one instance of the denun-
ciation of Zmages in the Sg. form of address, iv. 23 (and this possibly
edltonal), all other emphases on the sin of idolatry and commands to
destroy intages occur either in the longer Pl. sections, e.g. iv. 10—18,
25—28, ix. 8—122, xii. 2f.; or—exactly as in Ex. xx. 23—in short l—'l.
sentences or clauses that break into Sg. contexts: e.g. vii. 5, 25a, with
the following, against gosng afler or worskipping other gods, vi. 14, xi. 16,
26—28. Also 1t is curious that the PL should crop up in the threats of
the destruction of Israel attached to several of the Sg. denunciations of
the worship of other gods, vii. 4, viil. 59, xxx. 17f.  Yet on the other
hand we find the Sg. not only in frequent denunciations of the worship
of other gods—e.g. besides those just quoted, iv. 19 against star-worship,
xii. 30, x1il, 2, 6, 13 (the one Pl here is probably editorial), xvii, 3 1.,
xviii, 20, xxvill. 14 {(see note}, 64—but in the law against Asherim and
Pillars, xvi. 21f., and warnings against othet adominations of the
heathen, xviii. g f., xx. 18, etc.; not to speak of v. 7—g¢, the deulero-
nomic edition of the Second Commandment. The conclusion is reason-
able that while this evidence gives signs of editorial expansions it
hardly amounts toa proof of the presence of two documents by different
authors,

The evidence we have examined in this paragraph is very com-
plicated—too complicated for any but moderate conclusions. It
may point towards, it does not reach, certainty. Upon the strength
of it we can indeed exclude certain opposite extremes. No sane
mind could imagine that the two forms of address always indicate
different hands or that the same writer might not use the one as
well as the other, sometimes of purpose and sometimes with un-
conscious inconsistency. So wild a theory has never been pro-
posed. On the other hand, no one can maintain that the difference
between the Sg. and Pl. forms of address #ever indicates a differ-
ence of hand. 1n clear disproof of this is the fact that many of
the exceptional Pl clauses in Sg. passages and one or two of the
exceptional Sg. clauses in Pl, passages bear other marks of being
secondary. These are not merely the mechanical intrusions of
formulas by scribes; many are more deliberate expansions orquali-
fications of the original by an editor or editors. There are even
laws which, excepi for the single deuteronomic formulas attached
tothem, are at once in the Pl, address and give indications either
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that they are of date later than the time of Josiah when the Code
of Deuteronomy became operative, e.g. xiv. 1 against mutilation
for the dead, or that they were reduced to writing by a legislator
of a different style and school from those which produced the
distinctive bulk of the Book, e.g. xiv. 3-—20, on clean and unclean
beasts. So far we are on firm ground; though some cases of
editorial expansion or addition are necessarily doubtful others
are clear. Can we go further and point to sufficient evidence
for the presence in Deuteronomy of long documents (Staerk and
Steuernagel) with shorter ‘sketches and essays’ (Staerk), dis-
tinguishable from each other mainly by their respective use of
the Sg. and Pl forms of address? As we have seen, the Book
certainly offers evidence by other signs—the separate titles to the
Discourses and the existence of doublets among the Laws—of its
compilation from more than one edition of its original form.
To this evidence the distinction between Sg. and Pl has its own
contribution to make, as in the fact that of the three statements
of the cardinal law on the One Altar one is in the Sg. and two are
inthe Pl. But the attempt to trace separate editions throughout
both Discourses and Laws mainly on the difference of Sg. and
Pl is upon the evidence we have examined most precarious if
not utterly impossible. Steuernagel’s division of the Laws into
two different collections by his Sg. and Pl. authors respectively is
carried through only by frequent arbitrariness and an extravagant
assumption of editorial additions. Staerk’s is hardly less arbi-
trary. As for the Discourses, we have seen that the distinction
between Sg. and Pl. may often be more naturally interpreted as
due to the difference between exhortation and narrative than as
significant of difference of authorship. We must repeat—the Sg.
Prevails in the hortatory, the Pl in the narrative, sections of the
Book and not only so but a number of Sg. interruptions in Pl
sections coincide with the rise of the narrative to the pitch of ex-
hortation, and some Pl interruptions in Sg. sections occur where
the exhortation becomes reminiscent and approaches the narra-
tive style. But although all this is generally, it is not always, the
€ase . signs remain .of an inconsistence which, however, on the
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evidence of other books, we must always allow to a writer. It is
not true that there is any real difference of ethic or temper between
the Sg. and Pl passages (pp. Ixxxv £.). 1tis true that there is some
linguistic difference—that some phrases are found only or pre-
dominantly with the Pl (pp. Ixxxiiiff.). But here again much of the
difference may be accounted for by the fact that one is mainly
exhortation the other mainly narrative ; what remains of linguistic
difference is too slight to sustain the conclusion of a dual author-
ship. 1t is also true—and very curious—that in the Discourses
images are denounced only in Pl passages; yet both Sg. and Pl
frequently denounce the worship of other gods and many of the
Sg. laws forbid the use of all heathen symbols and other abdomina-
tions (p. 1xxxvi). Besides, a number of the references to idolatry,
peculiar to Pl, are due to the prevailing narrative of the Pl
sections—especially the account of the events on Horeb. Steuer-
nagel is hard pressed to find enough laws to carry out through
the Code the iconoclastic fervour alleged to be peculiar to his Pl.
introduction: he cites (p. vi) xii. 8—12, xvi. 21—xvii. 7, xxil. 5,
xxiii. 18f,, in which there is no mention of images and the Pl
address occurs but once !

Thus all that a careful examination of Deuteronomy’s use of
the Sg. and Pl forms of address yields to us is confirmation of
the other evidence we have had that the Book is a compilation—
not only in the sense that the materials of its Code have been
partly drawn from other codes and ancient practices, nor only in
the sense that both the Discourses and the Code have been ex-
panded by editors and copyists, but that there were once different
editions of the Code probably with different introductions,—yet
whether these were from different hands the evidence of the Sg.
and Pl passages does not enable us to decide in full confidence.

§ 9. Editorial Factors.

The last of the cross-distinctions which run through all the
divisions of Deuteronomy (§ 7) are those due to the compilers,
adapters and annotators to whom we owe the present form of the
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Book. That there are such secondary elements in Deuteronomy
is admitted by even the more conservative scholars!, who how-
ever do not sufficiently appreciate the amount of them. At the
opposite extreme some critics—on arbitrary grounds and often
in the interests of particular schemes of analysis—exaggerate the
quantity of editorial matter?, and identify editors to a number
and to degrees of difference beyond the warrant of the data.
But that some editors have been at work on Deuteronomy is at
once clear from its text (as we have seen in the preceding Para-
graphs) and no more than we should expect from the state of
other books of the Old Testament. )

Thus the JE narratives in the preceding Books of the Pentateuch
have deateronomic additions (Driver, Zxodus in this series, pp. xviii,
192 ). The framework of the Books of Kings and the religious
standard by which they review the annals of Israel and Judah are due
to editors of that same school. Again, Chronicles are the re-cast of
earlier histories by editors of another style who have increased the
numerals and idealised some of the characters in their sources. And a
comparison of the Hebrew text of the Book of Jeremiah with the Greek
Version proves how long the process of revision and expansion per-
sisted and how it even altered sometimes the range and direction of a

praphet’s message; for a striking illustration of which, in Jer. xxvii.,
see Robertson Smith, O07/C, 2nd ed. pp. 103f.

But in Deuteronomy the task of distinguishing the later addi-
tions and enlargements is one of peculiar uncertainty ; both
because the style of the original itself is so prone to repeat and
expand (§ 2) and because this same style and not another is alse
used by some of the editors. Therefore only a general indica-
tion of their work is possible, with however a number of its
obvious instances. The editorial contributions to Deuteronomy
must have included the following (in addition to the short inser-
tions indicated in § 8, pp. lxxx ff.).

. The compilation of the several editions (§ 10} with the re-arrange.
ments to which parts of them have been subjected, e.g. the separation

! E.g. Dr Orr as quoted below p. 232; cp. Lex Mosaica, pp. 211 f.
notes for the admission (by the Rev. J. J. Lias) that in other books of
the Q.T. there are interpolations by “too zealous copyists.’

? E.g. Steuernagel, see above . xii, footnote 2.
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of the historical sections, chs. i.—~iii. and ix. 76—x. 11 (perhaps also -
ch. v:), which we cannot doubt were from the same band (§ ) but in
a chronological order now reversed. But who to-day may decide
whether the original compilers of the Code or some later editors were
responsible for the divorce of chs. xii. 2g-—xiii. from xvi. 21—xvii. 7,
and for the frequent separation, in Part 111, of the Code, of laws with a
common subject (see pp. 155 f. below)? 2. Harmonising statements :
these are very few, e.g. iil. 14 f, xvi. 8; their number has been
‘exaggerated, see notes on xi. 29, xix. 8—r10. 3. Antiquarian and
geographical notes : e.g. i. 16—z, H. 10-—12, 20—23, iil. 9, 11,
134, x1. 30 ; unless those in chs. i.—iii. are to be held as part of that
narrative in the 3rd person singular which Dillmann suggests was
the original form of the historical introduction to the Code (see above
p- Ixi). 4. Expansions: (g) Of hortatory passages, such as in iv.
9—40, with the group of words characteristic of P in 2. 16—32 and
the reflection of the Exile in 2v. 29—31, also vi. 2 f., 14, possibly vii.
5, 7f., 122, the PL. clauses in xi. 10—13, parts of xi. 18—25 and of
xxix.—xxX. (see notes); others would add v. 32, vii. 44, 104, 22,
viii. 6, 146, 151, xi. 8, etc., but for reasons against this see notes ; it is
in the hortatory passages, where repetition and expansion are most
natural to the deuteronomic style, that we find it most difficult and
often impossible to distinguish between the original and the additions of
editors or copyists. (4) Of narrative, as in 1. 39 (tautologous in its
present context and clearly borrowed from Nu. xiv. 31), iii. 15 and
possibly but not probably ix. 22—24 ; the fragment, iv. 41—43, quite
irrelevant where it stands, betrays merely the dgsire of an editor to
preserve all the material at his disposal, similarly the first part of the
fragment x. 6—8. 5. The introduction of laws later than the bulk of
the Code : xiv. 1, 4—20 and perhaps xxiii. 1-—g, to which some would
add (but on insufficient grounds) most if not all of the rest of the laws
in xxi. 1o—=xxv. (Budde, Gesch. d. althebr. Litteratur, p. 113); and in
other laws the marks of the growth of priestly rights and influence
beyond the deuteronomic standpoint {see pp. xxiii f.) such as the expan-
sion of xviil. 1-—5, the priests in xix. 17, the priests sons of Leviin xxi. 3,
with perhaps xxvi. 3 f. : others include xx. 2—4 but see note. 6. The
combination of Deuteronomy, thus compiled and expanded, with the
other documents of the Hexateuch, J, E and P, Whether the editors
who combined J and E were prior to, or the same as, those who compiled
Deuteronomy is a question much discussed, and in the present writer’s
opinion impossible to answer. But there is little doubt that JE and
Deuteronomy were combined by deuteronomic editors—note the
deuteronomic additions to JE in other books of the Pentateuch, with
such an insertion as that in Nu. xxi. 33—33 of part of Deunteronomy’s
narrative of the campaign against Og, ch. iil. 1—y7. Finally other
editors (for they use the phraseclogy not of Deuteronomy but of P)
fitted the combined JE-Deuteronomy into P {see notes on chs, xxxi.—
xxxiv.) and achieved our Hexateuch. To them we owe in whole or part
the titles i. 1—35, iv. 44—49, xxix. 1 (Heb. xxviii. 6g}). On the subject
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of this Paragraph see, besides the works cited in it, Robertson Smith,
OZ7C, and ed. pp. 425, 430 ; Bertholet, Deut. pp. xxivf. ; Cullen,
Book of the Covenant in Moab, pp. 1, 102, 182, 199 f., etc.; G. B. Gray,
Crit. Introd. to the O.T. pp. 48, so; Chapman, /nirod. to Pent.
pp. 42, 181 1L .

§ 10. Conclusions as to Unity.

[l

We have now before us all the data on which to answer the
questions stated in § 5 with regard to the Unity of cls. i.—xxx.
Did these questions depend only on the language and style, the
spirit and teaching {whether of facts or principles), their answers
would not be difficult to find. In these respects we have found
extremely little that is incompatible with the attribution of the
Book to a single author and that little it is possible to explain as
due to editors!. Further, the conspicuous originality of the
style, with the personal tone of its address, points towards one
heart and one pen as the ultimate source of Deuteronomy.

But when we turned from the language and the spirit of the
Book to its structure, to the relations and internal arrangement
of its main divisions, we found facts pointing the other way. The
structure—it cannot be too often repeated—the structure and not
the content of Deuteronomy is the difficulty in answering the
questions of its unity. Under separate titles 1. 5 and iv. 44—49,
and divided not only by the latter but by the fragment iv. 41—43,
are two discourses, both introductory to the Code but inde-
pPendent of each other, in the sense that neither refers to or
seems to need the other (§ 6). The inference is that they contain,
if they do not coincide with, introductions to the Code which
once existed apart. Again, in the Epilogue to the Code, chs.
xxvil,—xxx., there are discourses similar to but separable from
each other (pp. 299f, 306, 320). And within the Code, even

! On the few and slight differences in language see above pp.1, lv; on
the absence of deuteronomic phrases from some of the laws, merely
showing that the Code was compiled from several sources and received
later additions see p. lxix. On the alleged discrepancies in faet see
Pp- Ivif. On the consistency of the teaching see § 3. - On the work
of the editors see § g.
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in the laws original to this-—even in its most distinctive law of
the One Altar, in ch. xil.—there are parallel but «lightly variant
statements of the same divine commands (pp. Ixxif.), just as
is the case with other Hebrew laws including the Decalogue
itself. Thus both the Code and the Discourses carry us to the
conclusion that Deuteronomy i.—xxx. is a compilation of various
editions. Even this, of course, is not proof of a diversity of
authorship. Whether these editions were due to the same author
or to a school of writers sharing one spirit, one purpose and one
style, may be held to be an open question to which there is no
certain answer (§ 5}. The second alternative, however, appears
on all the data, literary and historical, to be the more probable.
The very imitable style was, we know, practised by many pens
and spread through Hebrew literature. The distinctions in dic-

; tion, such as that between the Sg. and PL forms of address,

" though in themselves insufficient criteria (§ 8), often coincide
- with other differences in suggesting a plurality of writers. Inthe
next Paragraph we shall see how much there was in the circum-
stances of the time at which Deuteronomy was published to
confirm this literary evidence that separate editions of the Book
were once extant.

It is interesting that so conservative a scholar as Dr Orr has sug-
gested a similar explanation of the origins of other parts of the Penta-
teuch. His words are these: ‘singleness of plan and co-operation of
effort in the original production’ and ¢ the labour of original composers
working with a common aim and towards a common end * (Problem of
the 0.7. pp. 354, 375). 1f the words ‘in a common style’ be added

this description would nearly suit our evidence that there was more
than one edition of Deuterouomy.

These editions have been compiled and interwoven in a manner,
which, while it leaves segments of their outlines clear, renders us
unable to distinguish them in detail. The differing results of the
many attempts at their analysis (§§ 6 and 8 and below pp. xcvi ff.)
prove that modern criticism is without the powers for so exacting
atask. We can no longer adopt any of the various conclusions
reached during the earlier stage of research (§ 6), which approxi-
mated on this, that the first forms of the Book were to be
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measured by one or more of the main divisions of which it now
consists. The lines of cleavage within these divisions, the
difference between exhortation and narrative, the close affinity
of the narrative portions of the two Discourses introductory
to the Code, and the doublets in the Code itself, forbid such
simple solutions of the problem. The narratives now separated,
chs. i.—iii. (v. ?), and ix. 7 6—x. 11, all mainly in the Pl. address,
appear to have originally formed one piece. Did this ever form
a historical introduction to the Code separate from the hortatory
pieces, among which it is now divided, chs. iv. I—4o0, vi.—Ix. 7 a,
x. 12—x1.? For answer we have only these data: that the
hortatory section iv. 1—38 is the natural continuation of the his-
torical, i.—iil., with the same general use of the Pl address;
but that the historical ch. v. is clearly separable from, and the
historical ix. 7 6—x. 11 is still more clearly an intrusion into, the
rest of chs. vi——xi. Again, as the parallel versions of the Law
of the One Altar, ch. xii,, exhibit, the distinction between the Sg.
and PL forms of address did constitute one of the differences
among the original editions of Deuteronomy. But how far was
this distinction sustained? We have seen that it is impossible
to answer (§ 8) ; the same author may have changed from Sg. to
Pl as he passed from exhortation to narrative or vice versd. To
sum up—the drastic re-arrangement of the original content® of
the Book, the use throughout (with extremely few exceptions)
of one style, and this by some even of the editors, the freedom
we must assume for the same writer to use both forms of ad-
dress, especially when combining narrative and exhortation (pp.
Ixxviii f., lxxxvil £.), conspire to render impossible an exact defi-f
nition of the outlines and contents of the once separate editions(i\
But these diwersities of workings are of slight importance
compared with the Unity which animates and controls them—
in one Spirit baptized into one body. That Unity is at once
spiritual, practical and dramatic. The various forms of Deu-
teronomy and all the phases they exhibit have their source in
the same truths, move towards the same ends, use the same
method and style. Not only does the Unity of the Godhead
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shine and beat throughout the Book to the dispersion of virtually
every mist or shadow that might break it ; but the Power, the
Righteousness, and above all the Love of God compel the sub-
mission of every aspect and detail of life to their influence and
draw out to Him an undivided devotion. [t is the whole man
for the One God !

Deuteronomy is also a Unity in that it expresses not only the
experience of the nation from their origin onward through thé
centuries, but the soul of Israel, conscious of their distinction,
roused to every foreign influence as the threat of their disintegra-
tion, and concentrating upon their spritual heritage and duties,
since only by loyalty to these can they preserve their individuality
as a people and prove their right to live. The whole Israel is
here, as in no other book of the Old Testament—the whole Israel
in its limitations as in its potentiality, in its sins as in its aspira-
tions, in its narrow fanatic tempers as in its vision and passion
for the Highest.

One other Unity haunts the reader. Imitable as is the style
of the Book, it is yet so distinctive, so sudden in its appearance
in Hebrew literature, and so personal in its address as to keep
us wondering to what individual it owed its start and shaping.
For every distinctive style may be traced—where the means
exist for doing so—-to the birth of a spirit and a rhythm in the
heart of one man. It is but natural to believe that Deuteronomy
is no exception to the rule.

§ 1. The Ages of the Book and of its Confents.

1. In the history of the complicated structure we have been
examining, one year and one only is fixed : the eighteenth of
the reign of Josiah or 621 B.C. when a Book of the Law or of the
Cowvenant was found in the Temple, read to the king and then
to the people, and adopted by them in solemn covenant, as the
canon of certain religious reforms which they forthwith inaugu-
rated. We have seen (§ 4) that this Book was some forin of
Deuteronomy. DButinourinability to define the different.editions
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from Whlch our Deuteronomy gives evidence of being cnmplled .
(§ 10) we cannot say which of these this Law-Book was or whether
it 'was exactly any one of them, or whether the process of their
compilation had already begun. Only this is clear from the
account of the reforms, 2 Kgs xxiii,, that the Book of the Law
or Covenant must have included at least the following: one or
more of the parallel statements in ch. xii. of the cardinal law of
the Deuteronomic Code involving the destruction of the high
places, and the confinement of sacrifice to One Altar (with the
consequent permission to eat flesh not sacrificially slain on all
places out of reach of that altar) ; some form of the law giving
to the rural Levites the right to minister at the One Altar and
to receive sustenance there, xviii. 1—8 ; some form of the Law of
the Passover and probably of the other yearly feasts, xvi. 1—17;
along with laws against idols, pillars and Asherim, and all impure
practices, xii. 29—xiil., xvi. 2I—xvii. 7. We may infer also the
inclusion of the rest of the consequents of the cardinal law, viz,
xiv. 22—29 on tithes, xv. 19—23 on firstlings, xix. I—13 on cities
of Asylum, and some form of xvi. 18—20 and xvii. 8—13 on the
local and central judiciaries. Nor is there any reason to exclude
from Josiah’s Law-Book other laws which show no sign in their
substance of being later than Josial’s time, especially if they
arc based on earlier codes or if their principles had been already
enforced by the Prophets ; with this caution that laws in Part 1.
of the Code! which are separated from prenously occurring
laws on the same subject may owe their separate position to the
fact of their later inclusion in the Code. Josial’s Law-Book,
toa, most probably had an introduction and epilogue (like other
Hebrew codes) relating its authority, expounding its principles,
and describing the consequences respectively of obedience and
disobedience to its orders. Not otherwise can we explain either
its name, tie Book of the Covenant, or how it produced its effects
upon king and people. In order to create the situation and
atmosphere which resulted from its discovery the Book must

! See helow pp. 155 f.
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have been a work of prophecy as well as of law, of principle
and passion as well as of practical measures. It must have con-
tained some form of the discourses now in chs. L.-—xi., xxviii.—
XXX,

A more exact definition of Josiah’s Law-Book is impossible. Bertholet
reasonably says ( Dent. p. xix): ‘everything is to be reckoned to the original
Deuteronomy which is not on quite definite grounds to be excluded from
the time of Josiah” and he describes this as all that can be proved to be
drawn from the earlier prophets or from the codes in Exod. xxi.—xxiii.,
xxxiv., all that follows immediately from the premises of Deuteronomy,
and what is presupposed by Josiah’s reforms.  As specimens of attempts
at more exact definition the following may be quoted. Budde {Gesch.
d. althedr. Litieratur, p. 113) :—* the ““ Grundstock ” of chs. v.—xi. with
the superscription iv. 45—49 [this surprises one in view of the composite
character of these =2.], chs. xil.—xxi. g [he can hardly mean aZ/ ch., xil.
and the other doublets)], ch. xxvi. and a conclusionin Blessing and Curse
essentially comprised in ch. xxviii’ Cornill {(/nfrod. ET. pp. 57 £):
¢xii. 1—xiii. 1 in a substantially shorter form, xiii. 2—-19, xiv. 3, 21 2 a™,
21475 Xiv. 22—XxV. 3; xv. 7—23; xvi. 1—8%, g—20; xvi. 21—xvii, 7
(but in other places} ; xvii. 8-—13%; xviil. 1—13; xix. 1—15, 16—20"%,
21 ; xx. (minus, however, vv. 2-—4, and 15—18) ; xxi.—xxv. (in part});
and xxvi. 1—15 (the asterisk affixed to certain of these indicates revision
or expansion). Much shorter editions than these are conceived by Cheyne
{ ferm;z’ah, p. 50) and by Chapman ([ntred. #o the Pent. in this series,
P- 145)-

A fuller review is required by the theory of Dr John Cullen in 7ke
Book of the Covenant in Moab (19¢3), one of the most original and
searching of recent works on the subject. With the majority of later critics
Dr Cullen recognises Deuteronomy as a compilation of several editions.
But in contrast to most of them he finds its earliest form notin the Code
but among the Discourses, in which he sees thc necessary inspiration for
Josiah’s zeal and reforms, while he takes the Code (with some intro-
ductory matter) to be the result of the reforms. FHis arrangement of
the former—called by him *The Miswah’ or Charge from the name
which it frequently uses—is as follows : chs. xxviii. 69—=xxix. 143 v. 2;
iv. 10—164a, 19—206, v. 29—viil. 18; xxvi. ; viil. 10—ix. 6; % 13—21;
xxvil. 18,38, 44, 5—7; xi.8—28 xxviil. 14, 24, 7—I14, 15, 20—~25 4,
43—45; xxx. 11—20; Exod. xxiv. 4—8; Deut. xxxii. 45—47; while
the latter, *The Térah,’ consists of chs. gii. 2—25, hastily pat together,
with an original environment—iv. 44, 45 ¢, 404, xxvii. g f. ; Iv. 1—4, xi.
31 f. and xi1. 1 inthe front of it ; but after it iv. 5—8, xxvii. 11—14, xxviii.
2 b—86, 185, 16—19, xxvil. 26, xxxi. g—13. The possibility of an analysis
s0 exact is more than doubtful, and Dr Cullen achieves his results in abso-
lute disregard of the different forms of address (above p. xxv). Norare his
general arguments for separating the ¢ Miswah’ from the  Térah’ and for
taking the former as the cause but the latter as the precipitate of Josiah's
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reforms convincing. He thinks {with others, above p. xlvii} that chs. vi.——
xi. which form the bulk of his ‘Miswah’ are too longto have been a merg
introduction to the Code ; but, as we have seenYpp. xlviii, Ixiii ff.) and
as he admits, the original form of this Discourse was much shorter, and
in any case Deuteronomy was never intended as only a code but also as
a prophetic message, the expression of which would naturally be longer
than a mere introduction. In chs. vi.—xi. he eliminates all reference to
the Code by supposing that the phrase, statufes and judgements, wherever
it occurs, was added only after the € Miswah’ and ‘ T6rah’ were com-
bined ; but for this there is no reason Leyond the needs of his theory.
Again, he pleads that the hortatory element is the original part of Deu-
teronomy, the Code being based on earlier laws; which is not a true
antithesis, for while the Code, like others, has its sources in ancient
custom and in laws already written down, it also contains the new and
original law of the One Altar, ch. xii., and, among other consequents of
this, equally new laws on the Levites and the Passover, the presence
of all of which in' Josiah’s Law-Book is implied by the story of his reforms.
Dr Cullen further argues that a code is more likely to have been the
outcome of a revolution than its inspiration, for which we must look
rather to a hortatory appeal ; yet granted that the effect of the Law-
Book on the King and people proves that it must have contained such
discourses as we find in Deuteronomy, this does not oblige us to deny
that laws accompanied the discourses; buton the contrary when we find
some laws in the Code couched in the same style as the discourses and
forming the practical application of their principles it is but reasonable
to believe that from the beginning discourse and law were combined.
Dr Cullen also appeals to Jeremiah vii. 21—23. This startling state-
ment (confirmed by Amos v. z5)—that at the Exodus God did not
charge the fathers of Israel concernipg burnt-offering and sacrifice, but,
that He might be their God and they His people, only charged them to
obey His voice and to walk in all the way He should command them—
certainly agrees with the theory that the Book found in the Temple was
confined to general principles and contained no sacrificial laws. But
the statement is not conclustve proof of this. Even if Jeremiah’s words
be taken literally as implying that %e did not believe that God had given
to Israel laws on sacrifice, this would no more prove that such laws were
. absent from the Denteronomy known to him than that they were absent
from the older code in JE. The prophet may be interpreted as pro-
testing against their presence in Deuteronomy—or alternatively against
the undue importance attached to them by his generation (which is all
that can be inferred if his words be not taken literally). - Even less con-
vincing is Dr Cullen’s use of Jer. xi. -It is true that Deuteronomy is
there named not -as * Térah’ but as the words of this covenant (v. 1),
cwovenant being frequently used in the deuteroriomic discourses, and that
It is described (zw. 3 ff.) in terms corresponding to Deut. xxix. 1—135;
whereasthe Code calls itself ¢ke words of this Tdrak (xvii. 18f.) or when
It mentions covenans (xvii. 2) may be alluding to some other work. But
this last is not certain ; and in any case 2z Kgs xxii. f. calls the Book

DEUTERONOMY 4
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found in the Temple both Z6rak and Covensant. Besides if that Book was
confined to Dr Cullen’s ¢ Miswah’ (as he argues) it is very strange that
neither in 2 Kgs xxii. f. nor in Jeremiah it is called M7swak.—On the
whole, while Dr Cullen presents an unanswerable case for the inclusion
in Josiah's Law-Book of considerable sections of the deuteronomic dis-
courses, and especially of chs. v.—xi., he fails to prove that the book did
not also contain some at least of the Code.

King Josiah reigned till 608 when he fell at Megiddo. His
reforms, begun in 621, probably took time to accomplish.
They offended several interests and were certainly opposed.
From Jeremiah xi. we learn of measures for the propagation of
the Covenant throughout the land—in the cities of Judah and
the streets of ferusalem ; and in Jer. viii. 8 the prophet exclaims
to those who boast, the Tdrak of [ehovah is with us !—that the
pens of the scribes are busy upon it even to the extent of fa/si-
fyinzg.  These things point to the possibility that some editions
of Deuteronomy originated during the last twelve years of the
king’s reign. There is no reason to seek a later date for any of
the substance of the Book. No part of it reflects the troubles
which followed Josiah’s death and confronted Habakkuk and
Jéremiah with their problems. The phrase alive as at this day
(vi. 24, cp. viii. 18) seems to imply that Israel was prosperous
when it was written and to preclude the Exile. In view of the
growth of Egyptian power and of the decline of Assyria after
625, the threat of a return to bondage in Egypt—echoing a
frequent threat of the prophets—would be natural cven before
Pharaoh Necho's overthrow of Israel at Megiddo in 608 ; and
it cannot be subsequent to his defeat by Nebuchadrezzar in 6041,
The only fragments that require a later date are those which
betray the hand of an editor (§ 9) or are written from the point
of view of the Dispersion (e.g. iv. 2g—31). Such fragments
along with the secondary Laws {xiv. I, 4—20, etc.), and probably
the compilation of the editions and re-arrangement of their
contents (§ 10), may be assigned to the Exile, the date also of the

1 On Dr Kennett’s conjectures of a later date see above, p. xliv,



THE AGES OF THE BOOK - xcix

deuteronomic composition of the Books of Kings. In any case
the Law under which the Jews lived till the time of Ezra was
the deuteronomic. Its influence is most apparent in the Book
of ¢ Malachi/

2. But how long before 621 are we to seek for the origin of
the Law-Book then discovered? Here we discern only the
possibilities of an exact date, and they extend over a century—
from Josiah back to Hezckiah.

There are first the early years of Josial's reign. In variance
with 2 Kgs xxii., the Chronicler, 2 Chron. xxxiv. 3—38, states that
Josiah, who had degun to seek after the God of kis father David
in the eighth year of his reign, degasn already in the twelfth year
to purge fudak ond Jerusalem from the kigh places and the
Asherim and the graven and mollfen images. But if this was
so, what cause remained for the consternation of the King,
which "even the Chronicler imputes to him, on the discovery of
the Book six years later?  The story in 2 Kgs xxii. is more con-
sistent, yet in view of Josiah’s character and of the circumstances
of the time, the previous dates on which the Chronicler fixes are
significant. The eighth year of Josial’s reign was that of his
adolescence, presumably also of the consecration of his strong
will to the principles in which he had been trained, and the
beginning of the influence that he undoubtedly exercised on his
generation ; while the twelfth year, 625 B.C., was the year of
Ashurbanipal’s death, which left Judah somewhat more free to
manage her own affairs. The memory of Manasseh’s persecu-
tions was such as to bind the ranks of the purer religion with the
sense of their common danger from heathenism and to further
that combination of prophetic and priestly ideals on which
Deuteronomy is based. Thus all the conditions were present
for the preparation of its programme, and accordingly many fix
the composition of the first form of the Book between 637 and

! See the present writer’s Jerusalem, 11. pp. zor1 fi., with referencesto
Erht, Die Stcherstellung des Monotheisnius 1. vor-exil. fudak, p. 8;
Clﬂ_len Bk, of the Cout. tn Moab, p. 17, and, so far as the character of
Josiah is concerned, Cornill, Das Buck Jereniia, pp. xiii, etc.

g2
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621 B.C.! But this brings the origin of Deuteronomy very
close to its discovery in the Temple. Does it not also involve
Hilkiah and his colleagues of the priesthood in the secret of its
composition and introduction to the place where it was found?
None of the persons concerned in the discovery appears to have
doubted the antiquity of the Book. The straightforward narra-
tive in 2 Kgs xxii; contains no feature from which to suspect
Hilkial’s complicity ; and Deuteronomy itself bears witness to
the contrary. The Code seriously diminishes the rights of the
Temple priests, for example by diverting from them to the poor
of the provinces the tithes of every third year (xiv. 28 f.). More-
over Josiah failed to secure the admission of the ruial Levites to
the ministry of the altar at Jerusalem {z Kgs xxiii. 9), though this
is enjoined in Deut xviii. 6f. Had Hilkiah and his colleagues
been responsible for the form of Detteronomy found in the
Temple, they would surely have framed this section of the
Code differently. But that only raises another question. The
Book is manifestly the result of an effort to combine prophetic
and priestly principles; if this effort took place in the early
years of Josiah why was Hilkiah left out of it?

Therefore other critics, holding with Driver that ‘ the grounds
for referring the composition of Deuteronomy to the reign of
Josiah...are not decisive,’ put it farther back during Manasseh’s
persecution of the adherents of the purer religion, about 670,
They thus explain the anonymity of the Beok, the author’s
deposit of it for safety in the Temple and the oblivion from
which it was recovered in 6212 The objection to that date is
that Deuteronomy shows no suggestion of such a schism as
then existed in Israel, no hint that it was possible for Israel to
break into two or that the loyal lsrael ever-suffered or could
suffer persecution from a powerful party of heathen sympathies
and habits. 'The Book reflects rather a situation in which the

—

1 De Welte, Reuss, Kuenen, Wellhausen, Cheyne, Stade, Addis,
Holzinger, Marti—and virtually Cornill and: Bertholet.

% ‘So, besides Driver, Ewald, Robertson Smith (4dditional Answer £o
the Libel, p. 78), Kittel, and Ryle (Canon of the O.T. pp. 54ff., 60).



THE AGES OF THE BOOK ‘ ci-

Israel that is loyal to Jehovah is in authority, with power to
punish individuals and communities given to idols. Though it
would be absurd to deny the possibility, even under the cruelties
of a Manasseh, of such confidence and hope as breathe through-
out Deuteronomy, yet had the Book been composed in a time of
national schism and of the persecution of a pious remnant by
their fellow-countrymen, it could hardly, in its extreme sensi-
tiveness to the other religious experiences of Israel, have
escaped all marks of reaction against the bitterness and disgrace
of this one.

Some therefore seek for the origins of Deuteronomy before
Manassel’s time, and they find support in the anticipation of
Josiab’s reforms which is ascribed to Hezekiah (c. 725—-685)1
‘We have seen that Hezekial’s measures must have been drastic?
—for however short a time they endured—and that there is
reason for including among them the destruction of the high
places in Judah. For this powerful motives already existed
and some precedents. King Asa (c. 913—823), besides destroy-
ing certain images and cults, concentrated in the Temple s4¢
koly things which he and his father had dedicated (1 Kgs xv.
9—15). Between his time and that of Ahaz the influence of the
Temple steadily increased, and must have been further enhanced
on the fall of the Northern Kingdom with all her shrines in 720,
and the concentration of the hopes of Israel upon Judah. But
it was Isaiah who fully revealed the religious significance of
Jerusalem. Jekovak (these are his words) kad founded Sion
and had tended her growth as a vineyard for Himself, In
spite of the vices of her people Sion was still A7s dwelling and
Avriel, the altay-hearth of God. The Temple was the place of
the manifestation of His Holiness; and to the eyes of the

! On the difficult questions of this reign, including that of a single
Versus a double.deliverance of Jerusalem, see the present writer’s feru-
salem, 11, ch. vi, ¢ Hezekiah and Sennacherib.’

¥ Above, p.xlii. Winckler (Keilinschriften des A. 7. 3vd ed. p. 221)
calls them ‘a thorough carrying through of Jahvisin in its strict mono-

theistic significance, with a partial removal of other cults’; cp. Guthe,
Gesch, p. 223.
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prophet the whole City was wrapped in a supernatural gloryL
These are high sanctions for the measures ascribed to his ally
the King. Unlike Jeremiah Isaiah does not denounce the high
“places; yet his visions of what Jerusalem, in spite of her de-
linquencies, still stood for in the purpose of the Almighty pointed
the administrators of his day only less obviously than they did
those of Jeremiah’s day to the concentration of the worship o1
Jehovah upon the Temple. And his contemporary Micah pre-
dicts the destruction of Istael's pillars and Askerim as of no
more account than their graven images, which with Isaiah he
also condemns {v. 10). These are good grounds for the credi-
bility of Hezekiah’s reforms; and on these grounds as well as
on the fact that the religious and ethical truths of Deuteronomy
had already been proclaimed by the prophets of the eighth
century, many base their belief in the origin of the Book, or of
some early form of it, during Hezekiah’s reign®. The objections
taken to this conclusion are, that Isaiah does not condemn the
high places; that no law is connected with Hezekiah’s reforms
though his age was active in literary collection?®; and that the

v Jerusalem, 11, ch. v, ‘Isaiah’s Jerusalem.’

? Wesphal (Zes Sources die Pent. 11. pp. 269—286 and The Law and the
Prophets, tr. by Du Pontet, 1910, p. 304); Oettli; Konig (£né p. 217),
who fixes the date at 722 (7207}, the fall of the N. Kingdom, and points
to Isaiah’s association with Uriah the Priest; the present writer in 7ke
Critical Review, 1893, pp. 339 . ; Steuernagel (Dewt. p. xiv), who dates
the reforms soon after the downfall of Samaria and connects them with
what he identifies as the earliest basis of the deut. Code. A more
probable date is after 703 when Judah revolted from Assyria and before
70r when the Rabshakeh taunted the Jews with Hezekial's removal of
the altars of Jehovak and his confinement of the worship ta the altar in ~
Jerusalem. But for this we might conceive of the reforms as still more
probable affer 701 when the sanctity of ferusalem was marvellously
vindicated by her deliverance. J. E. Mc¥adyen (/utrod. to the O. T
pp. 55 £} finds in the reforms the first impulse to the legislation which—
afterwards appears in Deuteronomy, but ‘the Book in the main was
written in the reign of Manasseh’; the ‘more aggressive tone’ of the
Pl. sections he assigns to this reign, the passages of a milder tone 10
Hezekiah’s.

4 Prov. xxv. 13 ep. Isaiah xxxviii. g ff., 2 Chron. xxx. .
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language of Deuteronomy is more akin to Jeremiah’s than to
that of IsaiahL

These, then, are the alternative possibilities for the date of
the origin of Deuteronomy during the century before its dis-
coveryin 621. Each of the three reigns, Hezekiah’s, Manasseh’s
and Josiah’s, offers reason and occasion for the composition of
such a Book. But in the case of each there are difficulties.
To the present writer the difficulties seem greatest under
Manasseh ; but the truth is that we are without the means of
deciding definitely upon any one of the three.

Taking, however, the century as a whole, 720—621 B.C., it is
clear that the conditions for the production of the essential parts
of Deuteronomy were in existence throughout; and that the
urgency of the measures which it enforces grew with every
‘decade. Not only had the basal truths of Deuteronomy—the
Sovereignty, the absolute Justice, and the Love and Mercy of
Jehovah, His special relations to Israel, their Aoliness and
peculiar duties and destiny-—been proclaimed by Amos, Hosea,
[saiah and Micah, but the accent, the tone and even some of
the phrases which it employs to enforce these truths are the
echo of theirs. The Book ‘will certainly be best understood
when read after Hosea and Isaiah. This at any rate is its
historical position....One can hardly fail to see the teaching of
Hosea reflected in both these points’—Deuteronomy’s emphasis
on love as the true relation of men to God and of God to men,
and the humanity which its laws inculcate?. There had also
been long need in Israel for that discrimination which Deutero-

1 Kénig (£#nl. p. 217) admits this.

2 A. B. Davidson, 7he Theology of the Oid Testament, p. 360. He
adds the ‘holiness’ of Jehovah, but on this see below pp. 108—110;
where it is pointed out that Deuteronomy (in contrast both to Hosea
and Isaiah) does not apply the term Zo/y to God Himself. It must also
be admitted that Deuteronomy ditfers from the prophets in other respects, -
e.g. it does not avail itself to the full of Isaiah’s visions of the Divine
Presence in Jerusalem. The definition, the place which Jehovak your
God skall choose out of all your tribes to put His Name there, even His
habitation is restrained in comparison with Isaiah’s exultation in the
glory of Sion, ’
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nomy draws between true and false prophets (xili. I~s5, xviii,
20 ff.); while its protests against trafficking with the dead
(xviii. 11 £) had already been made by Isaiah (viii. 19 £). The
worship of the host of keaven, forbidden in Deut. iv. 1g, xvii. 3,
of which there is no sign in Israel before Amos (v. 26), was
introduced to Judah by Ahaz (z Kgs xxiii. 12, cp. xvi. 10 ff,
xvii. 16) and became lavish under Manasseh (2 Kgs xxi. 3, s,
cp. xxiii. 4 f., 11 £); similarly with the rite of passing children
through the fire (Deut. xii. 31, xviii. 9 £, 2 Kgs xvi. 3, xvil. 17,
xxi. 61. In short the whole century exhibits the conditions, the
occasions, the mingled atmosphere of prophetic teaching and of
heathen practice, with the heavy sense of a crisis between
thein?, in, on, and under which both the spirit and the matter
of Deuteronomy imply that the Book was conceived and com-
posed. ’

There are other considerations. We have seen (§§ 2 and 3,
especially pp. xvi ff.) that the retrospects in Deuteronomy are a
selection with expansions from the narratives in | and E.- Now
these documents of the Pentateuch, though they have a common
basis of date older than the Disruption of the Kingdom under
Rehoboam (c. 970), were composed certainly after this event3,
and probably not till the ninth or even the first half of the eighth
century. The composition of the historical surveys in Deutero-
nomy must then have been later. It is very significant also
that of all the three codes of Israel Deuteronomy alone has a
law of the King, and does not attribute to the chief priest the
marks of royalty which P attributes to him*; this and the fact
that Deuteronomy also alone has a law on the Prophet points
clearly to a date under the Monarchy, And finally there is the
evidence of the style. This is not only free from archaisms—
except where primitive forms of words have been preferred
because of their sonorousness—but ‘in its rhetorical fulness and

¥ On this see_Jesusalerns, 11. pp. 263 £., with notes.

2 See Chapman, /ntrod. to the Pent. (in this series}, p. 138.
3 Ibid. p. 183, note.

4 See above p. xxiv.
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breadth of diction [the style] implies a long development of the
art of public oratory, and is not of a character to belong to the
first age of Hebrew literaturel’

In answer to this argument for the origin of Deuteronomy in the
eighth or seventh centuries we are sometimes pointed to the undoubtedly
ancient elements which the Book, and especially its Code, contains.
(a) It is true that the Codes in JE from which many of the materials of
- the deuteronomic Code are derived are older than the narrative portionis
of these documents; but as we have seen (p. xxii) there is a great
difference between the economic conditions which the laws of JE and
of Deuteronomy respectively reflect—a difference that can be accounted
for only by ‘a considerable interval of time in which the social and
political organisation of the community had materjally developed and
the Code of Exodus [chs. xxi.—xxiii., E] had ceased to be adequate to
the nation’s needs®’ This difference Is conspicuous both in the laws
which Deuteronomy has expanded or adapted from those of JE, and in
the laws which are peculiar to itself—e.g. those on the King and the
Prophet and of course those on the One Altar, and its consequences.
{6) It is also true that the ancient character of some of the deuteronomic
laws is proved by other evidence than that of JE—for example the law’
on wizards and witches, xviii. 11, cp. 1 Sam. xxviii. 3 for the time of
Saul; and that requiring two witnesses, xix. 15, cp. 1 Kgs xxi. 10 for the
time of Ahab—but these decide nothing against an eighth or a seventh
century date for the compiler of the Code, who may have derived them
from an earlier code or have been the first to reduce them to writing.
Take an instance which seems to be.even more indicative of an early
date for a deuteronomic law than those just quoted. In 2 Kgs xiv. 6 f.
it is recorded that in slaying the assassins of his father, King Amaziah
{797—789) did not also slay their children. The editor of the history
(deuteronomic be it remembered) says thatthe Kingacted thus in obedience
to the deuteronomic law, xxiv. 16, which is not found in the other codes.
But we know that Amaziah’s merciful discrimination was an innovation
upon the practice hitherto observed in such cases in Israel; and it is
probable that the Deuteronomist was the first to articulate and codify
its principle as a standing law for the nation® Sometimes it is by such
personal examples that national laws arise, and if we knew more of the
details of the history of Israel we might be able to identify in the humane
code of Deuteronomy other instances of the kind¥. Laws with such an

! Driver, Deut. p. xlvii; Kénig (E#nl. p. 217) points out some forms
of words (e.g. the feminine infinitives of strong verbs) ¢ which do not
belong to the earlier literature.’

2 Driver, Deut, p. xIvi. 3 See_ferusalem, 11. pp. 1131

* In Lex Mosaica (p. 39) Principal Douglas recognises how the legis-
lation expands as the history opens up, and notes Nu. xxvi. 33, Xxvii.
T—11, xxxvi. 1—12, Josh. xvii. 3~=6, and the different laws on the
Passover.,
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origin are no less inspired than these which some prophet heard the voice
-of God utter directly to his own soul. But the point before us is thdt,
so far from proving that the deuteronomic code is earlier than Amaziah’s
time, 2 Kgs xiv. 6f, when taken along with the practice in such cases
prevailing before Amaziah, yields evidence that the Code contains laws
which ripened comparatively late in the history of the monarchy. To
this evidence we may add from the law against removing landmarks—to
which there is no parallel in JE—the words whick they of old time set
(xix. 14; cp. Hosea v. 10) and the implication that tke bread of mourning
was ritually unclean, also not in JE (xxvi. 14; cp. Hos. ix. 4}). But of
course the outstanding instances of late law are the Law on the One
Altar and its consequents (see above pp. xxivf, xI1ff. and below pp.
cviii f,, 159 ff.).

We cannot, therefore, avoid the conclusion that Deuteronomy
was composed somewhere after the beginning of the reign of
Hezekiah {725 B.C.) and before the discovery of one form of it in
621 .. With so general a result we have to be content. To
trace the Book to any particular decade in that century is
beyond our power. To attempt to aliocate its different forms to
successive decades is to play with the data. Modern criticism
has no glasses, telescopic or microsopic, for so exact a vision.

Three points, however, may be stated with some confidence.
First, it is probable that, if not the original form of Deutero-
nomy, yet some code or programme with similar dims came into
being with Hezekialh’s reforms, Seconmd, it is certain that if
‘Deuteronomy, with its distinctive style, originated as early as
the eighth century it remained unknown till the reign of Josiah,
for not until his time is its influence clear upon other literature.
“The early prophets, Amos, Hosea, and the undisputed portions
of Isaiah, show no certain traces of this influence; Jeremiah
exhibits marks of it on nearly every page; Ezekiel and Deutero-
Isaiah are also evidently influenced by it. If Deuteronomy were
composed between Isaiah and Jeremiah, these facts would be
exactly accounted for'” And #hird, even if the Book was written
in the early part of Josiah’s reign there is {as we have seen) ne
evidence that the priest Hilkiah or his colleagues in the Temple
had anything to do with its composition ; while its contents
afford not a little proof to the contrary.

! Driver, Dent. p. xivii.
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One other point must be repeated ; it still haunts us. What-
ever thé Book owed to the prophets it did not owe everything.
The style is its own. The spiritual fruits of the past, the practical
urgencies of the present, the memories, passions and hopes of
both, are all tuned to a new and original rhythm—the gift we
cannot but believe of one man to the literature of his peoplel.
He remains as unknown to us as the author of the Book of Job
or the great Evangelist of the Exile (Isaiah xl.—Iv.).

3. Deuteronomyi.—xxx. nowhere claims to have been written
by Moses?, and if the evidenge we have just adduced for its date
in the eighth or the seventh century B.C. be sound, it precludes
us, of course, from ascribing the Book to him. But in addition
to the marks which these centuries have stamped so deeply on
Deuteronomy there are other grave considerations against the
Mosaic authorship. For we have seen not only that the narra-
tives in Deuteronomy must be later than those in JE because on
the whole they are based upon them ; but that the two documents
state or interpret the same events so differently that we cannot
imagine them to have been written by the same man, even though
we assume that nearly forty years elapsed between his composi-
tion of the one and his composition of the other?.

Take the most critical of these differences—that on. the
amount and character of the Law promulgated on Sinai-Horeb
(above pp. xx. ff.). How are we to conceive that the same writer—
and he the chief human actor in that awful scene-—composed
botk accounts of it, that he could have said in one document,
Deuteronomy (iv. 13, v. 22), that only the Ten Commandments
and 7o more were given to the people from the Mount, but in

1 Above, pp. xii f., xlvi, xciv. -

¥ The only certain mention of the writing of a /aw or férak by
Moses is xxxi. 9: and Moses wrote this law. It occurs in a part of the
Book admitted, even by conservative scholars, to have been compiled
by the editors of the Pent. from several sources; and the meaning of
2his gz is uncertain ; probably it does not cover more than the Code,
. ® Which of course cannot be allowed, for the narrative of JE con-
tinues through the Pentateuch to the death of Moses and beyond this
mto the Book of Joshua. i
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another document E (Ex. xxiv. 3--8) that it was not the Déea-
logue but the detailed code of Ex. xxi. 23—xxiii: 19, written and
publicly read, which formed the basis of the Covenant at Sinai?
If, for the moment, Moses be assumed to have written or to have
been responsible for E’s account he cannot have been the author
of the Discourse in Deuteronomy which contains the other
account. The difficulty is not removed by the acceptance of
Kuenen’s theory that the legislation Ex. xxi.—xxiii. now assigned
in-our Pentateuch to Horeb originally appeared in E as having
been delivered in Moab ; for if that be the case the discrepancy
is only shifted from Horeb to Moab. . Instead of two accounts of
the legislation on Horeb we are left with two different Codes
promulgated by Moses in the valley over against Beth-peor,
Ex. xxi,—xxiii. and Deut. xii.—xxvi.

To this decisive instance it is hardly necessary to add two other
differences between JE and Deuteronomy when treating of the same
events. Describing the appointment of judges to assist Moses, Deutero-
nomy (i. g—18) omits all reference to the origin of the proposal with-
Jethro (Ex. xviii. 13—26); and it gives a distribution of the Jlast
thirty-eight years in the wilderness which is different from that given in
JE (see below p. 29, note introductory to ii. r—8a). These differences
are sometimes explained by the summary form of Deuteronomy’s
retrospects of the history and, in the case of the second, by the fact
that we have not before us the complete narratives of JE. This may
explain the first difference, but it is not adequate for the second : and
the absence of Jethro’s name from Deuteronomy is (as we have seen)
but one instance of that Book’s coustant silence upon the indebtedness
‘of Lsrael to foreigners: a silence indicative of a standpoint and a

temper very different in this—as in many other respects—from those
of JE.

Once more we must appeal to the cardinal Law of Deutero-
nomy, confining sacrifice to the One Altar. If Moses himself
published that law to all Israel gathered in solemn Assembly,
published it in his last hours and as one of the culminating points

- of his legislation, it is more than strange that for five or six
centuries afterwards—especially when Israel had grown secure
in Canaan and the Temple was built—the history of his people
should reveal no tradition or memory of the fact, no sign of the
existence of such a law ; but that on the contrary sonie prophets
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and leaders in Israel, like Samuel, Solomon and Elijah, continued
to build altars and to sacrifice at many places in the land under
the liberal sanction of the code in JE (see above pp. x1£.); while
other prophets, like Amos, Hosea and Isaiah, though they expose
the religious dangers of the high places, nevertheless nowhere
suggest that these be abolished or that Israel’s sacrifices be con-
fined to a single sanctuary. The history of Israel shows rather,
that the deuteronomic law of the One Altar was not prophetic
but experimental—the fruit of an experience gradual yet at last
so convincing that it replaced the good conscience with which
the leaders of Israel built and sacrificed at many altars, according
to immemorial practice and under the sanction of the ancient
law in Exodus xxi- 24, by a stronger conscience of the fatal
dangers which that freedom involved to the spiritual elements of
[srael’s religion. So also does history in the Old Testament
explain itself. The law of One Altar for the One God came into
being only when, and because, it was at last seen—as the pro-
phets of the eighth and seventh centuries gradually came tof
see—that sacrifices to Jehovah at many altars, some of them once!
the shrines of other gods, distracted His people’s sense of His}
Unity, subverted their ancient loyalty to Him, and, by confusing;
Him with those deities and mingling their rites with His worship,
corrupted both religion and morality. In this bitter experience
the law had its sources; its opportunities were the growing
influence of the Temple to which His Ark had been brought, and.
the Assyrian destruction of nearly all other shrines in the land.

After all this it is hardly necessary to refer to some minor signs in
Deuteronomy of an authorship later than Moses. Among these I do
not include (as is sometimes done) the designation of Zaster» Palestine
as the land on the other side of Jordan, for this occurs only in titles that
are ad_mitted to be secondary, i. 1, 3, iv. 46 f., 49, or in other verses,
ti- 8, iv. 41, which are probably also from the hand of an editor ; and
elsewhere, iii. 20, 25, xt. 30, the phrase om the other side of Jordan is
applied to #esterse Palestine in harmony with the position of Moses in

oab. But the writer occasionally betrays a time-perspective which is
th%}[ not of Moses but of a later age. Omitting ii. 12, fii. 8, 14 and
Xxiil. 4 (adduced by Driver, p. xlii) as possibly editorial, we find some
slight indications of this later perspective in the use of the phrase af thas
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time for what had taken place only a few weeks or months before the
speaker is made to use it : il. 34 of the taking of Sihon’s cities, iii. 4 of
Og’s and iii. 12 of both; cp. iii. 18, 21, 23. A stronger indication of
the same is the phrase as ye came forth out of Egypt for events that
happened far on in the period of the wandering in the wilderness,
Miviam’s death xxiv. 9, and the attacks of Amalek, xxv. 17. The
perspective of these phrases is hardly that of Moses in' Moab, but suits
a later age when the forty years (viii. 2, 4) were foreshortened. On
the whole the authors of Deuteronomy have remained true to the
standpoint of Moses but in these moments their dramatic consistency
appears to fail. Cp. what is said above (p. xcviii) on vi. 24, viii. 18,
as at this day.

The defenders of an early date for Deuteronomy appeal to its com-
mands to give no quarter to the Canaanites {vii. 1—5, xx. 16-—18) or to
Amalek (xxv. 17-—19) as meaningless and futile in a work of the eighth
or seventh century when Israel’s danger from these peoples had
wholly disappeared, and therefore as signs that the date of Deutetonomy
must be far earlier. But both these commands, repeated from JE
(Ex. xxiil. 316—33 and xvii. 14—16), are natural to the auther’s pre-
sentation of Moses as the speaker, and they are not purposeless 1n a
Book designed to warn off Israel not only from idolatries introduced
from Assyria and Babylonia but from those of Canaan whichk exercised
all the greater fascination that they were native to the soil on which
Israel lived and were bound up with its agriculture. It is interesting,
too, that the Amalekites are mentioned in 1 Chron. iv. y1—43 as still
active in Hezekiah’s time.

§ 12, Resulting Questions and theiv Answers.

The evidence adduced for the age of Deuteronomy—adduced
from itself and other parts of the Old Testament—raises some
questions, the answers to which constitute the concluding task of
this Introduction.

If the Book be so late a work, embodying in its legislation the
results of Israel’s long experience of settled life in Canaan, and
inspired by the prophets of the eighth century, why did its
authors not express themselves accordingly? Why did they not
give a retrospect of that gradual development with the results

‘thereof; and—appealing (as Amos does) to God’s continued
Providence for His people since He planted them in the land but
especially to His last revelation through the Prophets—proclaim
in His Name that those results of His Providence and that

upreme Word now replaced all laws previously delivered? Why
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was Deuteronomy rather cast in the form of Discourses and a
Code said to have been delivered before Israel had even begun
the settled life, upon the experience of which the Code especially
is based? Why did the authors, deriving their- immediate in-
spiration from the prophets of the eighth century, go behind these
and back to Moses as the authority and the mouth of their
doctrine?

We may answer at once that the form in which the Book is
cast was not merely (¢) usual under the literary custom, and
(6) conditioned by the mental habit, of its age ;- but (¢) is justified
historically by the facts of Israel’s origin and earliest organisation
under Moses, and by the persistence of his influence, both as
Prophet and Lawgiver, down to the days of the authors. Of
these considerations the first two need not long detain us ; the
third, the historical, is the one of most importance..

(@) 1t has often been emphasised, and justly, that the form
adopted for Deuteronomy-—of making Moses the speaker
throughout—was a literary form prevalent in ancient times
and employed by other historians in the Old Testament. In the
Books of Joshua, Kings and Chronicles speeches are quoted as
if they were the very words of early leaders in Israel, which
nevertheless betray their composition by the historian himself,
through being in the same style as the narratives in which they
occur and containing phrases and even ideas that are distinc-
tively late’. This use of the dramatic imagination not only in
the reproduction of history, but in the criticism of old truth and
the presentation of new, finds its supreme illustration in the
Book of Job. There are many instances in other literatures.

Driver, besides giving the instances just cited, refers to Plate, Dante,
Shakespeare and Paradise Lost (Deut. p. lviii). Cornill says: ‘The
author only did what all historians have done, and to speak of his work
as a literary fraud is out of the question; indeed it cannot be described
even as pseudepigraphic’ (Eénlestung §9, 5). But this opinion is not
confined to critics who agree with Graf and Wellhausen. It is virtually
accepted by a scholar whose independent work is characterised by op-

! Driver, Dewt. p. lviii.
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position to many of the paositions of modern criticism, Professor James
Robertson. He makes the following interesting observations. ‘It is -
remarkable that he [Wellhausen) and many like-minded have not taken
.note of the peculiarity of the Hebrew language that has not developed
what we call the indirect speech—a peculiarity which necessitates the
regular intreduction of speeches or addresscs.... The absence of the in-
direct speech in Hebrew can be made quite clear to the English reader
by a reference to any page of the historical books. If a writer wishes
to say that one person made a verbal comununication to apother, he
must say, ‘“ So-and-so spake 1o So-and-so saying,” and must give the.ip-
sissima verba. And yet, strictly speaking, the writer is not to be taken
as vouching for the actual words spoken. He is simply producing, in
the only way that the laws of his language allow him (o produce, the
substance of the thing said; and from beginning to end of the O.T.
writings, the language remained at that stage, only the faintest attempts
to pass beyond it being visible ' (Early Religior: of Israel, pp. 422 £
cp. Expositor, and series, VL pp. 241 ff., * Graphic Element in the 0.T.’).
(&) A deeper reason for the form of Deuteronomy is the un-
familiarity of the idea of development to the mind of the ancient
East. That mind fixed upon results rather than processes, to
the significance of which it has taken ages of research to awaken
ourselves. Things, which we know came into being only
gradually, appeared to early man—appeared indeed till recently
to our own fathers—as the offspring of a word, of a moment.
This was especially the way of the Semite, ever absolute in his
thinking as in the expression of his thought. Just as he described
physical phenomena, now known to be of long development, as
“having happened instantancously, or as the first of Genesis puts
it in @ day ; so similarly did he describe results that were religious
_or moral. Does he present the creation of the Universe as the
act of the Word of God on seven successive days? .So also does
he present Deuteronomy, the fruit of centuries of the Spirit’s in-
fluence on Israel, as the utterance in one day of Moses. The
Oriental finds it difficult to conceive of authority except as per-
sonal and immediate. Whether in his philosophy or in his
politics he ignores secondary and gradual causes.
(¢) But these literary and psychological reasons for the form
of Deuteronomy are of minor importance to the historical ones.
Based, as it 1s, on the long experience of settled life in Canaan
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and inspired’ by the prophets of the eighth century, the Book
has valid reasons 72 fact for going behind those prophets for the
source of its principles and even behind Israel’s history in Canaan
for the authority of its laws—and for finding that source and
that authority in Moses himself.

In proof of this we have first of all certain general indications
in the history of Israel immediately subsequent to their settle-
ment. These all point to the fact that the years of Moses had
been the creative period in the national history ; that #2ex the
nation was made, that #4¢n the several tribes of which it was
composed were drawn to each other because drawn and cove-
nanted to the same God. Their unity, which was sealed by the
institution of the monarchy, was not, like the latter, created after
their settlement. On the contrary, as the Book of Judges and
especially the Song of Deborah testify, their occupation of
Canaan at first disintegrated a union previously achieved. The
tribes became separated by the geographical divisions of their
settlement and by the diverse directions of culture along which
these attracted them. The one bond which prevailed over such -
distractions was a common feeling of duty to Jehovah ; and this
community of faith—weakened by the physical and religious
temptations of times of peace but always roused again by a call
to war—they owed to Moses and to his conduct and discipline
of them through the wilderness. Israel were one because they
were Jehovah’s people and Jehovah the God of all of their tribes;
and this had come about through their first, and to the end their
greatest leader. In all Israel’s history nothing is more certain
than that Israel’s unity was to begin with a religious unity and.
that Moses was its mediator.

The reader will find confirmation of this argunient in the reasons given
in this seyies by Dr Driver, £xodus, pp- 413 fl., for believing that the
distinctive character of Israel’s religion had been operative from the
origins of the nation onward. * If the religion of Moses had not differed,
In some distinctive feature, from the ordinary religions of antiquity, itis
Impossible to understand why, when the Israelites entered Canaan, and _
mtermingled, as in many cases they did intermingle, with the native
Canaanites, it was not merged and absorbed in their religion.” - He

DEUTERONOMY : A
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quotes from Mr Montefiore’s Hibbert Lectures for 1892, pp- 46 £. : the

“successful resistance to Canaanite polytheism...would surely not have
been possible unless the Yahweh whom Moses taught differed from the
Canaanite deities, not only in his numericai uniqueness, but in his higher
and more consistent ethical character.... We are therefore entitled to doubt
whether the exclusive worship of the national God would ever have been
ordained, had there not lain in the original conception of Yahweh the
¢ promise and potency ” of the monotheism of Amos and Isaiah.” Andin
turn Mr Montefiore quotes Professor Kamphausen: ¢TI recognise in
the fact that the small number of Israelites was not absorbed by the
Canaanites, who were by far their superiors in all matters of external
culture, a convincing proof of the ethical power of the Vahwistic
religion.’ )

- Butagain, the Prophets themselves pointed their deuteronomic
disciples back to Moses. Amos delivers this message: [ brought
you up out of the land of Egypt and led you forty years through
the wilderness, lo possess the land of the Amorite (ii. 10).
Jehoval's knowledge of Israel, begun then, had been their dis-
tinction from other peoples, the secret of their individuality and
~ of their present moral responsibility (iii. 1f). Hosea puts it
more vividly. He recalls the days of Israel’s yowtk, when she
came up out of Egypt, as a time of loyalty to ker first Husband,
before the temptations of Canaan drew her away after her para--
* ‘mours the Baalim; and he conceives of her regeneration as
possible only by a return to the conditions and atmosphere of
the days of the wilderness (ch.ii.). Or changing the figure he
says that when Israel was a child Jehovah loved him and laught
kim to walk and took him in kis arms (xi, 1—3). I am jehovak
thy God from the land of  Egypt, thou knewest no God but Me,
and beside Me theve is no Saviour; I did kinow thee in the
wilderness, in the land of great drought (xiii. 4 fL.). But the
wealth of Canaan and its Baalim and graven images have drawn
away the heart of the people (passim). Israel kas forgotien his
Maker (viii. 14).  As Isaiah says: The ox knoweth his owner,
and the ass kis master's crib : Isvael doth not know, My people
doth not consider (i. 3). But these are the very affections, the
discipline, the warnings, which Deuteronomy makes Moses en-
force in the Name of Jehovah. Does Hoseca affirm that the one
thing needful for Israel in Canaan, if she is to be restored to her
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God, is that He should once more woo ker, bring her back into
the wildernsss, and speak home to her heart (ii. 14)? That is
just what the Spirit does in Deuteronomy. Hosea’s words
exactly fit the aim, the form and the temper of this Gospel.
Back to the wilderness days, back to the first wonder and grace
of God's choice and care of this people, back to the loyalty and
trust thus evoked, back to the discipline which kept them pure—
back to the feet of Moses, as he pleads and urges it all!

Se much in justification of the general aim and temper of the
Book. Not very different is the case for the specific doctrines!
which Deuteronomy listening to the prophets hears the voice of
Moses himself proclaim: The prophets do not profess that the
doctrines which they bring to their generation are newl. Their
burden is to recall and enforce the old ; they give no new com-
mandnient but an old commandment which the people had from
the beginning, when by a prophet Jehoval browght Israel out of
Egypt and by a propher was he kept®. That Jehovah is the One
and Only God for Israel, their Chooser, Redeemer, Father,
Husband and Guide ; that He is utter Righteousness.and Love,
that He requires these qualities from them towards Himself and
towards one another ; that He is the source of all law and
authority in peace and war, the King and Judge of His people,
and that their life as a nation lies in loyalty to Him and to the
ethical truths He has revealed—such are the specific doctrines
which the prophets tell their generation they ought to have
known but have forgotten. It cannot be denied that at least the
substance of these doctrines had been first delivered by #ke
Brophet Moses in terms of the experience of the forty years of
his leadership through the wilderness? or that Deuteronomy is
therefore historically justified in putting them into his mouth as
his last testament to his pedple in view of their immediate passage

! Till the prophets break into the Exile with the good news of Israel’s

Testoration they do not use the phrase new #Aéngs for the contents of their
message,

® Hosea xii. 13. It is singular that before Jeremiah no prophet
mentions Moses by name.
See above p. cxiil.

f2
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to new conditions that would sorely tempt their faith and loyalty.
But equally clear and equally justifiable is the fact that, in the
light of God’s subsequent Providence and especially of the
teaching of the prophets the Book has much developed and
expanded whatever expression Moses himself may have given
to these doctrines. This is clear for instance in the emphasis
which it lays on the love of God to man and of man to God as
compared even with the utterances of Moses in JEL - Were it
ctherwise, the leading of the Divine Spiritsince Moses died had
been in vain. It is the duty of every scribe, who has been
made a disciple to the Kingdom of Heaven to bring out of his
treasure things zez as well as old.  This being understood, the
ascription to Moses himself of the specific doctrines which
Deuteronomy inculcates is amply vindicated from the history of
the origins of Israel as interpreted, or implied, by the prophets
of the eighth century.

But the Deuteronomists had before them credible witnesses
to these origins other and earlier than the prophets. The retro-
spects of the wilderness which they put in the mouth of Moses
are {as we have seen) based upon the narratives of J and E in
Exodus and Numbers ; documents of a date somewhere between
David and the eighth century® Of the age of their sources we
have noclear evidence. That these were partly written hut marnly
oral is apparent from the infrequency with which ] and E refer to
a written source? ; as well as from the differences between them in
detail which are such as arise in the course of oral tradition.
But whatever the date of their sources—and the tendency of
recent criticism has been to increase the emphasis upon their
antiquity—the general credibility of ] and E cannot be denied.
As Dr Driver says in this series?, ‘it is hypercritical to doubt that
the outline of the narratives which have thus come down to us by
two channels is historical” They ‘cannot but embody substantial
elements of fact,” which ‘cannot be called in question by a reason-
able criticism.” He proceeds to state them ; they are practically

1 See above pp. xxvif. 2 Above p. civ.
¢ E.g. Ex. xvil, 14, xxiv. 4. Y Exodus p. xliv.
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the same as those which we have seen implied by the history of
Israel immediately subsequent to the settlement in Canaan ; and
they are all that is necessary to prove a sufficient basis of fact for
the retrospects of Deuteronomy and the exhortations arising from
these, In particular the witness of J and E to Moses himself, to
his influence on the people, and to the character and effects of
the Divine revelation which he brought to Israel, is indubitably
strong and trustworthy.

There remain only the laws. The tradition in Israel that

Moses was a Law-giver as well as a Prophet is too constant, too
weighty and we may add too varied to leave us in doubt. The
habit of ascribing to him every new code, however recent might
be some of its contents, is in itself proof that he laid the basis of
legislation for his people. But the tradition is confirmed by the
facts that Israel received throogh him, at the very least, a new
- and a powerful impression of the Deity and in consequence their
first national organisation. Events so signal, so distinctive in
the Semitic world, and—as we have seen from the early history
of Israel in Canaan—so potential in religious and political
results, cannot have happened without leaving in their own time
some precipitate in the shape of statutes and judgements whether
oral or written. Further, there are parts of the bodies of law in
the Old Testament which offer no reason whatever against their
origin under Moses. There is,as we shall see, the original form
of the Decaloguel, and there are other instances in the codes of
J and E. But for our present purpose it is best to leave the
question of single instances of Mosaic fordtk, and to follow these
general considerations.

We will remember that of every code of national law two
things are true—the high antiquity of its origins, the gradual
development of its ultimate contents and form. The codes of
Israel are no exception.

In the firsz place much of the jurisprudence of the Old Testa-
ment is obviously even older than Moses. The tribes which

! Below pp. 84 f.; cp. Driver’s Exodus, App. 1.
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came up oat of Egypt and which he first welded together had
already a considerable amount of consuetudinary law : of prin-
ciples and of practice—in both of what we distinguish as religious
and civil law, but to them all law was religious—of immemorial
origin. ‘This is tlear from the fact that some of the principles
acknowledged in the Mosaic codes as well as many of #%e statutes
and judgements are not peculiar to Israel, but common to all
peoples of the Semitic stock. One example is the principle of
life for life, eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand, with the
" consequent tribal duty of the vendettal, and measures for its
control and regulation, attempts at which are universal in the
Semitic world. There are the principles of communal responsi-
bility for crimes committed in the communal territory? and of
the ethical solidarity of the family3. There are the principles
of judicial procedure, for example the authority of the local or
tribal elders—what we should call civil courtts of the first instance
—with an appeal on all harder cases to the Deity’s representative
either at a local sanctuary, or at some central and famous one?.
The god was ever regarded as the ultimate judge of his people.
There are other instances of civil and criminal law common to
Israel and her Semitic kindred to which attention will be called
by the notes on the text. But above all there was the common
system of sacrifice, with the observance of the same annual
feasts, the same devotion of the first-born of men and cattle$, and
many identical or nearly identical forms of ritual and religious
symbols. In virtue of their Semitic descent Israel had inherited
all these. Moses did not create them ; and in this negative cer-
tainty we may find the explanation of the startling statement of
some prophets—made, we must remember, before the sacrificial
codes of P were formed—that God gave no commandments to
Israel in the wilderness concerning burnt offerings and sacri-
ficesS. As they came out of Egypt Israel practised the system
of sacrifice as well as of social justice and criminal law which

L See below on xix. 21, and the note on p. 246.
* P, oagr, 3 Pp. xxxiv and 282, 4 Above p. sxxii.
5 See p. 2006, # See above p. xevii,
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they had derived, and can have little modified, from the custorns
of their Semitic ancestors. - But upon all that consuetudinary
law there descended, to a degree tnique in the Semitic world,
the higher ethical influences of the revelation which God had-
made of Himself and His Will through Moses. These must have
altered the Hebrew heritage of custom, law and ritual. We
know that they did. The proof is clear from the purer and more
humane forms which that heritage assumed in the legislation of
Israel. We cannot deny the beginnings of such a change to
Moses, nor doubt that these beginnings were expressed in re-
statements of ancient custom, rite or statute, whether oral or, as
the tradition says, written down. )

But, secondly, it is equally certain that Moses did not complete
the elevating and purifying process. By Israel’s living faith in
a living God this continued through the subsequent centuries.
We have seen its effects in the appearance of new and more
humane laws sometimes arising from the example of individuals?;
in the adaptation or expansion of older laws to suit new economic
conditions?; in the wider and more thorough application of a
moral principle as when it is extended, as it is frequently by
Deuteronomy, from outward action to the region of thought and
motive*; and in laws abolishing rites or symbols, which had
been: used with a good conscience by earlier generations?, but
were now proved to be temptations to worship the other gods, in
whose honour they also served, and to confuse them with
Jehovah, The real danger to the spiritual elements in His
religion came from the ritual, so many points of which it shared
with other cults. If the Deuteronomists did not abolish the ritual,
as some of their teachers the prophets seem to have desired, they
at least purified it of its worst features and brought its practice
under control and safeguard by confining it to one sanctuary.

L For a list of laws common to J E and Deuteronomy see pp. xvii, lxvii.

2 Pp. cv f.; and the laws in which women are concerned.

3 Pp. xxii and cv.

* On the developed ethics of Deut. see above pp. xxxii—xxxviii and

on the 10th Commandment,
* E.g. the pillars and Asherlim and cerlain mourning customs.
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So doing they not only, as the following centuries proved, made
it serve the doctrine of Jehovah’s unity as the only God for
Israel, which there can be no doubt that Moses proclaimed ; but
they also brought the ritual back round his Ark, and more nearly
to the purer form it must have assumed in the conditions of the
wilderness.

Hence the sincerity, the vitality, the power of the work of
these reformers. Deuteronomy is a living and a divine book,
because, like every other real reformation it is at once loyal to
the essential truth revealed in the past, while daring to cast
off all tradition, however -ancient and sacred in origin, that in
practice has become dangerous and corruptive ; vigilant to the
new perils and exigencies of faith and receptive of the fresh
directions of the living God for their removal or conquest.

But that is not all nor nearly all. While so nobly serving its
own age and establishing a discipline that with all its limitations
—and indeed partly because of these—preserved and trained
Israel for their mission te mankind, Deuteronomy gave utterance
to truths which are always and everywhere sovereign :—that God
is One, and that man is wholly His, that it is He who finds us
rather than we who find Him ; that God is Righteousness and
Faithfulness, Mercy and Love and that these also are what He
requires from us towards Himself and one another ; that His
Will lies not in any unknown height but in the moral sphere
known and understood by all’ (xxx. 11—14). Thus in the pre-
paration for Jesus Christ Deuteronomy stands very high. Did
He not Himself attest the divine authority both of its doctrine
and of its style by accepting its central Creed as the highest and
ultimate law not for Israel only but for all mankind (Mark xii.
28-—30, Deut. vi. 4, 5)°?
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LIST OF THE PRINCIPAL ABBREVIATIONS EMPLOYED

D. Deuteronomy, chs. i.—xxx. For reasons given in the Intro-
duction, especially in Paragrapbs 2, 3, 5—11, it has not been
found possible to distinguish the various original editions
from which the Book has been compiled.

D.B. A Dictionary of the Bible, edited by James Hastings, D.D.
(1898—1g04).

E. Elohist, the name given to one of the constituent documents
of the Pentateuch.

E.B. also Enc. Bibl. Euncyclopaedia Biblica, edited by T. K.
Cheyne, D.D,, etc., and J. S. Black, LL.D. (1899—1903).

E.T. English Translation.

Ethn. Ber. Ethnologischer Reisebericht, being Pt. 111 of Arubia
Petraea, by Alois Musil (Vienna, 1908). Moab and Edom
form Pts. I and 11 of this work. ’

Hex. Hexateuch, i.e. Genesis to Joshua.

HGHL. The Historical Geography of the Holy Land, by George
Adam Smith (Seventh Thousand 1897, and subsequent
editions).

LDl An Introduction to the Pentateuch, by A. 'T. Chapman,
M.A. (Cambridge, 1911, in this serics).

J- Jahwist or Jehovist, the name given to one of the constiiuent
documents of the Pentateuch.

JE. The combination of J and E.

KAT3.  Die Keilinschriften und das Alte Testament, 3rd edition
(1903), by H. Zimmern and H. Winckler.

OTJC.  The Old Testament in the fewish Church, 2nd edition,
revised and much enlarged (1892), by W. Robertson Smith.

P.  Priestly Writer or Writing, one of the constituent documents
of the Pentateuch,

PEFQ. Quarterly Statement of the Palestine Exploration Fund
founded in 1865. (London.)

Pent. Pentateuch.
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Pl. Passages of Deutcronomy in the Plural form of address—
see Introduction, § 8.

Sam. Samaritan Text of Deuteronomy.

SBOT. Thke Sacred Books of the Old [and New] Te estaments,
a New English Translation, edited by Paul Haupt (1898
onwards).

Sg. Passages of Deuteronomy in the Smgular form of address
—see Introduction, § 8.

ZATW. Zeitschrift fiir die Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft.

ZDPV. Zeitschrift des Deutscken Palaestina-Vereins.

The principal works referred to are designated in full in the
Introduction and the footnotes to it, or in the following Notes
on the Text.

No maps accompany this volume ; the reader is referred for
the geography relevant to Deuteronomy to the Atlas of the
Historical Geography of the Holy Larnd, designed and edited
by George Adam Smith and prepared under the direction of
J. G. Bartholomew (1915), and in particular to the following
maps therein:—Nos. 7 and 8, ‘Egypt and the Sinai-Peninsula’;
11 and 12, * Palestine-Orographical ’; and 29 and 30, ‘Moab and
Dead Sea.’ In the last the water-courses of Southern Moab
are given according to the most recent surveys; and the names
of most of the places mentioned in Deut. i.—iii. have been
inserted.
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THE FIFTH BOOK OF MOSES
' COMMONLY CALLED

DEUTERONOMY

HESL be the words which Moses spake unto all Israel 1
- beyond Jordan in the wilderness, in the * Arabah over

! That is, the deep valley ruuning North and South of the Dead Sca.

Ca. 1. 1—4. GEXERAL TITLE TO THE WHOLE BOOK.

It dates the following words or discourses by Moses, as deyond, 1.e. 15,
of, Jordan, in the end of the fortieth year of the wanderings, after the
‘smiting of Sthon and ‘Og. Like some other titles in the O.T. {e.g. Jer.
i. 1—-3) this is cdposite, as appears from (1) the various styles in which
it is written, @z, 1@ and 4forming one sentence and marked by deulezo-
nowic phrases, while 2. 3, a separate sentence in the middle of the
other, is in the distinctive style of P (see /. 2. pp. 38, 71, 204) ; and
(2) the discrepancy between the locality stated in 1a, beyond Jordan
(which is farther defined by z. 5 as the land of Aleab and by iii. 29 etc.
as the gat, or glen, oppostte Beth-Pe‘or, near the N.E. corner of the
Dead Sea) and the localities in 14, 2, which, so far as they can be
identified, lay in the region S.and 5.W. of the Dead Sea. There ave
thus three successive strata in the Title: (a) fa, 4, entitling apparently
all the discourses and legislation in the Bk of Deut. ; (8} 3, probably
added by either P or a Priestly editor when Deut. was joiued to the rest
of the Pent.; and (¢} 1 4, 2, best explained as a note or gloss erroneously
transferred here from another place {see below). (&) and (4) together
separate the ‘Fifth Book of Moses’ from its predecessor. Somc
Indeed take z2. 1—4 as retrospective, understanding by the phrase,
these be the words which Moses spake to alf fsracl, the sayings ascribed
o him in Ex., Lev. and Num,, and thus explain the apparent refer-
ences in 14, 2 to the region of Israel’s earlier wanderings. But this
theory is preciudéd by the fact that the Bk of Num. closes with a
retrospective stateinent and by the absence from Lev. and Num. of
words of Mouses connected with any of the localities named in 1 4.

1. all fsrael] A designation of the people characteristic of D and
deateronomic writers. See on iv. 44.

beyond Jordan] 'As is clear from . 5 and elsewhere, the E. of
Jordan is intended. The title was therefore written in W. Palestine.
AN. on this side Jordan, is an.impossible rendering of the Hebrew.

DEUTERONOMY s
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against !Suph, between Paran, and Tophel, and Laban, and

1 Some ancient versions have, the Red Sea.

in the wilderness] Heb. midbar, properly pasture ground as distinet
from arable ; Jer. ii. 2, Jasd 1ot sown. The word, hardly applicable tc
the scene of Moses’s discourse in Moab, is the usual term both for the
wilderness IZ. of Moab and Edom (ii. 8, 26), and for the region of Israel’
earlier wanderings before they crossed Edom (i. 19, 4o0,ii. 1,7). In
the latter lay some, if not all, of the following localities.
in the Arabak] Heb. ‘Arabak, dry or waste: (a) a synonym for
midéar, both with the def. art. (Ig. xI. 3), as here, and without (Is.
xxxv. I; Jer. ii. 6 etc.). But with the art. it is usually the name of
(6) the great depression extending from the Gulf of ‘Akabah northwards
to the Lebanons, of which the Dead Sea, the Sea of the ‘Ardbalk (iv. 49),
Is the deepest portion; and again is more particularly applied both to
() the stretch of the depression N. of that Sea, the Jordan valley {iii.
C 17 2 Kgs xxv. ¢), cp. the Plar. ‘Adrboth Moeat, T"s designation of
Israel’s last station before crossing Jordan, xxxiv. 1 (cp. Arbatta, 1 Macc.
v. 23}; antl (&) the stretch of the depression S. of the Dead Sea.
Fach of these four meanings is possible here. Tlhpse who take the
names i 14 as of places in the scene of Moses’ discourse in the land of
Moaly point to {¢) the application of the name ‘Arabah to the Jordan
valley. As we shall see, however, those names indicate rather the
region of Tsrael’s earlier wanderings, before they crossed the S. of
Edom, and this makes it more probable that ‘Arabah here=the S.
stretch of the depression ; so the Sam. Béé‘a, trench or valley.  But
{a) the general signification, synonymous with ne/ddar, is not improbable
here, and even more suitable (o the localities in' 1 & than the other
meanings are. To-day the name &/ ‘Adradal is confined to the stretch
of the depression 8. of a line of cliffs a few miles below the Dead Sea ;
while all to the N. is known as ¢7-Ghdr.

Supt] LXX ‘the Red Sea,” but this in Heb. is always sex ¢f Suph.
Suph may have been a locality from which the Sea derived its name,
the usual etymology which would render it sea of sedge being, though
plausible, uncertain (sce Ewnc. Fébl. “Red Sea’). Suph cannot be
Suphah of Num. xxi. 14 if as is probable this lay in S, Moaly; wlhiile
another modern place-name that has been proposed as identical, Nakb
es-Safa {on which see Musil Edom 11, 29), S.W. of the Dead Sca,
corresponds with Suph neither phonetically nor from its situation.

betewern Paran...and Di-sekab] Allthese placesare uncertain, * Paran

- cannot be the extensive desert of that name corresponding to the modemn
et-Tth, but only the place after which this desert was named, cp. 1 Kgs
xi. 18’ (Dillm.}. For Zyphel, LXX Togo\, no modern place-name has
been found : et-Tafileh on cultivated soil in the N. of Mt Se“r corre-
sponds to it in neither spelling nor situation. Though Ladan (milkwhite)
and Zeserdth (folds) are names of such general signification that each
may have been atlached to more than cne site, it 1s natural to identify
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Hazé;'oth, and Di-zahab. 1t is eleven days’ journey from 2
Horeb by the way of mount Seir unto Kadesh-barnea.. And 3

them with the Libnah and Haserdth of Num. xxxiii. 20, 17, stations on
Israel’s march between Horeb and Kadesh. On the W. el Hadharah
and the ‘Ain el Hadharah, see Burckhard(, Zrawels, 494 [.; Wilson,
Lauds of the Bible, 1. 255—1260; Robinson £. K. 1. 2231.. Di-zakab
has been taken to be the modern Minet edh-Dhahab on the Gulf of
‘Akabah, but this is not on the line of Israel’s march ; the meaning,
(place) of gold, LXX xaraxpicea, is general enough for the name to
have heen applied to several places. Thus all that is certain in these
names is that some, if not all, lay on the march towards Kadesh, and
this is confirmed by the next verse. It is not possible to bring them, or
that verse, into harmony with the repeated datum that the scene of Moses’
discourse was in Moab, al the N.E. end of the Dead Sea.

2. 7t is eleven days’, etc.] The distance from the accepted position
of Lloreb-Sinai to that of Kadesh, ‘Ain Kudeis, is ‘10 or 11 days of
common camel-riding” (C. Trumbull &L B. 71, 215): caravans with
childven and flocks, like Isracl’s, would of course take longer.

Horzb]  Always in E, and Deut., asin 1 Kgs xix and Malachi, the
name of the Mt of the Lawgiving, for which J and P have Sinai. Thel
attemnpt has been made to interpret the two names as of different sites ;
but the Biblical evidence for their identity is clear ; as even so early a
scholar as Jerome perceived (Onom. Sacr, ed, Lagarde, 146}). This
matter as well as the guestions of the position of Sinai-Horeb (as between
Jebel Musa and Jebel Serbal and between the Sinaitic Peninsula as
a whole and the E. coast of the Gull of ‘Akabah or Mt Se‘ir or the
neighbourhood of Kadesh) has already been exhanstively discussed in this
series (Driver; Exod. pp. 18, t77—191). It is, thereflore, unnecessary
to say anything more here; except to recall that the question as between
the Sinaitic Peninsula and some site farther N. appears to have been
open in the time of the Crusades and of the Moslem geographers in the
14th century. - Abu-l Fida ¢. r32r: ¢ the position of Tur Siné is-the
subject of discussion. Some say it is the mountain near Ailah (at the
head of the Gulf of *Akabah) and others that it is a mountain in Syria’
(quoted by G. le Strange, Palestine unler the Moslems, 72 1.), The
Chronicle d’Ernoui et Bernard le Trésorter says, * Cel Mons Synai est
entre le Mer Rouge et le Crac (Kerak).” See further ZD 2L xxxvil. 1goff.

v the way of mownt Seir] Se‘ér, the territory of Edom, lay W, as well
as E. of the *‘Arabah (i. 44; cp. C. Trumbull A" 5. 84 ff.; Buhl, Gesch.
der Edonuter, 22 f.}; but 8¢ Sedr is in Dt {it. 1) and elsewhere
(e.g. Gen. xiv. 6) the range E. of the *Arabah, Thus #4e way of Mt
Se‘ér would be the most easterly of the roads from the Sinai Peninsula
to Kadesh, which passes through the ‘Arabah. Further see Dillm.

Kadesp-barnea) - This form 1s peculiar to D, deuteronomic passages
and I'; elsewhere. Aadesk stands alone: and we have besides ‘&rn-
Mishpat, Well of Judgement (Gen. xiv. 7), and Meribath-Kadesh (see

v 1—2
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- it came to pass in-the fortieth year, in the eleventh month,
- on-the first day of the month, that Moses spake unto the
children of Israel, according unto all that the Lorp had
4 given him in commandment unto them ; after he had smit-
ten Sihon the king of the Amorites, which dwelt in Heshbon,
and Og the king of Bashan, Wthh dwelt in Ashtaroth, at

on xxxiit. 2). The accepted site, visited first by Seetzen In 180,, then
by Rowlands i’ 1842 (Williams, Aoly City, 1. 464 fi.), and described
and argued for by Trumbull (Kad, Barn.), is the neighbourhood of
the ‘Ain Kudeis (Seetzen’s and Rowlands’ speiling, confirmed hy
‘Musil) about 80 km. $.S.W. of Be'er-sheba‘, but the name must have -
covered the still more fertile “*Ain Kadeyr'lt and the ‘A. Kaseymeh.
Musil, who visited ‘Ain Kudeis thrice, doubts its identity with Kadesh
(&dom 1. 212), and suggests a site farther N.; yet he admits there the
most fertile landscapes in all the region, describes the wadies as either
cultivated or full of relics of ancient cultivation, and even reports one
more fertile than the plain about Gaza. See also PEFQ, 1914, 64 11.;
ZDPV, 1914, 7 fl. Barnea® has been explained as ‘son’ or ‘desert, of
wandering.” But it inay belong tothe number of non-Semitic names found
in this region (e.g. Gharandel). To a hill S.E. of *Ain Kudeis, there is
still attached the name Forni, which appears to be an echo of Barnea* :
the letter *apin is sometimes dropped in mod. Arabic.

The whole fragment, 16 and 2, thus obviously out of place where it
stands, may have been orlgmally a note to i. 19, which its details, so far
as they are clear, suit.

3. Awnd it came fo pass in the fortieth year, etc.] |’ alone of the
ilex. documents dates by months and days (/. 2. 38, 71); and its
division of the year is not that which, beginning with the autumn, pre-

vailed in early Israel, but the Babyl. division which began with the
spring. 'Ihe Babyl. system was first adopted by the je\\a, not during
the exile {as usual!y supposed, Marti, Enc. Bibl. * Year?), but, as we
gather from Baruch’s narratives in the Bk of Jeremiah, during Manassel's
reign, when the Assyrians imposed on Judah many of their institutions
(ferusalem, 110 189 £).  Another mark of P is the term for elevents;
used in the Hex. by P alone and elsewhere only by late writers. Wellh,
(#st. 384 1.) takes the verse as from the editor who incorporated D
with P, but Driver, as the introd. (0 a summary narrative in P, and as
followed immediately by xxxli. 48-~523 the self-same day there being
the day specified. here. On the date zke goth year and the differem
dating of JE and D see below on ii. 1—8.
. the chdldren of Lsrael) Another designation characteristic of P;
‘D all Israel. Seeoni. r,iv. 44.

4. Sikon..and Og) See below on il 26——3,, and iil. 1 ff,

al Kdred] LXX Syr. and Vulg. have and in Edrei, as if “Og reigned
toere as well as at ‘Asht*rgth Karnaim, but the Heb. indicating, though
awkwardly, the scene of ‘Og s defeat, is confirmed by the Sam.
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]—E—d}ei: beyond Jordan, in the land of Moab, began Moses §
to declare this law, saying, The Lorp our God spake unto.6

A, Cu. L. 5—IV. 40. FirsT DISCOURSE AND INTRODUCTION TO
THE LAw-BooOK. )

5. SpECIAL TITLE TO THE FIRST DISCOURSE OF MOSES.

Usually taken as .the continuation of the general title to the Book,
1z and 4, this appears rather—note the repetition of the datum deyornd
Jordan—to have been originally a ‘special title to the following first
discourse of Moses. Obviously written in W. Palestine.

5. in the land of Moab] So always in 1) as the place of this legisla-
tien, which P gives more exactly as the ‘Arboth-Moab, the sections of
the ‘Arabah in Moabite territory, just N. of the Dead Sea (/. 2. 209).
Except for some doubtful casesin later writers Afoaé is'always the name
of the people, not of their land.- See Enc. Bibl. art. * Moal.’ In iii.
29, iv. 46 the scene of the lawgiving is more exactly defined as &z the
gai or hollow over against Beth-poor.

began] Heb. Ad*i/ is stronger : undertook, or set himself te (Gen.
xviil, 27), ov was pleased to (2 Kgs v. 23 ; Io. v. 11).

to0 declare] 'In the original sensc of declare (Wright, Bible Word-
BR), make clear or distinct,  The eh. é7ar, properly to dig or hew, is
used of wréfirg on stone (xxvii. 8), or tablets (Hab. ii. 2). Only
here metaphorically, to explain or expound, as i post-Bibl. Heb,, or o
aingrave in the mind of the people.

this law] Heb. this 76rak, on the various meanings of the term
see [. P App. vi.; Driver, Exodus, 162, 165. In which of these it is
to be taken here is disputed. Dillin., after stating that in D Tdrak is
distinguished from Law proper, described as statufes and judgements,
takes it here to mean instruction concerning law and justice. So
Steuern. and Berth. Buat in the other 18 instances of the phrase #4és
Ziérak in D it is used of the deuteronomic code and indeed in iv. 8 is
pavallel to sfafutes and judgements. We may take it in the same sense.
here (so Driver), equivalent indeed to no mere catalogue of laws, but
to laws with notes, exhortations, precedents and reminiscences. Tf
that be the meaning of 7#ra% in this title, it proves that the disconrse
to which the title is attached, i. 6—iv. 4o, was originally designed as an
troduction to the code xii—xxvi. Bat the terms of the title are more
suitable to v. ff. in which discourse the actual exposition of the law
begins, . See further on iv. 44—49. ° ’

CH. I, 6-—11I.29. [HISTORICAL PART OF THE FIRST INTRODUCTORY
DISCOURSE.

Spoken in the land of Moab (i. 5) in 24e gai or glen, over against
Beth Pe'or (iii. 29), a review of lsrael’'s experiences since they left
Horeb. In the Plnr. form of address except for the following fragments
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i.{8), 21, 31 o, i 7, 24 4, 25, 304, 371, We shall see how far these are
detachable from the countext, or give evidence of their later intrusion.
There are, too, « number of parcntheses, dealing with matters beyond
Israel’s experience and therefore beyond the aim of the discourse:
archaeological notes on the peoples who preceded Moab, Edom, Ammon,
the Philistines aod Israel, and on Hermonj ii. 10—12, 20—123, iii. 9,
11, 136, 14. The contents of these notes are suitable neither to the
voice of the Deity, to whose words some of them are attached, ii. 10—
12, 20—23, nor in the month of Moses whose purpose is to recall to
Israel their own experience. They are notes or glosses, either by the
author or an editor.  All the rest {except.perhaps iil. 15—17, which see)
forms a unity, complete in itself.

The following arc the divisions :-—(1) i. 6—38, order to depart from
Horebs; (z) g—18, institution of Judges; (3) 19, journe)" to Kadesh-
Barnea‘, 1o which probably belong 14, 2 {see above); (4) 20—z 3, mission
of the spies; (3) 26—43, consequent disaffection of the people; {6} 34—
40, wrath and judgement of God; (7) 41—46, defedt of the altempt to
enter the land from the south, and residence at Kadesh; (8} ii. 1—8a,
departure from Kadesh and circuit of Mt Se‘tr; (9) 8 6—135, further
march to Widy-Zered, which they cross 38 years after leaving Iadesh,
when all the adult generation have died ; (10) 16—25, command te
tross Arnon, the border of Moab, to avoid *‘Ammon and (o fight Sihén;
(11) 2637, defeat of Sthéon ; {52} iit. 1—7, defeat of ‘Og; (13) 8—17,
division of the conquered lands; (14} 18—22, directions to the tribes
left there and to Joshua; (15) 23—29, Moses’ Prayer to cross Jordan
and its rejection. -

The same_stretch of history from Horeb to the Jordan is treated by
JE, Ex. xxxiii. 1—17, and Num. x. 29 onwards ; and by P from Num.
- -x1i onwards. JE seems the hasis of this deuteronomic review, even to
the extent of supplying verbal details. But the review is not only
written in a style peculiar to the deuteronomic writings ; it adds some
facts not found in JE and differs from JE in its presentation of others.
On P the review shows no dependence, and P differs from it consider-
ably both in the language used for the same events and in several
matters of substance. On these see below.

6—8. THr COMMAND 10 START FROM IIORER FOR THE L.AND.

Jehovah spake : In Horeb ye have dwelt enough (6) ; break up and .
march to the Mt of the Amorites and the parts adjacent as far as the
Euphrates (7} ; I have set the land before you, enter and possess as
Jehovah sware to the fathers to give it Lo theni and their seed (8).—JE,
Ex. xxxiil. 1 fi., narrates the order to depart to the land promised by
oath to the fathers ; the promise of an angel to drive out the six nations
possessing it (probably a gloss, see Driver 76.): Jehovah’s refusal to go
with them ; and His consent after an argument by Moses {also held by

I The Sing. in it ga (LXX Plur.) and even in ik 19 may he due, as in iit. 27, 1o
the fact that the address is to Moses himself, -
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us in Horeb, saying, Ye have dwelt long enough in this.

mountain: turn you, and take your journey, and go to the
hill country ef the Amorites, and unto all #ie places nigh

some to be editorial) ; and adds, Num. x. 29—32 (J), Moses’ appeal to
Hobab to act as eyes!.to the host. The terms of the command differ
from those in D. P, in harmony with its account of the procedure on
the march {Num. ix. 15—22), gives the signal of departure from 1Ioreb
as the lifting of the cloud above the Tabernacle, and dates it the 2oth
day of the 2nd month of the 2nd year (Num. x. 1r). The contrast
hetween the spoken command in JE and D, and the physical signal
in P, is characteristic ; note also the characteristically exact date in P.

6. - The LorD our God] Heb. Jehovah, orr God: contrary to the
usual syntax (cp. the parallel in JE, Ex. xxxiii. 1), this divine name is
ptaced emphatically at the beginning of the sentence, as the proper start
and motive of the whole discourse: for this form and its variants ¢y
God and your God are characteristic of the style of D. J. our God, 23
times in D always from Moses to his fellow Israelites with the intimate
accent of a common affection, and only 7 times in the rest of the Pent. ;
/. thy God, addressed to Israel 230 times in D, and only ¢ times in JE
(of which five are in additions to the Decalogue, Ex. xx. 2—12, and at
least two jn verses with other marks of the deuteronomic stylc), and
only once in P (Lev. xxi. 8), though P has seven instances of some-
what variant forms; /. your God, 46 times in D, while in JE only
in Pharaoh’s speeches to Isracl, but in P over 3o times, attached to
priestly institutions and laws. The enormous predominance of these
titles in D is significant of the ardent, confident religion of the Book.
We seem to touch in them the heart of the writers. Nor can.we forget
the echo of their wonderful repetition in the hearts of the Jewish and
Christian Churches. Probably no phrases in the O.T. have been more
helpful to piety in all generations. See further introd. to ch. xxviii,

Horeb]  Above, 2. 2. -

Ye have diwelt long enough in this mountain) 1leb. the stay in this
‘Mt is wiuch, i.e. enough, for por : the same’idiom in ii. 3, iii. 26, also
in P, Num. xvi. 3, 7.

T.  furit you, and take your journey] Heb. turn you or face, and
break wp camp, or moye on. The first of these two verbs employed with
a verb of motion is used only in D (and the editorial Num. xiv. 25)
of fresh starts' of the whole people on their journey through the wilder-
ness ; as here, I 40, il. 1, or with other verbs. In JE, where nsed with
verbs of motion, it is of individuals only; while in P it has ancther
meaning, to /eok towards.  On the second verb see hélow, . 19.

hill countiy of the Amoritesy Heb. Mount of the Ainorite : as at the
Present day in Arabic, the singular monn? is applied to a mountain-
range, The range of Pal. W. of Jordan is meant, but d¢specially its S.

1 The same term, ‘nydin, is given 16 the scouts of Arab expeditions who seek out
the ways, water and camping-places; Musil, dradin Petraca, Ethn. Ber. m, 376,
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thereunto, in the Arabah, in the hill country, and in the
lowland, and in the South, and by the sea shore, the land of
the Canaanites, and Lebanon, as far as the great river, the
8 river Euphrates. Behold, I have set the land before you:

end (cp. . 20). The name appears very early, for Kings of the Tst
Dynasty in Babylon call themselves Kings of Amuru : a name which
inscriptions found at Boghaz-Keui {A/itt. d. deutsch. Oriént; Gesellschafl,
Dec. 1907, 25 £.), prove to have extended to the Euphrates ; but which
the Fell-el- Amarna letters (about 1400 B.C.) confine to the hinterland of
Phoenicia, in the N. of Palestine. Awiarife, in D as in E, is the
general name for all the tribes dispossessed by Israel ; J has Canaanite.
Winckler explains this from the origin of E in N. Israel where the
Amorites had been in force ; while J, writing in Judah where Isracl had
not fought the Amorites, knew nothing of them but assigned the whole
land to the Canaanites, whose civilisation had been paramount on the
coast at the time of [sraels entry and who continued to form an anti-
thesis to Israel (Gesck. Zs7. 1. 33). If this argument were sound, then
ID’s extension of the name Amorite to the S. of W. Palestine would he
artificial.  But Winckler himself recognises the ancient character of the
tradition which calls Sihén an Amorite (op. /7, p. 52), and if the
Amuorites had penetrated to Moab, they had also, it is probable, extended
their sovereignty as far S. on the W. of the Jordan.

and unto all.. igh theveunto) Heb. wnto -all #ts neighborrs: the
Arabah, i.e. N. of the Dead Sea (see on w. 1}; the hill-countsy, such of
the W. range as was not included under the A7 of the Awmorite ; the
lowland, Heb. the Shephelak, the low or foot-hills between the range
and the maritime plain (#GHL. 201 fi.); the Sowth, Ueb. the Neget,
the region to the S. of the range, which descends into the Negeb abont
Be'er-Sheba® ; the sea-shore, the maritime plain between the Shephelah
and the Mediterrancan, further defined as the land of the Canaanites,
the deuteronomic writers limiting the Canaanites to the level ‘“Arabah
and the maritime plain, just as the Tell-el-Amarna letters call the coast
land Kinahi= Kena‘an (so rightly Driver, while Dillm. and Steuern.
take the phrase as covering all the land already dcfined) ; and Lebaron
added to complete the land, cp. xi. 24, Jos. 1. 4; as far as #be great
river, the river Euphrates, the ideal but never the actual limit of Israel’s
territory. cf. xi. 24. Lists of the divisions of the Promised Land similar

~to this occur in (probably editorial} passages of the Book of Jos. :—ix. 1,

x. 40, xi. 2, 16, xii. 8. )

8. Behold] Sg. bLut even if this reading be correct (Sam. and LXX
vead PL) it is meant as an interjection and is no proof of a change to
the Sg. address, cp. iv. 3.

7 have set.. before you] Heb. given before you, giver up to you 3 in
this sense both of land and foe; eleven times in D, and not clse-
where in Heb.; in D nearly always with Sg.
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go in and possess the land which the Lorp sware unto your
fathers, to Abraham, to Isaac, and to Jacob, to give unto
them and to their seed after them. And I spake unto you o

whick the Lorp sware] As the LorRD Himself is the speaker, we
ought perhaps to read with LXX and Sam. wkick 7 sware. Yet their
reading may be a correction of the original, which in that case would be
a symptom of the carelessness of the writer in not sustaining the sitnation
he assumed. The anthropomorphism, imputing an oath to the Deity, .
is found in JE (Gen. xxii. 10), especially in the phrases, sware wnlo
Abrakam, Isaac, and Jocos (Gen, 1. 24 3 Ex, xxxii. 13, xxxiil. 1); fo
Abrakam thy father (Gen. xxvi. 3) ; to thy fathers or to them (Num. xi.
12, xiv. 16, 23); thee and thy fathers (Ex. xiil. 11). Used’'in D of
special oaths (i. 34, 1i. 14, iv. 21) ; of the covenant (iv. 31); or as here
of the land which he swave unlo thy, your, or our fathers, 22 or 23
times.

9—18. Tue InstiTerioN oF TrRigai. HEADS (JUDGES?).

At that time, Moses, declaring his inability to bear alone the greatly
increased people {g—r12), bade them choocse men, wise, understanding,
and known, according to their -tribes, that he might make them
heads over them (13). The people approved (14). Moses took such
men {the text becomes obscure) and set them in graded ranks (15). At
that time, too, he charged the judges to be patent and impartial, for
their judgement was God’s; the harder cases to he brought to himsel
(16 f.}. And he also charged the people (18).—Thc parallel passages
are twa: {a} L, Ex. xviii. (3—26: before arrival at Sinai, Jethro
advised Moses, as unable to bear the people alone, to réserve himself
for them Godward and to provide men of power and troth, fearing God
and ‘bating unjust gain, to judge the people, but to bring the greater
cases to him: Moses agreed and chose such; (4) JE?, Num, xi. 1y,
16 1., 24 —30: Moses, confessing to God his inability to bear the people
alone, was charged to choose séventy elders, who should receive the
same spirit as he, to hear the people with him. With these two
passages this section, hesides showing some verbal coincidences {see
94, 12, 13, 174) and correspondences (134, 18), agrees as to the motive
for the new appointments, Moses’ inahility to hear Israel alone, the lay
character of the appointed, their grading in ranks, and the division of
cases between them and Moses (these last two absent from Num. xi.}.
The differences of substance are three. On that of date see on 2. 9.

»In Ex. xviii Jethro starts the proposal, here Moses, in Num. xi the
Deity on the prayer of Moses. In Ex. and Num. Moses selects, here
the people. On the gpparent, but unreal, difference on the quatifications
for the posts see on 7. g. There are also differences of language ; here
the forms of words, turns of rhythm and phrases, are all characteristic

" of D, In P theve is no parallel; P throughout assigns judicial functions

- to the priests (cf. D. xvii. t1), but inentions certain #es?“fnz, chiefs of the
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at that time, saying, I am not able to bear you myseif alone:

1o the. Lorp your God hath multiplied you, and, behold, ye

II

12

are this day as the stars of heaven for multitude. The Lory,
the God of your fathers, make you a.thousand times so
many more as ye are, and bless you, as he hath promised
you! How can-I myself alone bear your cumbhrance, and

clan, called to the Diet, who attend Moses and Aaron to hear petitions,
and who represent Israel in foreign engagements.

9. a/ that time] As the syntax mmplies this means when or afler
the command was given to depart {rom Horeb; while in Ex. the
institution of colleagues for Moses, E, Ex. xviii. 12 ff,, comes é¢fore
Israel’s arrival there. ‘This difference of date is either due to D’s
mote distant perspective (Introd. § 11); or as Dillm. suggests (also
Bacon /BS x1L 24) the author of ) found the passage in JE placed
beside our Nun. x. 20—36. See further Dri. Exod. p. 162. The
discrepancy is of no importance, The other difference, the absence
from D of Jethro’s. initiative as related in JE, may be due to the
summary nature of its review (Dillm.) ; yet the possibility of intentional
omission cannot be excluded in view of the prevalent confinement of
the intercst in D to Israel alone. Berth, {p. 4) relevantly points to the
omission from D of all reference to Balaam. "The formula, af that time,
is curiously enough found only in Dl passages i. g, 16, 185 ii. 34; i
4, 8,12, (8, 27, 23; iv. 145 V. 5; ix. 203 x. I, 8.

L am not able to bear you myself alonel More fully in &, Num. xi.
1y, £ am not able, I mysely alone, to bear all this people, for it is too
hesyy jor me; similarly E, Ex. xviii. 18 (Jethro to Moscs), the Zhing is
o0 heauy for thee, thow art not able to do it alone.

10. ke Lowo your God] See on 2. 6.

as_the stars in fheaven] So x. 22, xxviit. 625 and Gen. xxil. 17,
xxvi. 4; Ex. xxxil. 13,.in contexts that otherwise betray the editorial
haid, It is one of the many hyperboles in D and is not found in the
parallel E, Ex. xviii.

11. This verse is everr more characteristic of the deuteronomic style.
The LowrD, the God of your jathers occurs indeed twice in JE; but
either thus or with variants seven times in D. s ke promzesed, Heb.
spake, o you veeurs in I 14 or 15 tinies.

12. Aoew] This emphatic Heb, form is found in the Pent. on])
here, vii. 17, xit. 30, xviii. 21, {xxxii. 30}.

can £ myself alone hear] See on 2. g. ’

your cumbraice, and your buvden, and your st if¢] Better the weight,
the burden, and the strife of you. MHeighs cp. Is. L. 14, they are a
welpht wpon me, I am weary of bearing. Is the nse of the word here
an echo of Isaiah? The Heb. foral is not found elsewhere in the O.T.
Brvdsi ot carriage, cp, J, Nanv. xi. 11, the burden of all this people upon
e, and 7. Srr zfe ; the Heb, 77 15 used in JEK of quarrels ahout wells,
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your burden, and your strife?  Take you wise men, and
understanding, and known, according to your tribes, and 1
will make them heads over you. And ye answered me, and

said, The thing which thou hast spoken is good for us to do.’

So I took the heads of your tribes, wise men, and known,
and made them heads over you, captains of thousands, and
captains of hundreds, and captains of fifties, and captains of

and other physical struggles ; but also of law-disputes, and of Israel’s
contentiousness with Moses and God (E, Ex. xvil. 2, %; J, Num. xx. 3;
P, Num. xx. 13; and in the Song, Dt. xxxiii. 8). In D four times for
law-pleas. Here it is either the people’s litigiousness among themselves
or their frequent contentions with Moses and God.

13. 7uke you] Heb.'Give yourselves: Jos. xviil. 4. The people
themselves are to elect as in xvi. 18, consistently with the emphasis, so
frequent in D, on the judicial responsibilities of the whole people. In
E, Ex. xviii. 25 (cp. Num. xi. 16), Moses chooses. ’

wise men, and understanding, and known] With the LXX sdme
take the last term as synonymous with the others ; either reading as in
the Heb. the pass. part. experienced, or the act. part. dnowing. The
pass, part. is perhaps the better, but as meaning Auows: men re-
puted for their judicial gifts, as among the Arals to-day. While here
the emphasis is laid on intellectual gifts, which, however, in D always
include the moral ; E, Ex. xviii. 21, more definitely expresses the latter :
men of power (Dri. capable, worthy), fearing God, mcu of troth, hating
unjust gain.

according to your tribes] E, Ex. xviil. 21, 25 : out of, all the people,
all Israel,  E and D use shebet (or tribe, but P’s usual term is magrak.

make them keads over you] Rather, set them as your chiefs,

16.  the heads of your tribes] - LXX, from you, either represents the
original Heb. reading or is the Gk translator’s emendation of a difficult
text.  On the ground that the present Heb. reading cenflicts with
©, 13 and is meaningless in relation to the rest of this verse (it being
unlikely that Moses would say, that he took heads of tribes to make
them heads over you), some would delete the words. But the verse,
though awkward, may mean that Moses took those elected within the
varions tribes (7. 13) and made them chiefs with judicial functions in
the new natignal organisation which he now instituted : so in E, Ex.
xviii, 25, ke set them chiefs over the people, as a whole.

captains of thousands, hundreds, fiftics, tens] Captains, Heb. sarim.
So E, Ex. xviii. 21, 25. But neither there nor here is the meaning
clear. Under the monarchy theré were military serfm of thousands,
hundreds, and fifties {1 Sam. viil. 12, xvii. 18 ; 2 Sam. xviii. 1; 2 Kgs
.9 ff, xi. 4; Is. iii. 3): that no sesfm of fens are mentioned does uot
imply that they did not exist, for the notices of the others are incidental,
Did sach military sar#m already exist in the time of [srael’s wanderings,

s

-

4
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16 tens, and officers, according to your tribes.  And 1 charged
your judges at that time, saying, Hear #ie cawses between
your brethren, and judge righteously between a man and his

and is it meant, here and in Ex. xviii., that the popularly elected heads
took such military titles on their appointment 2 Or were these military
ranks first instituted under the monarchy, when an organised nationat
army took the place of the old tribal levies, and have the writers of X
and D (cp. P, Num. xzxi. 14, 28) merely reflected this institution of
their own times back on the period of the wandering? Or are we to
hold with Steuernagel that although Ex. xviii. r3—26 deals throughout
with the institution of judges this deuteronomic review, ¢z, 9—13,
narrates the appointment not of judges but of military and administrative
officers and that we reach the judges only in 2. 16, where their title first
occurs and where a new paragraph is indicated by the recurrence of the
formula, and af that {ime?  In support of his view, Steuernagel alleges
- that only intellectual qualities are required for the officers dealt with in

20, g—135, while in Ex, xviii. 13 ff., where judges are intended through-
out, the requirements are moral.” But this peint we have already
andwered above on #. 13. Further Steuernagel’s explanation neither
solves the difficulty in Ex. xviil. r3f. {E) where the equation of military
titles with the judicial posts is certain; nor meets the fact that this
deunteronomic review is based on Ex. xvil. 13 ff., and if it had meant to
differ from the latter on so snbstantial a point it would certainly have
indicated the difference explicitly. None of the explanations is satis-
factory. The evidence that even under Moses the tribal institutions
were welded into a national organisation is frequent and probable; and
that main fact may be held, even if we allow, as equally probable, that
E and D reflected back upon it the military titles of their own day.

and officers) Heb. shéfer#m, with the original meaning either of rangers,
organisers (so Dri. after Noldeke, citing Ar. safare *to rule’ a hook,
“write,” and sazz “ line” or ‘row,” ep. Heb. misitar, Job xxxviil. 33}, or
of wwriters (Ass. shardry “ write’).  Both ineanings are attached to the
name in the O.T. Inxx. 3, 8(, asin E, Jos. i. to, iil. 2, s48¢%im are
army officers who pass on the general orders through the ranks; cp. J,
Ex. v. 6, etc., native officers of Israel under Pharach’s taskmasters.
But here, as in xvi. 18, they are associated with judges, xxix. 10,
with elders exercising judicial functions: cp. deuteron., Jos. viil. 33,
xxiit. 2, 8xiv. 1; and E, Num. xi. 16 ; Prov. vi. 7. Sam. has here
serthes 3 XX ypapparoccaywyets. They were either the sccretaries
ar professional assessors of the lay judges. ) ‘

according to your fribes] So Teb. and Sam.; LXX 7ois xpurals
budr, fo your judges, which Derth. emends to judge you. E

16. judges] -Unless the previons emendation be accepted the term
judges appears here for the first time in the passage.

Hear...and judge righteously] The two indispensables: patient,
equal hearing, and impartial decision.

your brethren]  Your fellow-Israelites.
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. brother, and the stranger that is with him. Ye shall not 17
respect persons in judgement ; ye shall hear the small and
the great alike ; ye shall not be afraid of the face of man;
for the judgement is God’s: and the cause that is too hard

the stranger that is with kim] His Gér or sejourner: any non-
Israelite who leaving his own kin settles under the protection of an
Israelite family or individual ; in distinction {rom the ‘ezra% or bora
Israelite (Jos. viii. 33). The Ar. equivalents are o and sarfh.  See
W. R. Swmith, 07/€C?, 342 n., and Rel. Sem. 75 ff. In E the Gér
is not to be wronged, Ex. xxii. 21, xxiii. g, and to have rest on the
Sabbath, xxiil. r2; cp. xx. 8. - In D his equal rights at law are re-
iterated here, xxiv. 17, XxVil. 1g; not to be oppressed, xxiv. 14, but
cherished, x. rg; to share with the Levite and the poor, xiv. 29, xvi.
1—r14, xxiv. 1g fl., xxvi. 11 ff.; to rest on the Sabbath, v. 14; enter
the cavenant, xxix. 115 and keep the Law, xxxi. 12; only he is to have
freedom in meats forbidden to Israel, xiv. 21; if Israel persists in sin
the Gér shall rise over him, xviii. 43. See on x. 19 and xiv. 21 where
the different treatment of the Gér in P is noted.

1T, wespect persons) Heb. recognise or regard, pay undue attention
Lo, faces or presences, whence our idiom * respect of persons’ in a bad
sense,  In Pent. only here and xvi. 19. A Heb. synonym is to /if# the
face or person, x. 17, LXX, Bavpdie mpécwrov, N.T. wpbowmor Aap-
Bavew, fo accept the person of, Gal. ii. 6; Lk. xx. 21. The command
not o respect persons is next explained as Zearing alike, or equally, small
and great, not feaving (a poetical term, in prose only here, xviii. 22, Num,
xxii. 3, K, and t Sam. xviil. 15), 24 face of any wan.  Cp. xvi. 19, not
Lo worest judgement, nov respect persons, wor take bribes. * Justice s ad-
inistered...immaculate, unspolted, and unsuspected. There is no
human being whose smile or favour can start the pulse of an English
judge upon the Bench, or move by one hair’s breadth the even equipoise
of the scales of justice,” Lord Bowen’s Life, 175f,  In Ex. xxiil. 3 (JE}
the phrase is nesther shalt thou Javour (lit. adorn).

Jor the judgement is God’s] ln early lsrael as among the nomad
Arabs to-day,. there was a final appeal from the tribal or local judge to
sume immediate representative of the Deity : with the Arabs the greater
awe of this religions appeal Lrings out the truth distorted or veiled
before the inferior tribunal.  But Moses wonld have the lower judges
fecl that they also are God's represenlatives: at every stage judgement
15 His. This emphasis is not given in E except in connection with the
decrees of Moses himself, Ex. xviii. 15 . The expression of it here is
an instance of the more thorough penetration of religion in D to every
departmeny of-the national life. ~

the cause that is too hard for you], E, Ex. xviii. 26. In xvii. § the
same is expressed differently ; and from xix. 16 ff. we see that the
hardness of a case might arise from the character of the evidence, as
well as from the principle involved in it.
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18 for you ye shall bring unto me, and I will hear it. And I
‘commanded you at that time all the things which ye should
do. .

19 And we journeyed from Horeb, and went through all that
great and terrible wilderness which ye saw, by the way to
the hill country of the Amorites, as the Lorp our God com-

20 manded us; and we came to Kadesh-barnea. And I said

18.  Aund [ commanded yoff] A summary reference to all the instruc-
tions given at Eloreb: cp. E, Ex. xviii. 20, xxiv. 3, 7 etc.

19, From HoOREB TO KADESH-BARNEA'

A very brief account, indicating only the beginning and the end of the
wmarch, with the character of the wilderness between, and the further goal,
the Mt of the Amorite: but itis possible that zv. 14, 2 (¢.2.) were originally
an addition or note to this.—The account of this march in 1, Num.
X, 33—xxi. 16, includes the start from zhe A7 of Jehovalk, the formulas
recited on the lifting and the resting of the Ark, the disaffection of the
people on the lack of flesh, the institution of 70 elders, the grant of
flesh and its fatality, the presumptuousness of Miriamn and Aaron, the
encampment in the wilderness of Paran. Three stages are named,
Tab‘erah, xi. 3, Kibroth Hatt?’avah and Ho2geroth, xi. 33 : the first
two also in Dit. ix, 22, P dates the start from Sinai on the 20th of the
2nd month of the 2nd year, states that the guiding cloud settled in the
wilderness of Paran, and adds the order of the host, Num. x. 11-—28.

19. And we journeyed] Rather broke up or set out, A.V. de-
parted. Heb. rasa® was originally fo pull up the tent-pegs, break camp,
but came to cover the journey that enswed, fo march by stages (Gen: xii.
1y, xxxv. 21).  That the earlier meaning is intended here is clear from
the {following verb. -

that great and lerrible wilderness) viii. 15. This was much the most
desolate tract of the wilderness crossed by Israel. See DIalmer on the
Diesert of el-Tih (Desert of the Exodus), 284—288, and Musil, Edowm.

Kadesh-barnea] See abave on v, 2.

20--26. Tiuk MissioN OF THE SPies.

Arrived at the Mt of the Amorite, promised them by God, and
exhorted fo invade it (20f.), the people proposed that spies be sent
forward to explore (22). Moses consented and took twelve men (23),
who visited the vale of *Eshkdl and brounght back of its fruit, saying the
land was good {24 f.).—The parallel passage is Num. xiii., for the
analysis of which intp JE and P see Chapman, futred. fo the Pens,
(86 f1.), in this serics, and cp. O%f. Hex. and G. B. Gray in the /Jne.
Crit. Com. To JE are generally assigned 2v. 17 dc—271a, 22—2y4,
26 4—2¢ : the beginning of this account with the start of the spies from
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unto you, Ye are come unto the hill country of the Amorites,
which the Lorp. our God giveth unto us. Behold, the Lorp
thy God hath set the land before thee: go up, take posses-
sion, as the LOrD, the God of thy fathers, hath spoken unto
thee ; fear not, neither be dismayed. And ye came near
unto me every one of you, and said, Let us send men before

Kadesh is probably broken ofi’; it is implied in 26. As it stands all
that JE tells us is that the spies started after Israel had reached Lhe

_ wilderness of Paran, Num. xii. 16, while Kadesh was in the wilderness
of Sin to the N, of that of Paran. They were to go up by the Negeb,
still intervening between them and the Mt of the Amuorite, to see the
land, its dwellers, their manner of life, and the fruits, Thus they came
to Ilebron where were sons of ‘Anak and brought back from the vale
of "Eshkol some fruit to Kadesh, reporting the land to be good, but the
people strong and their cities fenced and great. It is clear that the
deuteronomic review is a sunimary of this account. IM's narrative, Num.
xiit. t—¥7a, 21 &, 23, 26 a differs from JE and D both in its language
and in scveral details of facts for which see below. For full proof of
the dependence of D on JE and D’s ignorance of P, see Chapman, 7. 2.
90932, 94f.

30.  Ye are come unto the hill-country of the Amorites] See onw. 7.
If Kadesh be “Ain Kudeis, the Negeb still lay beiween Israel and the Mt
of the Amorite as J, Num. xiii. 174, 22, correctly notices. . The omis-
sion here is duc to the swwmmary character of the review, and has no
bearing on the position of Kadesh. .

giveth] Heb. giving with the force of is about to give: followed
Ly grownd or land, it forms a phrase peculiar to 1).  Seeoni. 8.

21.  Bekold, the Lorn thy God, etc.]- The first of the passages,
scattered Lhroughout this. discourse, in the Sg. form of address. The
LXX has indeed the PL but apparently in order to harmonise with the
contlext ; -the Sg. is confirmed by the Sam. Moreover the expression
fear thow.siol neither be dismaped (al-tira” we'al tehath) is always found
with the Sg. address, while the Pl has for the same idea dread ye not
neither fear ye {lo-tatarsin wol-tiriin), e.g. ©. 29, xxxi. 6. Further the
contents of the verse, though nat otherwise exhibiting marks of separate-
ness from the context, are not indispensable as a connection between
@, 20 and 22. It is probable, therefore, that the verse is a laler
insertion, to make that coonnection clearer and more exact.

22, dnd ye came wear unto me...and said] The proposal to send
spies is here attributed to the people, Moses consenting {see next verse).
In P, Num. xiii. 1 f., it is a divine' command. There is no discrepancy
of fact; but the difference of standpeint in describing the fact is in-
structive, and onght to be noticed alorg with other instances in D of
the people’s initiative. JE has nothing on the erigin of the mission of
the spies; but the beginning of its harrative of the episode is broken
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us, that they may search the land for us, and bring us word
again of the way by which - we must go up, and the cities
23 unto which we shall come. And the thing pleased me well:
24 and I took twelve men of you, one man for every tribe: and
they turned and went up into the mountain, and came unto
25 the valley of Eshcol, and spied it out. And they took of
the fruit of the land in their hands, and brought it down
unto us, and brought us word again, and said, It is a good

(sec above). This is one of four facts given in D of which no notice is
found in JE; the other three are also given in P: (1) that the spies were *
twelve, i. 23; Num. xiii. 2; (2) that those who went down to Egypt
with Jacob were seventy, x. 22; Gen. xlvi. 27; Ex. i. 5; (3) that the
ark was of acacia wood, x. 3; Ex. xxv. 10. See Introd. § 3.

that they may searck] Heb. haphar, lit. to :z'zg, to explore, only here
aud Jos. ii. 2 f.; JE has ses and P uses the verb titr, to go about, travel
cither for spying or for trading.

the land] JE, Num. xiii. 18 ff.; laua’ and peopley I’, Num. xiil. 2
land of Canaan,

the way...and the cities| ], Num. xiii. 19, what citivs they dwell in,
whether i canps or strongholds.

23. and [ look twelve men of you] So P, Num. xiii. 26—16, adding
their names. JE does not give their number but may ougma.lly have
done so; see on v. 22.

tribe] Heb. shebet; see on v 13

24, and they tm'm'd] See on z. 7.

the mountain] The Mt of the Amorite: seeonz, 7. So JE, Num,
xiti. 17, but it adds through the Negeb; see on 2. 20.

the valley of Esheol] LXX ¢dpayi Bérpuos, ‘ravine of the cluster’;
but Heb. nafal is the Ar. widy, a valley with a winter-stream, Gk xet-
pdgpoos, Ital. firmara. Heb. ‘eshkal is the Ar. *ithkal (weakened
from “¢kka! with initial ‘ayin), a cluster of dates or palm-branch with
clusters, and means a cluster of dates, Cant. vii. 8, or of. grapes as
here (dates not ripening so high as Hebron). Asa pla.ce -name Eshkol
occurs elsewhere only in P, Num. xxxii. g; but in Gen. xiv. 13, 24 35
the name of a person, the brother of Marare the Amorite at Hebron.
The neighbourhood of Hebron is fertile with numerous springs, and the
vine floutishes there. Baedeker (5th ed. 134) reports to the N.W. a
Wady Iskdhil. While JE and D take the spies no further than Hebron,
P, Num. xiii. 2, 17, 21, 23, describes them as exploring the whole land,
from the wilderness of Sin to Rehob, the entry to Hamath, and as
taking - 40 days.

25, And t/zey took of the fruit of the land in their hapds] Summary
of ¥, Num. xiii. 23, 2063 a éranch with one cluster (eshkol) of grapes...
jolﬂlegmnate: and figs.. «and showed them the Jruit of the land.,

a good land] ), Num. xiii. 27f,.surely it flows with milk and
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land which the Lorp our God giveth unto us. Yet ye
would not go up, but rebelled against the commandment of

honey, and this is ils fruit; but the people are strong, the cities fenced
and greal, ete. -P, Num. xiit. 321 they brought up an cvil report of the
land...a land that eateth up its inhabitants, Yet later, Num. xiv. 7,
P ascribes.a good report to Joshua and Kaleb.

26—33. THE DISAFFECTION OF THE PEOPLE.

Israel defied the command to go up {26), murmuring that in hate God
had brought them from Egypt, to be destroyed by the Amorite (27),
quoting the spies that the people of the land were taller with fenced
cities, and the ‘Anakim were there (28). Moses exhorted them not to
fear, Jehovah would fight for them (2¢'ff). DBut they persisted in un-
bedief (32), though God had never failed to guide them (33).—In the
paraliel account which 1s compiled from JE and P the few JE fragments,
Nuw. xiit. 3o f., 33, xiv. 16, 3£,°8, 94, imply the people’s disquietude
at the spies’ report and state that Caleb guieted them, but the other
spies contr :dicted, affirming that the giant *‘Anakim (J), the Nephilim
(E), were in the land. The people wept, Why doth jehovah bring us
to this land te. fall by the sword ? were it not better to return to Egypt
under another captain? Someone (Caleb?) exhorted them not to fear,
Jehovah is with us.—P, Nam. xiii. 32, xiv. Ia, 2, 5, 9, Toa, states
that on the evil report of the spies, that the land was hungry and the
men of great stature, the congregation murmured {(a different term from
that in the deuteronomic review) against Moses and Aaron.  Would God
we had died in the wilderness ! Moses and Aarou-lell prostrate, while
Joshua and Caleb rent their clothes and affirmed the fand 16 be exceed-
ing good. But the congregation bade stone them.

‘Thus all three accounts agree on the main facts: (1) that the spies
were divided in reporting (any variations as 10-this are merely of em-
phasis), (2) that the people refused to go up from fear of the taller
peoples of the land; (3) that they murmured against God (so even I',
Num. xiv. 27}, (4) that they were exhorted to faith, and still disbelieved.
‘The differences are —JE mentions only Caleb as urgent to go on, P-Caleh
and Joshua, the deuteronomic review neither, though the writer had
those in mind as appears from the next section ; JI reports the proposal
to return to Egypt, T only a wish to die in the desert; P alone mentions
the: proposal of stoning.—Each writer, as elsewhere, uses his own
style, our passage being full of characteristic deuteronomic phrases.
Rut its main distinction is its religious spirit. Swmmarising the }JE
narrative;, with a few verbal coincidences, it hinely indicates the moral
character of the people’s disaffection—opposing to their fears founded
on a few men’s reports their own long and indubitable expericnce of
their God’s unfailing providence. . :

. 26, yr would not] A phrase found seven times.in D against three
In the rest of the Pent.
-rebelled, etc.} Heb. defied the month of . another denteronomic phrase.

DEUTERONOMY

26
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27 the Lorp your God : and ye murmured in your tents, and
said, Because the LorD hated us, he hath brought us forth
out of the land of Egypt, to deliver us into the hand of the

28 Amorites, to destroy us. Whither are we going up? our
brethren have made our heart to melt, saying, The people
is greater and taller than we; the cities are great and fenced

27. and ye murmired] Heb. ragan, not elsewhere in Pent.  I' uses
a different verb. -

in your tents] ‘Transposing two consonants Geiger reads ayainst
your God. This change is unnecessary. Discontent with a report,
originally suggested by the people themselves, and discontent that
shaped itself (according to JE) to the demand for another leader,
would at first be attered in private.

Because the LorD hated #5] To this extreme of unbelief and in-
gratitude were the people driven by the report of a few among them-
selves, in spite of their Jong experience of God’s leading, The passage
is eloquent of the fickleness with which a people will suffer. the lessons
of its past—facts of Providence it has proved and Jived upon—to be
overthrown by the opinion of a few ‘experts’ as toa still untried situation !
To which the answer is memorable—Be the facts as the ‘experts’ assert,
do ye try the situation and prove that God will be with you there as He
has been with you before.

lo deliver us into the hand of | A phrase frequent in D: ¢ times, + 10
in deuteronomic passages in Jos., ngainst 5 times in JI.

the Amoriles] See onz. 7. :

lo destroy us] Another phrase so characteristic of D that in its aclive
and pass. forms it occurs 28 times in the Bk + 5 in deuteronomic passages
in Jos. against 4 or 3 times in all the rest of the Hexateuch,

28.  HWhither are we going up?] That is, to what kind of a land or
a fate? In the Hex. the Heb. prep is used only of place by JE and.D,
only of time by P,

made onr heart fo melf]  In the Hex. the phrase either thus or with
the intrans, form of the verb is found only here, xx. 8, and in the
_deuteronomic Jos. it. 11, V. I,

greater and faller] Sam. and LXX gieater and wiore numerouns,
T, Num. xiii. 28, 31, strong...stronger than we; E id. 33, we were in
our own sight as grasshoppers; P, id. 32, men of great stature.

wities] So Sam.; LXX and cities. :

sreal and fenced up lo keaven] So ix. 15 J, Num. xiit. 28, fenced,
zery greal. The presumably pre-Israelite walls of two cities have been
excavated: Lachish (Bliss, 4 Mownd of Many Cities, 27 ff.) and Gezer
(Macalister, Bible Side Lights from.. Gezer, 141 f.). Each is about
14 ft thick; the latter (a little later than 1450 B.C.) still in parts from
10 to 14 ft. high ‘can hardly be regarded as much more than the
underground foundations.’ If, as is usually reckoned, the thickness was
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up to heaven ; and morcover we have seen the sons of the

from § to 3 of the height this wall was from 21 to 42 ft, its impressive-
ness increased by the scarps and slopes from which it rose and by the
towers that crowned it.  Sellin has laid bare in Jericho a ‘cyclopean’
outer stone wall 5 m. (164 ft), crowned by a brick wall 2 m. thick and
6or 8m. (194 to 26} ft) high. So that #p /o heaven, the height at which
birds Ay, is hardly an exaggeration.

Lmerging from the desert, Israel were startled by two facts which
still startle the tent-dwelling nomads—the walls of cities and the stature
of the settled inhabitants. No Arab enters without fear a walled city
for the first time, nor willingly passes the night there. Egyptian bas-
reliefs and paintings: distingiish the ampler figures of settled Syrians
from the lean and meagre desert Arabs. To-day, as the present writer
has frequently noticed, the same difference of average stature is obvions
hetween the two classes. Cp. Burton (Pilgrimage to Al-Medinal and
Mecea, 11. 83, mem. ed.) on the short stature of the Arabs of the Higaz.
The cause of this is the difference in nutriment (Doughty, A7, Des.
passim, Musil, Ar. Ferr. 111.). That early Israel felt these two impres-
sions is one of many indications that they belonged to the nomad or
Arab type of Semite. So far we are in the region of fact.

sons of the Anakim] Heb. without the art. as in ix. 2a; but sons
of the *A. i 113 sons of “Anak, ix. 2b; J, Num. xiii. 28, children
of (y%lidé, Scot. *bairns’y the ‘“Anak; cp. 22, 33 Both forms in |Jos.
xv. 14, The Ar. ‘anafa is ‘to overtop,” ‘unk, ineck,’” and in plur.
‘outstanding men,’ «'nak, ‘long-necked,’ ‘tall’ (‘anka, a mythical
beast, Wellh. Keste, 158, 216). In Jos. xv. r3, xxil. 11 (P or edit.)
‘Anak has become the name of the ancestor of the ‘“Anakim (cp. XX
mother-city of the ‘A.,. which shows how the personification arose).
The root still occurs in place names ‘Ain ‘Enek, S. of Ma‘an, and
Jehel ‘Eneik, 5. of *Ain Kudeis, due perhaps to the shape of the
ground, K, Num. xiii. 33, has there twe have seen the Nephilim (to
which an edit: hand has added sons of *Anak whick come from the N.)
who Jin Gen. vi. 4 are said to be sprung from the sons of Ged and
daughiers of men, mighty men (LXX gianis) of old, men of renown.
LXX also render N. Giawn#s, and Nephila was the Aram. name for
Orion, Giant par excellence. A note, ii. 11 (below), connects the
‘Anakim with another racial name, A%pka’fnz, of whom ‘Og, of the
great sarcophagus, was one of the last, iti. 11. R. is also the name in
later Heb. literature for skades or ghosts of the dead, as if faccid or
powerless.  Applied to an aboriginal race of giants (cp. the allied
collective form 7%e Raphak, 2 Sam. xxi. 16} it may have meant either
the exhausted and vanishing or the shadowy race, or perbaps ligp and
Sflaccid, in derision of the notorious flabbiness of monstrously tall men.
LXX render R. by giants or Titans (Gen. xiv. 5; 2 Sam. v. 13, etc. ).

Note oN THE GIANTs. The O.T. associates this vanishing race of
giants with the neighbourhood of Hebron and the E. of Jordan, where
structures of huge stones abound, and individual giants are said to have

2~—2
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2;9 Anakim there. Then I said unto you, Dread not, neither
30 be afraid of them. The Lorp your God who goeth before
you, he shall fight for you, according to all that he did for

lived in the time of David. The latter notices are perfectly credible;
single giants being then as possible as they have been at all other
periods,  The present writer saw in the asylum at Asfuriyeh a Syrian
of unusual height, who was born with six fingers on each hand like
the giant in 2 Sam. xxi, 20. DBut the question of gigantic races in
primitive ages vanishing before historic man must be judged in the
light of the following. /Z¥rsz, stories of such giant races are universal,
e.g. among the Babylonians (Jeremias, Das A.T. im Lickte des alfen
Oridents, 76, 120 1., 359}, Phoenicians (Eusebius, Praep. Evang. 1. 10
from Philo Bybl.), Greeks (the stories of Titans and Cyclopes), the
nations of N. Europe, modern Arabs and Syrians {Thbmson, Land and
. Book, 386 f.; Doughty, Ar. Des. 1. 22). Second, many of these
traditions are associated with remains of cyclopean masoary, and have
obviously arisen in order to account for these, the giant races being nearly
always described as builders ; moreover the giants are generally derived
by birth from the gods.  7%#rd, though stories have been current from
time to time of the discovery of monstrous human skeletons and bones,
e g. Platarch, Pliny and even as late as Buffon, yet where it has heen
possible to test these the bones have been recognised as those of
elephants, mastodons, ete. ; while the discovered remains of pre-historic
man show generally a stature under the average; this is also true of Mr
Macalister’s finds of pre-Semitic remains in Gezer (the sole exception
seents to be the average of the Cro-Magnon remains and this is only
5'839 feet). Fourt/, the Hebrew tradition of a giant race exhibits the
features already noted in such stories clsewhere: the race has dis-
appeared; its memory is connected with cyclopean remuains, it is said to
have descended from the umion of divine and human beings. These
marks, along with the mythical names given to the race, Nephilim
and Repha’im, make it clear that, like its analogies among other peoples,
Israel’s tradition of a primitive race of giants is borrowed from an
. imaginative folk-iore.

29.  Dread not, neither be afraid] See on v. 21. Num. xiv. ¢ has
only the second verb and in a less emphatic form. Neither be afraid
(lo-ta‘arsiin) not elsewhere in prose. But see xxxi. 6.

30. who goetk before you| lleb. emphatically, the goer before you is
He, found only in D as here or with slight differences, i. 33, xx. 4,
xxxi. 6, 8; J, Ex. xiii. 25, has the same part. without the def. art.
adding the pillar of cloud and pillar of fire; E, Ex. xiv. 19, #he ange/
of God goiny before the camp. It is in such differences of style as well
as of figure that the distinction of D consists. See Driver on Ex.
xiii. 20 and xiv. g.

he shall fight for you] Cp. JE, Ex. xiv. 14, and these deutero-
nomic passages ; Ex, xiv. 25: Devt, iji, 221 Jos. x, 148, 42, xxiii,
3, 10.
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you in Egypt before your eyes; and in the wilderness, where 31
, thou hast seen how that the Lorp thy God bare thee, as a
"man doth bear his son, in all the way that ye went, until ye -
came unto this place. Yet in this thing ye did not believe 32
the LorD your God, who went before you in the way, to 33
seek you out a place to pitch your tents in, in fire by night,

to shew you by what way ye should go, and in the cloud by

1 Or, for all this thing

before your cyc:] LXX omit. Cp. iv. 6, 34, vi. 22, ix. 17, xxV. 3,9,
xxviil. 31, Xxix.’ 1, xxxi. 7, Xxxiv. 12; Jos. x. [z, xxiv. 17. Here
Moses insists that the people must prefer their experience of God to
the reports of the spies about a situation not yet reached. See z. 27.

31.  the wilderness, where thou hast seen how that.. .thy God bare thee]
The second of the Sg. passages in this discourse,  If we omit it the rest of-
the verse in the Pl address follows suitably on the initial conjunction :
and in all the way ye went until ye came to this place. Possibly, there-
fore, the Sg. clause 1s a later insertion {so Stirk, Steuern., Berth.).
Yet it may be argued that the author has himself naturally changed
from Pl. to Sg. under the influence of the metaphor he uses; the nation
being personified by the metaphor and therefore conceived in the Sg.

bare thee] Rather, hath borne thee. This figure for the Divine
Providence is frequent in the O.T.; whether with the accompanying
simile, as @ man kis son, 1. 44, viii. 5; cp- Hos. xi. 1f; or with
ancther, on eaglf.r wings, xxxil. 11; Ex. xix. 4 (hoth jE) or with no
addivion, Hos."xi. 4; Is. xlvi. 4; Ixiii. 9; or as implied in other words
XXXil. 13, ke made kim o ride; xxxiil. 2§, wunderncath are the ever-
lasting arms. Isaiah xlvi contrasts the dead idols that need to be
carried with the living God who carries His people. The same idea,
that religion is not what we have to carry but what carries us, is
enforced nowhere more finely than in D in which faith in God
mean3 buoyancy and progress, the experience of being lifted and for-
warded.

wnto this place) iii. 29, the valley over agamst Beth-Pe‘or. Cp.ix. 7,
xi. 5, and with a different prepos. xxvi. 9, xxix. 6.

32.  Yetin this theing]l Rather, in apite of this word, oo, 29—3¢.

ye did not believe] Heb. ye were not believing (participle), ie. ye
continued, or persisted, not to believe.

33.  who went before you]l See on v 30, and cp. Ex. xiii. 21.

to seek you out a place) The same verl, rdy, which P uses for
exploring; see on z. 22. This is the only instance of its use in D.
Some, therefore, take the verse as a later gloss, which but repeats w hat
15 described in z. 30 1. {yet repetition is a mark of 1’s style)
while the rest of the verse consists of variations of JE, Ex. xiii. 21,
Num. xiv. 4. For P’s additions to the close of this episade see above,

Jire by aighi.. .cloud by day] See on Ex. xiil. 21.
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3¢ day. And the Lorp heard the voice of your words, and was

34--40. GOD’S ANGER AND JUDGEMENTS.

Provoked by the people’s words {34) God swore none should see the
good land (35) but Kaleb, son of Yephunneh; because he had fully
followed Jehovah, to him and his children it should be given (36}
Even with Moses was God angry for the people’s sake, saying, Thou
shalt not come in thither (37); Joshua shall lead Israel to their herit-
age (38); and the people’s children possess it {39). Those addressed
must turn back into the wilderness towards the Red Sea (40).-—The
parallel agcount, Num. xiv. roe~39, is divided (somewhat precari-
ously) between JE and P. In JL, oo, r1—24, 31 (?} Jehovah asks
how long the people are to despise Him. Ile will smite and disinherit
them, making of Moses himsell a yreater nation. Moses argues that
other peoples will then say Jehovah is unablle to carry Israel Lo the
Land ; and pleads ITis revealed mercy. {chovah pardons, yet decrees
that all who have seen His power but have not obeyed shall perish:
only Kaleb who hath fully followed and his seed shall possess it, also
the people’s little ones shall be brought in. In P, 22, 104, 26— 30,
32—39a, the divine glory descends on the tent of weeting and Jehovah
asks how long Ile is to bear with this evil congregation whose murmur-
ing He has heard. All from 20 years old and-upwards shall perish
except Kaleb and Joshua. This sentence 1s then expanded, and the
spies who have brought an evil report are struck with the pestilence.

All these accounts agree in attributing to the people’s unbelief, after
the report of the spies, a sentence of death on the adult generation,
characteristically defined Ly I'.  The differences are (1) the usual
distinctions of language (see notes below}; (:) D and I* omit Moses’
argmnent given by JE; P substitutes the descent of the glory of God;
(3) JE and D except Kaleb from the doom, P Kaleb and Joshua (but an
addition 10 D ##. 37, 38 also excepts Joshua); (4) P alone (as usual)
associates Aaron with Moses; (5) the addition to D extends God's
anger to Moses for the people’s sake; JI, on the contrary, declares
God will make of Moses a greater people; while P (see on o. 37)
attributes Moses’ exclusion from the land to his own sin on an occasion
37 vears after the present episodé. Part of the analysis of Num. xiv.
being precarious and the integrity of Deut. i. 36—39 being doubtful
we cannot say whether these differences of fact are reconcilable.  Yet
their coincidence with the distinctions of style and religious feeling .
among the three documents cannot be ignored; and the probability
remains that here as clsewhere we have more or less independent
traditions of the same event. Since Calvin, who in his harmony of
the four last Bks of the Pent. removes Deut. i, 37, 38 from: its context
to a connection with Num. xx. 1—13, the explanation has heen offered
that the deuteronomic passage is not chronological; but even this
arbitrary act of literary criticism does not meet the difficulty of the
statement that Jehoval was angry with Moses for 2he people’s sake.

M. ‘the voice of your words)  So v. 28 and not elsewhere.
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wroth, and sware, saying, Surely there shall not one of these 35
men of this evil generation see the good land, which 1 sware
to give unto your fathers, save Caleb the son of Jephunneh, 36

34.  and was wroth] Heb. wayyifsoph, ix. 19 and twice in P, but
not elsewhere of God in Pent. The causative form s provoks God only
inix. 7F, 32. ) A

and sware] See on v. 8.

38. of this cvil gencration] Omit of 5 the clause being in apposition
to these men. It is not in the LXX and is generally taken as 2 later
explanation that hese men are not merely the spies but the whole
adult generation {Dillm.). Whether a gloss or not the explanation
is correct.

the good land] JL, Num. xiv. 233 Ex, iii. 8, a4 good fand; cp. Num.
xiil. 19, whether good or bad; P, Num. xiv. 7, a very, very good land.
Contrast the frequency of the phrase in D and deuteronomic passages,
iii. 25, iv. 21 £, vi. 18, viil. 7, 10, ix. 6, xi. 17; Jos. xxiii. 16 & good
sotd, Jos. xxiit. 13, 15.

to give]l Sam. and LXX omit. .

36. save] lleb. zdlathi, in the Hex. only here, iv. 12 and Jos.
xi. 13
Caleb the son of Jephunner] In the O.T. Kaleb—probably mean-
ing dog (as from a tribal totem, W. R. Smith, Kénskip, 200, 219),
though other meanings have been suggested—is the name both of an
individual and of a tribe, as among other Semites; Nabatean Kalba
(Cooke, N, Sem. [luscr. 237); Arab, Kildb (Wellh. Reste, 196 1.,
217) and el-Kleib, a small tnbe (Musil, A7. Petr. 111. 120£). In JE
frequently Kaleb alone (Num. xiii. 3o, xiv. 243 Jos. xv. 14, 16f); those
passages in JE in which he is called son of Yiphunneh® are usually
regarded as editorial, but it would be rash to say that the name of his
father was not already found in JE by the deuteronomists. In ID and
Y Kaleb the son of Yephunnek (Num. xiii. 6, xiv. 6, xxxii. I2, xxxiv.
19}). According to J, Jos. xv. 17 (=]Judg. i. 13) Kaleb was the brother
of Kénaz (the sons of Kénaz were Edomite, Gen, xxxvi. 11, 15, 42)
and is called the Kenizzite in secondary passages of JE, Jos. xiv. 6,
13 f., which also explain along with Jos. xv. (3 how Joshua gave
him Elebron in fulfilment of Moses’ promise to him. In David's time
the clan was still distinct from Judah or at least the memory of its
original distinction was then preserved, 1 Sam. xxx. 14. Yet accord- -
ing to P, Num. xiii. 6, xiv. 6, xxxiv. 19, Kaleb the spy was already of
the tribe of Judah, and so the tribe or its ancestor is reckoned by the
genealogies, 1 Chron. ii. g, 18ff, 42ff, iv. 13. This history of the

. ‘

1 Sayce (Early /ist. of Hebr. 265) points out that in the Tell-el-Amarna letters
and later Assyr. despatches Aabu, ‘dog,’ is used of the king’s officers ; but-surely this
is a term of humility ; Hommel(Geagr. 2. Gesch. &, wlt, Orfents) identifies Kaleb with
Katabu (Kalibu).‘ priests.”

2 He (God ) is turned . cp. Palmyrene Ithpani, Cooke, p. 276.
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he shall see it ; and to him will I give the land that he bath
trodden upon, ‘and to his children : ‘because he hath. wholly
‘37 followed the Lorn. Also the LLoRD was anﬂry with mie for
38 your sakes, saying, 'Thou also shalt not go in thither: ]oshua
the son of Nun, which standeth before thee, he shall go in
thither: encourage thou him; for he shall cause Israel to

name proves that the tradition held Kaleb the spy and Kaleb the ancestor
of the tribe to have been the same. Yet it is possible that there was
more than one possessor of so general a name; in connection with
which, notice that neither in E, Num. xiii. f., nor in D is Kaleb
described as a Kenizzite or indeed as anything but an Israelite.

lo him will I give the land...and to his children] JE Numn. xiv, 24,
ks seed shall possess it.

that he hath irodden ngon] JE, Num. xiv. 24y wheretnto he went.
‘D in harmony with its more elevated style uses the choicer and more
expressive word, xi. 24 L.; Jos. i. 3, xiv. ¢’ (Driver).

because] Heb. yatan “sher, JE. in conscquence of, ‘efed.

hath wholly follewed the 1.0RD) Heb. Aark fulftlicd after Jehovat.
Jehovaly, being the speaker, we expect rather gfZer nre, as in Num. xiv.
24; and so doubtless it was originally here ’ak%rai, the last letter of
which has been mistaken by a scribe for the initial of Jehovah. Sam.
and LXX, after fehoval.

37, Also the Lok was angry with we for your sakes) The Heb.
order is more emphatic, also with mewas [elrovak angry—hith annaph,
peculiar in the Pent. to D, and to its passages in the P1. address, here,
v. 21, ix. 8, 20—for your sakes, bigtlaibem. So in different terms
1il. 20, was angry, yith‘abber, for your sakes, Ffma‘anhen 3 and iv. 21,
kit annapi and 'al dibrékens, P

Thou also shalt not go in thither] Heb. coen thou or for thy part
Lhou, etc.

38. foshua the son of N m] So iii. 28; P, Num. xxvii. 18ff.; not
given in JE:

whick standeth ijﬁue tiee] x. 83 s0 a servant stood hefore his lord,
a courlier before his ng, and the Levites before Jehovah. -JL, Ex
xxiv. 13 I, the minister of Moses.

encourage thou him) ik, kim make thou strong. The vb hizzeé, alone
as here, or with the synonymous vb ’Zummes iil. 28; or in their intran-
sitive forms xxxi. 6, 7, 23.. Cp. xi. §, xii. 23 (ﬁefrm)

catese.. Lo mﬁtrzt] chalactensuc af D : used of Joshua here, ifi. 28,
xxxi. 73 Jos. i. 6; but of God xii. 1o, xix. 3. Outside D only in Jer.
iii. 18, xil. 14; Ezek. xlvi. 18 and later writers. P uses another form
of the vb, Nu. xxxiv. 2¢; Josh. xiil. 32, xiv. 1, xix. 51.

Furthew Note to vo. 36—38. Because Moses has just Dbeen de-
scribed ‘as seeking to turn the people from their sin, 29 ., and it is
therelore unrcasona.blc to include him in their pumwhment because
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inherit it. Moreover your little ones, which ye said should 39
be a prey, and your children, which this day have no know-"«
ledge of good or evil, they shall go in thither, and unto them

will T give it, and they shall pdssess it. ‘But as for you, turn 40

v7n. 37 and 38 needlessly anticipate iil. 20, 28 and iv. 215 and because
2. 39 in whole or part follows suitably on 2. 36; therefore zz. 37 and 38.
are laken by miany (Dillm., W. R. Smith, Steuern., Berth, etc.) as -
a later addition to the text. And indeed the beginning of 2. 39 shows
that the original has been disturbed by an editorial hand (see below).
Steuern. would also omit . 36 on the ground that Kaleb has not been
previously mentioned in this survey.. But Kaleb is mentioned in JE on
which this survey otherwise depends. In whatever way these textual
questions may be decided, the parallel passages iii. 26ff, and iv. 21
confirm the fact of a D tradition or statement that Jehovah was angry
with Moses for the people’s sake.  This can only inean, their guile was
great enough to include the very leader who had done his best to
dissuade them {rom their disaffection! Now neither JE nor P gives
any hint of so remarkable a judgement. On the contrary, P accounts
{or the exclusion -of Muses by his own sin in striking the rock at
Kadesh 37 years after this disaffection of Israel, Num. xxi. 1o ff,
xxvil. 13f.; Deut. xxxil. s0f. The most reasonable explanation ot
such discrepancies is that they are discrepancies not of fact but o1
opinton. The earliest tradition, JE, merely held the facts that Kaleb
survived and -that Moses died on the eve of the possession of the
Promised Land. The problem, which arose from this contrast of
fortune, the deuteronomic writers solved by the statement that Moses
was included in the guilt of the people when, startled by the report of
the spies, they refused to invade Canaan from the S. in the second year
of the wandering ; and this agrees with the deuteronomic principle of
the ethical solidarity of Isracl. But the later priestly writer or writers,
under the influence of the idea, first emphasized in the time of Jeremiah
and Ezekiel (Jer. xxxi. 29 f., Ezek. xvhi.), that every man died because:
of his own sin, found a solution for the problem in Moses’ own guilt in
presumptuously striking the rock at Kadesh, 37 years later. In this
double engagement, from two different standpoints, with so difficult a
problem, note the strong evidence that the survival of Kaleb and the
death of Moses before Israel’s entrance to the T.and were regarded as
irremoveable elements of the early tradition.

39.  Moreover your little ones, which ye said should be e prey
Tautologous with the rest of the verse and wanting in the LXX:
therefore probably an editorial additien fromi Numm. xiv. 37.

whe this day have no kuowledge of good or evil]” Who are not of «
responsible age, fixed by the more exact P at 20 years and over, Num.
xiv. 29.  Sam. omits.

40.  furn.dake your journcy] See omw. 7 and 7. y.
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you, and take your journey into the wilderness by the way
to the Red Sea. 'Then ye answered and said unto me, We
have sinned against the Lorp, we will go up and fight, accord-
ing to all that the Lorn our God commanded us. And ye
girded on every man his weapons of war, and 'were forward
42 to g0 up into the mountain. And the Lorp said unto me,

Say unto them, Go not up, neither fight ; for T am not among
43 you ; lest ye be smitten before your enemies. Sé I spake

unto you, and ye hearkened not ; but ye rebelled against the

commandment of the Lorp, and were presumptuous, and

4

Y Or, decmed it a light thing

by the way fo the Ked Sea] In the direction of ; no definite road is
meant. They are ordered back into the wilderness, when already on
the verge of the good land.

41. Ve khave sinned against the Lorn] Sam. and LXX add owur
God: ¢p. JE, Num. xiv. 404, we have stnued.

we will go up and fight] we, we will go up, ctc. We ourselves,
the doomed generation, and not leave the advance to our children.
JE, Bekold us, we will go up.

and were forward fo go up) deemed it a light thing to ge up
(R.V.marg.}. The verly (fakirnu) does not occur elsewhere in the O.T:
and ancient translators gave it various meanings. Iu Ar. the same root
is “to be slight’ or ‘light’ (see on z. 43); the causative Heb. form is
hest rendered weade light of.. This quick revulsion of popuiar feeling
is true to life and admirably depicted. The change was too facile to be
real. It is remarkable how alike Hosea and the authors of D are
in their attitude to such ethical phenomena. As Hosea declares of his
generation (v. 13 tf.}, so the generation of Moses does not appreciate
how deep is its evil disposition; and, therefore, its repentance is futile.
Mere enthusiasm is no atonement for guilt. Men cannot run away
from their moral unworthiness on bursts of feeling. Thenext verse tells
that God rejected the light-minded offer ; and the truth underlies both
verses that He did not do so arbitrarily, Lack of the sense of the serious-
ness uf obedience, of the difficulty of doing God’s will, of the agony
which Christ supremely felt, is as great a sin as the refusal to obey.
Both are equally proof of unworthiness to work with God. He can do
nothing with such shallow natures.

42. Say unto them, Go not wp..for I am wnof among you) JE,
Num. xiv. 42. See previous note.

lest ye be smttten, ete.] JE, Num. xiv. 42.

43. rebelled] Seeon v, 26,

and were presumptuons] Heb, borled over, acled meulslvely "m(i
with passion or rebelliously, xvii. 2, xviii. 20.
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went up into the mountain. = And the Amorites, which 44
dwelt in that mountain, came out against you, and chased
you, as bees do, and beat you down in Seir, even unto
Hormah. And ye returned and wept before the Lorn; but 43
the LorD hearkened not to your voice, nor gave car unto

4. the Amorites] So D characteristically (see above on v, 7)
names the peoples whom J, Num. xiv. 43, calls Awmalekites and
Canaainites.

as bees do]  Swarming in their multitudes; cp. Is. vii. 185 Ps.
cxvili. 123 ffad, 11. 87 ff., *As when the tribes of thronging beces issue
from some holiow rock.’ -

Zn Seirr]  Se'lr, the frequent name of the territory of Edom, extended
to the W, as well as to the E. of the ‘Arabah ; and if that be here
intended lsrael’s defeat took place on Edomite soil; Sam. “in Gebala’®
{Gebal Leing a late post-cxilic name for the N. part of Edom’s territury
on the E. of the ‘Arabah, I's. Ixxxiii. 8: see * Land of Edom’ by the
present writer in Kaxpositor, seventh series, vol. VI, pp. 331, 503)
LXX and other versions read from Se‘fr, which on such a reading
would be a definite district in the N. whence Istael were driven south-
ward to Hormah.  And as Se‘ir, rough or shaggy, appears as the name
of other localities than the land of Edom (cp. Jos. xv. 105 Judg. iii.
20y Tell-el-Amarna Letters, Winckler’s ed. No. 181, line 26) it is
possible that this is but another application of it to some place on the
S. border of Palestine. But in that case one must not think of it as the
plain of Seer, S.E. of Béer-sheba', which Trumbull (AT 5. ¢3)
identities with the Edomite Se‘ir (cf. Driver); for the spelling of that,
first correctly given Ly |. Wilson (Lands of the Bible, 1. 343) and
contirmed by Pakmer (Des. of the Exod. 11. 4.o.|.) and Musil (Edowm, 1. 9,
ete. ), as Sirr, is Jadlcallv different from Se‘ir.

unto Hormak] Not now to be identified. Musil's lists and maps
discover no such place-name. The tradition of the origin of the name
is double. According to JE, Num. xxi. 3, it was so called because
Israel devoted to the herem or ban the Canaanites whom they defealed
there; but in Judg. i. 17 because judah and Simeon did the same upon
their victory. The place lay in Judah in the Negeb on the border of
Kdom, Jos. xil. 14, xv. 305 cp. T Sam. xxx. 303 hut it was Simeon’s
according to Jos. xix. 4, 1 Chron.iv. 30. In Judg. L. 17 the ancient
name is given as Sephath; and es-Shaita (Musil, Zdbom, 11. 37 fi.) has
been suggested as its mod. equivalent, but the radicals of the name are
not the same. The situation, however, is suitable; some 25 miles
N.N.E. of ‘Ain-Kudeis.

45.  nor gave car] A poetic word used in the Hex. in prose only
here and in the deuteronomic passage, ¥x. xv. 26 (see Driver). The
repentance of the people is not even yel satisfactory ; see on 41,



23 DEUTERONOMY [ 45, 46

46 you.  So ye abode in Kadesh' many days, according unto
the days that ye abode #iere. '

46. So ye abodr in Kadesk] So JE, Num. xx. 14, but apparently of
a later residence than this.

many days, according wunto the days that ye abod: there] * An example
of the “*idem per idem”™ idiom often employed in the Semitic languages,
when a writer is cither unable or has no occasion to speak explicitly’
(Driver). Cp. ix. 25, xxix. 16 [15); 1 Sam. xxiiil. 13, etc.

Il this verse be from the writer of the rest of this discourse the time
implied cannot, in the light of his further statements in i,  and 14,
amount to years ; for the 2nd of 1he yo years was already either wholly
or nearly exhausted and these verses state that all the next 38 were
spent between Kadesh aud the Moubite frontier. But as we shall see
in the introd. to the next section JE attributes to the peaple a very long
residence in Kadesh, in fact the bulk of the 38 years. Probably, therefore,
the indefinite statement of this verse is not from the writer of the rest of
this discourse, but from an editor aware of the divergent traditicns; in
further evidence of which observe that he uses the sinple Kadesh insteacl
of the I{adesh-barnea‘ employed in the rest of the discourse.

Cn. II. 1—8a. From KADESH-BARNEA® ROUND M1 Se‘ik.

The discourse continues : After the repulse on I{adesh (i. 45}, Israel
turned back towards the Red Sea, skirting Mt Se‘ir many days (ii. 1},
when Jehovah said, Enough, turn N.! (21); in crossing Esau’s land
Israel mnst purchase bread and water (4—0); for—here the address
changes from Pl. to Sg.—thou hast iacked nothing these 40 years (7}
so they passed (Pl. resumed) through the sons of ‘Esan in Se‘ir.
leaving the ‘Arabah with Elath and ‘Esion-Geber behind them (84).
The many days of the skirting of Mt Se‘tr beforc they turned N. is to be
defined, if not by the 40 years of ¢ 7, then by the datum in z. 14:
38 years from Kadesh to the Moabite border. The section implies a
slow drift of Israel from Kadesh along Mt Se'ir and says nothing of a
return to Kadesh,

In JE the same march is differently described. After the repulsc on
Kadesh comes the story of Dathan and Abiram (interlaced with one by
P of Korah’s rebellion), Num. xvi., the death of Miriam and strife of
the people with Mases (interlaced with a parallel from P), Num. xx.
1—t3.  Still au Kadesh Moses requests a passage through Edom,
promising not to harm vineyard or eld and to pay for water, and is
refused (Num. xx. 14—21a}). . Israel then turn from Edom, journeying
from Kadesh (7. 214, 22¢). Having defeated the Canaanite king
of Arad in the Negeb (with another explanation of the name Hormah,
Num. xxi. 33 cp. above i. 44) Israel journey towards the Red Sea, to
compass Edom, and murmuring at the length of the way are bitten by
fiery serpents, whereof many die till Moses makes a bronze serpent, |
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Lo which whoever looks lives (Num. xxi. 46—g). Then they reach the
wilderness E. of Moab (116).

According to I', as we have scen, the spies were sent from and
returned to—not Kadesh in the desert of Sinas JE and D report—but
the desert of Paran {(Num. xii. 164, xil. 1—3, 25, 264, xiv. 335)
which lay S. of that of Sin (cp. Num. xiiil. 3 with 214); and it was in
Paran that the sentence of 40 years wandering was pronounced (Num.
xiv. 33 ). Some legislation follows (Num. xv.), the story of Korah
iterlaced with JE’s of Dathan and Abiram (xvi. 1—40), the miracle
of Aaron’s rod (xvii. 1—11), and other things (xvii. 12—19). Only
now do Israel move to the desert of Sin (Num. xx. 1a) identified
with Kadesh (Nem. xxxiii. 36).. The date of the removal is given as the
1st month, but curiously no year is mentioned {Num. xx, 1a). The
last previous date in P was that of the start from Sinai, 2nd month of
the 2nd year (Num. x. 11}, while the next stage after Kadesh is Mt Hor
{Num. xx. 226), reached in the goth year (Num. xxxiiii. 370). But,
since P notes at Kadesh only the people’s murmu:ing for water and the
struck rock (interlaced with a parallel from JE, Num. xx. 1--r13), the
bulk of the time of wandering, all in fact from the 2nd to the 38th year
was, according to P, spent by Israel in Paran. The reason of the
curious omission of the year of arrival at Kadesh, Num. xx. 1a, is
now clear. It would not harmonise with JE, which brings Israel to
Kadesh in the .2nd year, and was therefore. omitted probably by the
compiler of JE and P (Noideke, Umtersweck. 83; Dillm.), After
Mt Hor P mentions only one other stage 'Oboth, before ‘Iye-‘Abarim
on the horder of Moab (Num. xxi. 4a, 10, 114). P thus says nothing
of the march from Kadesh towards the Red Sea and round Mt Seir. This
agrees with the itinerary in Num. xxxjii., which carries Israel from
Mt Hor across the N. (not the 8.) end of Mt Se‘iv by Punon or
Pinon, now Fendn in el-Gebil, to 'Oboth and ‘Iye-*Ablarim {zn 41 f.).

Comparison of these three (or four?) traditions of Israel’s march
from Sinai 10 Moabh is hampered by the uncertainty whether we have
them complete or only in fragments. D's review is only a summary ; if
we had the JE account in its original form we might find the apparent
difference between the two—]E assigning the butk of the 38 years to
Kadesh and its environs, but D to the march between Kadesh and the
S. end of Mt Se‘ir—to be no real difference. They agree in carrying
Israel from Sinai to Kadesh in the 2nd year; and as Dillm. remarks on
Deut. ii. 1, 1)’s view of the progress after the repulse of the attack on
the Amorites ‘is not so very different’ from that of JE. But whether
we have the full account of P or not, it is very clear from what we
have, that according to P Israel spent from the 2nd to the 38th year in
the desert of Paran from which they then passed N. to the desert of
Sin or Kadesh, while JE and D bring them to Kadesh in the 2nd year
and assign the years 2 to 4o to their residence there and their march to
Moab. Again, the silence of P as to a return S. from Kadesh round
Mt Se‘tr may be due to the compiler’s omission of this from P’s original
narrative; but there remains the itinerary in Num. xxxiii. which un-



30 -DEUTERONOMY II. 1—4

2 Then we turned, and took our journey into the wilderness
by the way to the Red Sea, as the LLorD spake unto me:
2 and we compassed mount Seir many days. And the Lorp
3 spake unto me, saying, Ye have compassed this mountain
.4 long enough : turn you northward. And command thou the
people, saying, Ye are to pass through the border of your

doubtedly brings Israel from Kadesh to Moab across the N. end of
Mt Se'tr. Further, there is I)Y’s omission of the JE account of the
embassy to Edom from Kadesh, with the request that Israel paying
their way might pass through Edom, and obviously across the N. part
of Mt Sefir, which was refused ; and we have instead the statement in
this section that from the ‘Arabab [srael, without previously seeking
permission, passed round the S. part of Mt Sefr, charged by God to
pay their way. Unless we are to assume the very improhable alterna.
tive, that both things happened, we must sce in these two atcounts
variant traditions of the direction of Israel’s march.from Kadesh to
Moab.

1. Zhen we furned, etc.] See on i, 7.

by the way to the Red Sea] Rather, in the direction of the Red Sea.

as the LORD spake unto me] 1. 40. .

and ive compassed nount Seir] The range E. of the *Arabah : see
oni. 2, 44. [E, Num. xxi, 4 &, by the way 2o the Red Sca, to compass
the land of Fdom.

maiy days]  As ini. 46, indefinite ; that a long time is intended is
clear from 2. 14, which states that Israel spent 38 years between
Kadesh and the Zered ; while z. 7, whether from the same hand or not,
implies that the 4o years from Egypt had practically all passed when
the people turned N, -

3. Ye have compassed this monntain long enongh] TFor the idiom
see on 1. 0.

tura you northivard] Marching from Kadesh down the W. of Mt
Se‘ir, Israel had now reached not the sea, but probably the mouth of
the W. el "Ithm (or Yitm}, whi¢h opens N.E, from the ‘Arabah across or
round the S. end of Mt Se‘ir. By this natural avenue, along which the
Hajj road from Damascus to Mecca runs, they would reach the plateau
1%, of Mt Se‘ir ou their way to the Moab frontier. The W. el 'Ithm,
opening from the ‘Arabah about 8 hours N. of the sea, cuts upwards
through the sonthmaost of the modern divisions into which the country
anciently inhabited by-Edom is divided, el-Hisma or Hesma. (Sec
Doughty A Des. 1. 455 Musil, Zdom, 1. 2, 263, 270, ctc.)

4. Ye are to pass] The Heb. participle expressing, as often, the
immediate future. .

through the border]  Rather through the territory. The preposition
is the saine as-that used in Israel’s request in JIZ, Num. xxi. 17, /et us
pass through thy land and in Edom’s reply, ton shait not pass through
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brethren the children of Esau, which dwell in Seir; and they
shall be afraid of you: take ye good heed unto yourselves
therefore : contend not with them; for I will not give you 5
of their land, no, not s¢ much as for the sole of the foot to
tread on : because I have given mount Seir unto Esau for a
possession. Ye shall purchase foed of them for money, that 6
ye may eat; and ye shall also buy water of them for money,

me. Had the meaning been v or along the border, another preposition
would have been used. The territory of Edom appears to have reached
the sea (1 Kgs ix. 26), and Israel must needs cross it on the way to
Moab.

your brethren, the sons of FEsax] xxiii. 7; Am. i, 11; Obad. 10, 123
Mal. i. 2.

which dwell in Setr] Se‘ir is here equivalent to Mt Se‘lr as the
next verse shows; yet the range, running S., droops and gives way .
hefore the W. el 'Ithm is reached, np which we have supposed that’
[srael marched.

and they shall be afraid of yor] Heb. so that they shall be afraid of
yore. This is the temper imputed to Edom by JE when Israel asked
leave to cross their land from Kadesh, Num. xx. 18—ze0.

take ye good fr.ed nnlo yam:elz!es] Another (avourite expression of
the deuteronomlc writers,

5. contend not with them] In its causative form the Heb. verb
means fo stir up, e.g. strife, P'rov. xv. 18, etc.; here the reflex. form is
to excite oneself against '1nolh<:r, to qmzrrrl with them. In the Pent.
found only in this chapter, 2. g, 19, 24

Jor the sole of the foot to tread on] xi. 24} Jos. i. 3,

1 have given] Note the claim made by the God of Israel over other
peoples (cp. Am. i. 3—ii. 3, ix. 7), also the memory or tradition that
on their entry to Canaan Israel had not viclated the rights of their
kinsfolk. There is no hostile feeling towards Edom, such as became
irrepressible in Israel after the Exile.

Jor a possession] Heb. yerushshak, in the Hex. found only in this
discourse, z2. §, 8, 12, 19 4i3, iii. 20, and in the deuteronomic Jos. i.
5, xii. 6, 7.

6. Ye shall purchase.. ye shall buy) Heb. shabar, literally to deal
in grain (Gen. xli. 57, etc.), but also victuals {Gen. xlii. 7), and karaZ,
‘o buy, only here Hos. iii. 2 and in Job. JE, Num. xx. 19: #f we drink
of thy water, I and sy cattle, then I will give the price theregf. To-day
- nomad Arabs, who winter in the warm ‘Arabah, seek to cross Mt Se‘ir
with their cattle by one or other of several passes to summer pastures
on the E. platean and the wilderness of Moab. The passes are easily
defended by the peasants of the Mt, who seek to prevent them; yet
they arc glad when the nomads travel on the edge of the desert,
for then they can barter with them (Musil, Zdom, 11. 15). Where there
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7 that ye may drink. TFor the Lorp thy God hath blessed
thee m all the work of thy hand : he hath known thy watking
through this great wilderness: these forty years the Lorp

8 thy God hath been with thee ; thou hast lacked nothing. So
we passed by from our brethren the children of Esau, which
dwell in Seir, from the way of the Arabah from Elath and
from Ezion-geber. :

are no brooks but only cisterns or easily guarded springs, the peasant
possessors of these will refuse to sell even small draughts to one or two
passing travellers, as the writer has wmore than once experienced ; cp-
Musll, Menb, 132. It is conceivable how water would be still moie
jealously guarded from a large caravan or host, with appetites sufficient
to exhaust the cisterns, It is implied in ¢, 2g that Edom agreed to
supply food and watet.

V. For the Lorp thy God hath blessed thee]  Another formula recur-
rent in D. N

in all the work of thy hand] Some Heb., MSS, LXX, Sam.,
Agnds : another recurrent phrase.

he hath Fnown thy walking] Rather hath cared for. The Ileh.
verly 70 £now means frequently, especially in a religious connection, to
put the mind to, attend to, regard ; cp. Gen. xxxix. 6: Potiphar Aad
1o thought or care about anything. in Joseph’s charge, 1 Sam. ii. 12}
Prov, ix. 13, xxvii. 23 ; Job xxxv, 15. See Book of the Twelve Pr., 1.
321 f. But LXX read the verh here as imperative, consider thy walking.

these forty years] So exaetly viil, 2, 4, also in the Sg. address.
The tradition that the time of the wandering was 4o years, stated
by Amos ii. ro, v, 23, is common to D and I’ (i. 3; Num, xiv. 33,
xxxii. 135 cp. xxxiil. 38), also in editorial passages in JE, Jos. v. 0,
xiv. 10." The Semites [requently reckoned by multiples of 4 and 40:
the latter express many round numbers in O.T. chronology. Fosty
years seems to have been equivalent to a generation. That Israel was
4o years in the wilderness agrees with the tradition that a generation
died out there. For the same equation in Babylonian chronology see
Modern Criticism and the Preacking of the O.7%, 90 f,, n. 1.

This verse is the third in the Sg. address. Note that in harmony
with other 8g. passages it affirms the well-heing of Israel during the
40 years, while the Pl. passages emphasise their dangers and losscs.
It 15 not necessary to the context, and therefore regarded as a later
insertion. Vet it would not be unnatural for the same writer to change
from Pl to Sg. when taking a conpunct view of Israel’s experience.

8. So we passed by from our byethren, etc.] The Heb. prep. me'ath
is from with ; but probably we should read merely "¢k the sign of the
accus. @ we crossed or passed through owr brethren (cp. 4 and 29). So
LXX. Sant. readings are various.

Jrom the way of the Avabak] The- ‘Arabah itself forms in winter
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the most convenient passage from "Elath and the Gulf of ‘Akabah to the .
Dead Sea, with branch roads to Hebron and Kerak ; but suffers from
want of water and great heat in summer. It was much used in.the
early Moslem period, and probably by Hebrew commerce with the
Red Sea under the monarchy.

Elath] A port on the N. end of the Gulf of ‘Akabah (1 Kgs ix. 26;
2 Kgs xiv. 22), perhaps the same as El-Paran {Gen. xiv. 0). The
name, trapslated hy LXX Ailon, and probably meaning pa/ms, has
persisted.  Strabo, XvI. iv. 4, Ailana ; Josephus, Ailana, Hanis and
Elathous (‘ now called Berenice’?); I'tolemy, Elana; the Christian
Fathers, Aila and Ailia; Moslem Geographers, Wailah, Aila and
‘Akabat Aila (Idrvisi, ZDFPV, vl 121); now el-‘Akabah, a village
amid ancient ruins on the N.E. corner of the Gulf, with Turkish fort
and garrison, To the N.W. is a large grove of palms with numerous
ruins, called ila (Robinson, B.4. 1. 250 .3 Doughty Ar. Des. 1. 44 . ;
Musil, Edom, 1. 256, 259 f.; “the culture of the palm flourishes. ~.the
types ‘of the settled families are quite Jewish’). In Greek times it gave
its name to the Gulf as its successor ‘Akabah does to-day.

zion-geber]  Beside Elath on the Red Sea in Edom’s land ; there

Solomon built ships, 1 Kgsix. 26, and a ship (so 1.XX) of Jehoshaphat was
wrecked, xxil. 49. LXX Tacidr 'dBep, and 'Epaccerwr T'dBep, 1 Kgs
ix. 26, probably waters of ‘ Esion- Geber. Lusebius states that in his day
it was Alsia (ferome Lssia); Makrizi, 15th century, ‘a once important
town ‘Asifin.” Robinson (5. &. 1. 251) noted the corresponding con-
sonants in the name W. Ghadidn, and Musil (Zdom, 1. 254, 11. 183 fI.,
189) describes the oasis Ma’ Ghadidn in the ‘Arabah. This lies 18 miles
N. of the Sea; while the O.T. data place ‘Esion-Geber beside Elath,
whose site, as we have seen, is certainly on the present N.E. coast of
the Gulf.  Musil, however, reports that a tongue of the sea may once
have reached Ma’ Ghadidn ; there are remains of fortifications and
gardens across what is now desert (11. 1gg). His guide told of a town
there whose inhabitants had many ships; but a violent rain brought
down such masses of slone from some of the widies that the sea was
pushed back to el-*‘Akaba (ii. 187). If the A¥. name be derived from
the tree ghada’, abundant in this region, it may have been attached to
more places th'm one; or may have drifted as names easily do in Syria.
The likeness between the LXX Epaegeior and Musil's Ma’ Ghadnn is
noteworthy. The meaning of the second half of ‘Esion-geber is un-
certain, the transliteration of Josephus 1. TafeXés (VITL. Ans. vi ) may
he due to confusion with TefdX, i.e. Fdom or Mt Setir,

. 84—15. ARRIVAL ON THE BORDER OF MoaB,

[srael, having crossed Edom from the ‘Arabah towards the wilderness -
of Moab (8 4), 1s charged not to treat Moab as a foe.  Jehovah gave
‘Ar, their land, to the children of Lot : this is in Sg. address (g} ; and
there follow notes on the predecessors of Moab in ‘Ar, and of Edom in
Mt Se‘tr (to—12). The PL is resumed in a charge to Israel to cross

DEUTERONOMY 3
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And we turned and passed by the way of the wilderness

9 of Moab. And the Lorp said untoc me, Vex not Moab,
neither contend with them in battle: for T will not give thee
of his land for a possession ; because I have given Ar unto

the Wady Zered, which they did (13); their time from Kadesh to the
Zered being 38 years, and all the condemned generation being now dead
under Jehovah’s hand (14 f.).

JFor the parallels in JE and P (some of which have been already given}
see below nn the separate verses.

86, Andwe turned] Seei. 7.

and passed by the way ¢f | Rather, crossed (the land of Edom) in
the direction of. Having come up N.E. by the W. el 'Ithm to the
plateau they would zzrn due N. as the Hajj route does towards Moab.

the wilderness of Moab] More exactly JE, Num. xxi. 11: #4e w. which
is before Moab towards the sunrising. Forthis region, see Doughty, 7.
Des. 1.; Musil, Moeab, passim, fall descriptions with map. Israel kept
so far E. not oply to avoid the fertile and settled districts of Edom and
Moab, but for the same reason also as the Hajj does, so as not to have
Lo cross the lower stretches of the greal cafion hetween Edom and
Moab, the present Widy el-Hsa or ’Ahsa. These lower stretches are
deep, the sides steep and the roads over them difficult for laden caravans.
The route of the Hajj, apparently that of Israel, crosses the much
shallower head of this Widy on the desert border. Once over it they
were in the wilderness E. of Moab. DIrobably in the Wady itself lay
their station */yé ka-‘Tbarim on the border of Moab, P, Num. xxi. 11 a;
cp. xxxiil. 44. For here lie still cairns or stone-heaps known by the
same name, placed to show the way across the damp, sunken soil.
This tempts one to cmend ‘Iyé ha-"Abarim, usually interpreted as keagps
of the regions across Jordan (cp. Mts of the ‘Abarim), to distinguish the
place from ‘Iyim and ‘Ai in W. Palestine, to ‘Iyé-ha-‘Oberim, Aeaps of
the passengers.

9. Vex not Moab) Treat not Moab as a foe.

netther contend with them:] See on . 5.

Ar] ‘Ar (Num. xxi. 15) or ‘47 of Mo'ab (:d. 28) is in these passages
a township, probably the same as ‘/r, or Céty of, Mo'ab, on the border
of Arnon at the end of the border (JE, Num. xxii. 36). Musil identifies
it with the strong site and ruins of Medeyyneh on an upper tributary of
the W. Mojeb or Arnon (see below on zz. 24, 36) on the edge of the
desert (Moab 247, 338 fi. with photo. and plan ; cp. the present writer
in Enc, Bibl, art. * Ar' and Expositor, seventh series, vol. viL. 138 ff.).
But in Syria names have been at all times apt to extend from (owns,
especially eapitals, to their districts and vice zersd. Here ‘Ar obviously
is a district : the territory of Mco’ab. So in ¢ Isai. xv. 1, LXX render
‘Ar Mo'ab by % MwaBeris. At the time of Israel’s march the name
would cover all the land between the W. el-Hsa and the W. Méjeb or
Arpon, to the S, of which Ma’ab were copfined by the Amorites,
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the children of Lot for a possession. (The Emim dwelt
therein aforetime, a people great, and many, and tall, as
the Anakim: these also are accounted Rephaim, as the
Anakim ; but the Moabites call them Emim. The Horites
also dwelt in Seir aforetime, but the children of Esau suc-
ceeded them ; and they destroyed them from before them,
and dwelt m their stead; as Israel did unto the land of
his possession, which the LorD gave unto them.) Now rise
up, and get you over the brock Zered. And we went over

children of Lot] Gen. xix. 37 ; Ps. Ixxxiil. 8 (g).

V. g is in the Sg. address and elided by Steuern. as the addition of
a later hand. But some such warning as It gives in regard to the
relations of Israel to Mo'ab was to be expected in this discourse, similar
to that on Israel's relations to Edom and ‘Ammon. The change to
the Sg. may be due either to the fact that Moses himself is addressed
or because for the moment Israel, in relation 10 Mo’ah, is regagled as a
single whole. © Sam. confirms the Heb. Sg. ; but LXX has the Pl

10—12. An archaeological note, rightly put in brackets by R.V.,
writlen after the settlement in W. Palestine, as is clear from the end ol
2. 12. This of course does not in itself prove that the note is by a later
hand than the rest of the discourse.

10. 7'/e Emim] Only here and Gen. xiv. 5 which places the Emim
m Shaweh-Kiriathaim, probably zke plain of the present Kureiyit, N.
of Arnon. Whether the name is of an actual people or of mythical
formation like Repha’im, Nephilim, ete. as if from ’emak, fear, or Ar.
‘Zyam ¢ serpent’ {Schwally, ZA TH, xvi1l. 135 1.}, is uncertain.

11. Repraim...Anakim] See oni. 28.

12.  The Horites] Heb. the Horim ; Sam. LXX, Hori. Possibly
cave-dwellers, cp. Heb. kér, Ar. kawr, cave or hole. " Cave- -dwelling
is ascribed by Jerome {on Obad. G) to the Kdomites of his day; and 1s
fully verified for the Nabatean period, at least, by the remains about
Petra; but it is precarious to reason back from these facts to the
meamng of the name of the primitive race, which preceded ‘Esau in
Mt Se‘ir, especially as other etymologies of Horf are possible. Sayce
(Higher Criticism and the Alonuments, 204) derives it from a root =
wwhite as if in contrast 10 the red-skinned ‘Edom. R. A. S. Macalister
has discovered at Gezer the remains of a pre-Semitic, cave-dwelling
race, using stone-implements, and identifies these with the Horim.

13. Now rise up]l Sam., LXX, And now rise and break camp ;
Cp. 7. 24.

and gel you over the brook Zered] Whdy, or torrent-va]ley, Zered.
JE, Num. xxi. 12, they marched thence, the E. desert of Mo’ab, and
camiped in the W. Zered.  The name, LXX Zaret, does not occur again
in the O.T. nor is it in Josephus. Euseb. and _Ter give it only as the
name of a desert widy, On tite Madaba Mosaic map (sth century)

3—2

10

It
12
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14 the brook Zered. And the days in which we came from
Kadesh-barnea, until we were come over the brook Zered,
were thirty and eight years; until all the generation of the
men of war were consumed from the midst of the camp, as

15 the LLorp sware unto them. Moreover the hand of the Lorp
was against them, to destroy them from the midst of the
camp, until they were consumed.

16 So it came to pass, when all the men of war were con-

17 sumed and dead from among the people, that the Lorp

a widy flowing to the Dead Sea, S. of Kerak, bears the letters —~APBA,
according to some, but if this reading be correct it may be no more than
a conjecture. The theory that the Zered was the W. el-Hsa is impos-
sible; as we have seen, Israel was already N. of that S. frontier of
Mo’ab. Equally impossible is the view substituted for this by most
commentaries, that it was an upper stretch of the W. Kerak; for
Briinnow and Musil have shown that the W. Kerak runs up E. but
a short distance from Kerak. N. of the W. el-Hsa the Hajj road
crosses the W, es-Sultani, the great S. affluent of the Mdjely or Arnon,
and proper [rontier between the fertile land of Mo’ab and the E. desert.
The W. es-Sultani forms a distinct landmark on this route, and, becanse
of the water always to be found by digging in its bed, is a suitable
camping-place. So Musil, Aead, 316, 319 2., 15. Bat il this be the
Zered, Israel crossed it not, as Musil implies, from E. to W, —for in that
case they wounld have had to bend K. again to his prabable site for
‘Ar at Medeyyneh (see ©. g), or cross the difficult lower stretches of the
Arnon—bhut from S.W. to N.E. as the Hajj road does now.

14.  Hirrty and cight years] See above, introd. to i, 1—8 a.

wntil all the generation of the wen of war wwere consumed] Sec i
35s 39

18, the hand of the Lorp] Tt was no natural death of the whole
generation, but by special plagues from Jehovah ; cp. JE, Num, xvi.
31 ff, xxi. 6; P, Num. xiv. 32, 37.

16—25. APPROACH TO THE ‘AMMONITES AND AMORITES.

The adult generation having died out (16), Jehovah charged Moses
that, being aboul to pass the border or cross the territory of Mo'al
(17 1) and to approach “‘Ammén, Israel (Sg. address) must not fight the
latter, for Jehovah gave that land to the sons of Lot (1g). Follows an
archaeological note on the predecessors of “Ammbn (20-—23) ; and then
the command, in the Pl address, to cross the Amon (242); then, in
the Sg., an assurance that 5thén should be given into Israel’s hands,
they must fight bim (248} ; for the dread of Israel would Jehovah put
on all peoples at the mere veport of Israel’s approach {25).

This section is perplexing, because of the apprrently proleptic mention
of *Ammon, the use of the PL address only in 24 4, and the discrep-
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spake unto me, saying, Thou art this day to pass over
Ar, the border of Moab: and when thou comest nigh over
against the children of Ammon, vex them not, nor contend
with them: for T will not give thee of the land of the children
of Ammon for a possession : because I have given it unto
the children of Lot for a possession. (That also is ac-

ancy between zg4 4, 23 and the next section, especially 22, 27--30. On

these grounds, combined with the fact tnat there are no parallels in
JE, on which .document the rest of this discourse is based, there is

8
Ly

20

a strong case for the opinion that this section is for the most part from -

another hand than the rest of the discourse.  Steuern. indeed takes only
16, 17, 24 a as original.  For details see notes.

18.  7'how art...to pass over] See on ix. 1.

Ar, the border of Moab] See on w. 9. Here as there it is doubtiul
whether “‘Ar is to be understood as the territory of Mo'ab, their crossing
of which Israel are completing #4245 day ; or the N. limit of that territory
which they are about to cfoss. Probably the latter.

18.  when thou comest nigh over against the children of Aimon)
And thou shalt approach to the front of the Bné ‘Ammén. The
cxpression is vague and the mention of ‘Ammén at this stage perplexing.
It is true that, acc. to Judg. xi. 13, the ‘Ammonites declared to Jephthah
that Isracl coming out of Egypt took away their land from Arnon cven
unto Jabbok. But the passage to which this belongs, Judg. xi. 12—28§,
generally regarded as late and confused, repels the ‘Ammonite claim
and affirms (2. 22) that the land between Arnon and Jabbok had been
held by the Amorites. This, too, is the testimony of the oldest traditions
JE, Num. xxi. 13, 24, 31 [, which also relate that the Amorites had
taken that territory not from ‘Ammdn, but from Mo’ab (. 26—30);
cp. the evideuce both of JE and P in Nwn. xxii. ff., that the land N. of
Arnon was Moabite. The evidence thus preponderates that *‘Ammdn
was confined to a small territory on the upper Jahbok, where Rabbath-
‘Ammbn (chief town of ‘A.) was situated (though before the ‘Amorite
invasion of E. Palestine they may have held the whole course of Jabbok
and the country immediately S. of that). . On the Arnon, therefore,
Israel was still some 35 miles from Ammonite territory and the Amorites
lay between. The mention of ‘Ammdn at this stage thus appears
proleptic, and coinciding as it does with a change to the Sg. address,
may plausibly be maintained to be the insertion of a later writer,
perbaps influenced by Judg. xi. 13. On the other hand it is just
possible that the reference to ‘Ammén at this stage was held by the
author of the discourse himself to be necessary, as intended to divert

[Israel from the due northerly direction which they had- been pursuing
and which, if continued, would bring them into conflict with ‘Ammén ;
and to turn them N.W. through the Amorites to the Jordan,

20—23. Another Archaeological Note. On ¢he Keplha’im, see i. 28.
Zantsummim, a name held by sone to be formed on the analogy of the
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counted a land of Rephaim: Rephaim dwelt therein afore-
21 time ; but the Ammonites call them Zamzummim ; a people
great, and many, and tall, as the Anakim ; but the Lorp
destroyed them before them; and they succeeded them, and
22 dwelt in their stead: as he did for the children of Esau,
which dwell in Seir, when he destroyed the Horites from
before them ; and they succeeded them, and dwelt in their
23 stead even unto this day: and the Avvim which dwelt in
villages as far as Gaza, the Caphtorim, which came forth out
of Caphtor, destroyed them, and dwelt in their stead.)
24 Rise ye up, take your journey, and pass over the valley of
Arnon: behold, I have given into thine hand Sthon the

Gk ¢ Barbaroi,” as of a people whose speech sounded uncoath; Ar.
zamzamak is a distant, confused sound. Others suggest identification
with the Zuzim of Gen. xiv. 5, of which Musil (Moab, 1. 275, 318, etc.)
is reminded by the present Zizi, Ptolemy’s Ziza on the N.IZ. frontier of
Mo'ab. Butthe Ar. zézémn is applied to rustling sounds in the desert by
night, supposed to be the noise of the Jinn (see Driver’s note, with
communication from W. R. Smith, and Schwally, 2. Leben snack d.
Tode, 64 1., 137 f.). The name would thus be another of those mytho-
logical terms for pre-historic races given above on 1. 28. On #ke
Horites, see v, 12.  On the ‘Auofm or ‘Awwim cp. Jos. xiil. 31f.;
whether the name be ethnic or indicative of a stage of cuiture js un-
certain. They dwelt in @é/lages, Heb. A%serim (mostly in P and Levit,
wrilers), used both in parallel to circles of tents, Gen. xxv. 16, and to
collections of houses without surrounding walls, Lev, xxv. 31, and the
dependencies of cities, Jos. xv. 46 ete. Kaphtéris most probably Crete,
see HGHL 135, 170 f.

24, Rise ye up, take your journey, and pass ower] Iu this section
the one clause in the Pl. address. Steuernagel connects it immediately
with 16 f.  On these formulas ¢cp. i. 7, 19.

the valley of Arnor] No one doubts that the Naka! Arzdn and the
modern W. el-M&jeb are the same stream and valley, It is more than
a coincidence that Arnon=sounding, and that some forms of the root
of Mbjeb, wajaba, mean to ‘fall with a noise or rush.” The greatest
of all the cafions that cut the plateau of Mo’ab, one understands how it
has so often been a political frontier. A little W, of the Hajj road a
valley is formed some 250 ft below the plateau by the conjunction of
several wadies, which have risen among the desert hills to the E. of the
road. Under the successive names of W. Sa'ideh, Seil es-Sefei, and
W. el-Mdjeb, it runs with a mainly W. direction, and a rapidly in-
creasing depth {at ‘Aro‘er 1800 or 2000 feet below the platean)
between almost precipitous walls to the Dead Sea, about 3500 it below
the plateau. The valley is entered from N. and S. by other cafions, of
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Aniorite, king of Heshbon, and his land: begin to possess
it, and contend with him in battle. - This day will 1 begin
to put the dread of thee and the fear of thee upon the
peoples that are under the whole heaven, who shall hear the
report of thee, and shall tremble, and be in anguish because
of thee.

which two are almost as long as itself.  About 15 miles from its mouth

it receives from the S. its chief tributary, a stream which with its valley
has already for some stretch above the confluence borne the name el
Mgjeb, but higher up is known as W. es-Sultani ; probably (see 2. 13)
the Zered of Israel’s march. About 2 miles from its mouth enters from
the N.-the W. el-Wileh, which draining all N.E. Mco’ab has cut the
plateau in a S,W. direction. All these three cafions, with their
trihutaries, appear to be included in the (plural) valleys of Arnon,
Num. xxl. 14. But the zalley of Arion in the present verse is probably
the direct E. and W. cafion on its upper stretch, W. Sa‘ideh, on which
‘Ar stood (see on 2. 9); this is certain if the identification of Kedemoth,
stated below, 2. 26, is correct. Musil, Moab, g . ; the present writer
in PEFQ, 1904, 373—377- .

behold, [ have given into thine hand, etc.] Sg. address resumed :
so too Sam., LXX., Cp.i. 27.

Séhon the Amorite] For Sthon, see below on #. 26 ; for Amorite, see
on i. 7. .

contend wilk him wn balitle] This does not agree with, or at least it
should not come defore, vo. 26 fl., the efforts of Moses to obtain a peace-
able passage through Amorite territory ; its originality is questionable if
we are to assign to the discourse a reasonable measure of consistency.

28, This day wwill [ begin to pul the dread of thee] Nor is this verse
in harmony with z. 2¢. The trembling and anguish which it predicts
on all people at the mere report of Isracl is the opposite effect from that
produced in Sthén, . 29, by Lsrael’s request Lo cross his land, for this
simply provoked him te armed resistance. Is it more reasonable to
suppose that the author of the discourse inconsistently penncd both
verses so near to each other; or that a compiler, with different docu-
ments before hitn and wishing to use all his materials, put them together?
Here then we have an instance in which the difference in the form of
address coincides with a difference of attitude to the same event. The
trinmphant tone of z. 23 is characteristic of the Sg. passages ; note,
too, the hyperbole peoples under the whole heaven.

26—37. THE VicTorRv ovir SigoN.

From the desert N. of Arnon Moses sent to S5thon asking leave to
cross his land in peace, purchasing food and water (26—2g). Sthén
refused, Jehovah hardening his spirit that he might be delivered into
Israel’s hands (30 f.). They net at Yahas and Sihon was defeated (32 1.},
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26 And I sent messengers out of the wilderness of Kedemoth

2

unto Siheon king of Heshbon with words of peace, saying,
Let me pass through thy land: I will go ‘along by the high
way, I will neither turn unto the right hand nor to the left.

1 Heb. by the way, by the way.

Israel took his towns, put the population to the ban, but reserved cattle
and spoil for themselves (34 1.}, and oceupied his land from the Amon
to Gile‘ad, and up to the Ammonite border on the Jabbok (36 f.).

The parallel JE, Num. xxi. 21—32 (for the analysis of which into twu
narratives see the Comum. in this series), contains besides an old washal
or ode on the subject (27—30). E agrees in substance with D and
there are verbal parallels, for which see below. As elsewhere D seems
here based on E, with the usual variations of style and one or two
details of fact. i

On the relation of this section of Moses’ discourse to the preceding
see introd. and notes to the latter. On the historicity of the stury sce
the present writer's AGHL, 662 ff. ; and Larly Poetry of Israel, 64 ff.

26.  And { sent messengers, ete.]  E, Nam xxi. 21, fsrael sent mes-
sengers, etc, :

the wilderness of Kedemotk] So only here. A Levite city A%emoth.
belonging to R¢uben, is given along with Yahay and Mepha‘ath, I,
Jos. xiil. 18, xxi. 37; 1+ Chron, vi. 79 {64]. The name 15 a plur.=
Kast parfs ; it must have lain N. of Arnon on the edge of the desert.
Musil (#Mvab, 110, 122) compares the ruins el-Meshreik, * The Orient,’
74 miles N. of W. Sa‘ideh (2. 24) and looking towards the desert.

Sthon king of Heshbon] E, Num. xxi. 21: kg of the Amorites;
cp. . 26.  Sihon is transliterated Sihlin in the Ar. Pent. (ed. Lagarde)
but the proper Ar. analogue is Shihan, a man’s nane, also that of the
saint venerated by the “Ajélit tribe as the builder of the Kiri‘at
Shihan, extensive ruins on the conspicuous Jebel Shihan, S. of
W. el-Mé&jeb. See the present writer in PE£FQ, 1904, 3711 ; Musil,
Moab. 376, 382 with citations from Abu-l-Aida and Yaklit, £kno!.
Bericht (Ar. Petr. i) 110, 218.

Heshbarn] was bis city. The mod. Hesban, with rains of the Byzan-
tine age and a Greek inscription, near the W. edge of the Moab plateau,
at the head of a glen descending to the W. Hesban, and 600 it below
the town, the copious ‘Ain Hesban. A little S. of the latitude of
Jericho, Heshbén lay on the main road, almost half-way between
Arnon and Jabbok, a suitable site for the Amorite capital. See PEF
Mem. E. Palestine, 104 ff.

27.  Let me pass, etc.] So E, Num. xxi. 223 LXX, we wilt pass.

7 will go along by the higlway] Heb. and Sam. here by the way by
the way; E, by the kings way, the main road, like the Ar. term
Sultani.

! will seither turn, etc.] E, Num. xxi. 22: we wodll ot buin aside
into_field or wineyard, nor drink the water of the wells.
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Thou shalt sell me foud for moncy, that I may eat; and
give me water for money, that 1 may drink: only let me
pass through on my feet; as the children of Esau which
dwell in Seir, and the Moabites which dwell in Ar, did unto
me ; until 1 shall pass over Jordan into the land which the
Lorp our God giveth us. But Sihon king of Heshbon
would not let us pass Ly him: for the Lorp thy God
hardened his spirit, and made his heart 'obstinate, that he
might deliver him into thy hand, as at this day. And the
Lorp said unto me, Behold, I have begun to deliver up
Sihor and his land before thee : begin to possess, that thou
mayest inherit his land.  Then Sihon came out against us,

he and all his people, unto battle at Jahaz. And the Lok :

1 el strong.

28.  Thou shalt sell me food, etc.] See onv. 6.

29.  as the children of Esaw...and the Moabites] In JE Num. xx.
18 fI.  Esau refused Israel’s request made fiom Kadesh, but appears to
have sold them bread and water when, later, Israel uossed the 5. end of
Mt Se‘ir, ii. 6. In xxiii. 5 [4] Md’ab is blamed for not meeting Isracl
with bread and waler on the way i
these?

30. But Sihow.. wounld not let us pass by him| E, Num. xxi, 23:
S. would not alloww (another verb) Israel to cross his territory.

Jor the LorD thy God hardened his spirit] Sg. address; it is at least
remarkable that the change coincides with a religious explanation of
Sihdn’s resistance, for which E has here no parallel. The phrase is
found elsewhere in P, Ex. vil. 3, but with /Jear? for spirit,

nmade his heart obstinate} Heb. streng, usually in a good sense, in a
Lad only here, xv. 7 and 2 Chron. xxxvi. 13. In E, Ex. iv. 21, the
same meaning with another verb.

as at this day] Another deuteronomic formula: iv. 20, 38, vi. 24,
vill. 18, x. 13, xxix, 28;  Kgs iil. 6, viii. 24, etc. Here its appro-
priatcness is not obvious; these formulas tend to creep in where they
arc not required.

3L delrzer up before thee] See i 8. The Sg. is retained as original
by Steuern. presumably on the ground of its being addressed to Moses.

Sihon} LXX. Sam. add king of eshbon, the Amorite.

32. wnto battk at Jahaz] E, Num. xxi. 133 went oul to meet /.
towards the wilderness, came to Yahas and fought fsrael. ~ Sec on
Kedemoth, #. 26. The Moabite stone (18—21) implies that Yahas was
near Dlhun, Jer. xlviii; 21 places it on the Mishor or Moab phteau
(sce ili. 10); and ‘Isai.’ xv. 4 some distance S. of Ileshbon. Jn
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our God delivered him up before us; and we smote him,
34 and his 'sons, and all his people. And we took all his cities
at that time, and “utterly destroyed every *inhabited city,
with the women and the little ones; we left none remaining:

1 Or, son 2 Heb. devoted. 3 Heb. city of men.
2

Eusebius’ day it was pointed out between Madaba! and Dibon (O
Sacr.lasoa). Musil (Moab, 107, r22) suggests Umm-el-Walid, ruins on
a strong site S.E. of Madabi on the right bank of the W. el-Heri,
undoubtedly a suitable place for Sthon to meet Israel. But there are
other ruined sites equally suitable on the probable line of Israel’s march
and on the E. of the plateau.

33.  delivered him wp bofore ws] See on . 8.

Afs sons]  So the Heb. vowels, LXX, Sam. E, Num, xxi. 24a:
sinote him with the edge of the sword.

3¢, dad we look all his cities] B, Num. xxi. 24a, possessed Ais land
from Arnon unto Jabbok; |, id. 25: Jsrael took all these cities and
dwelt tn all the cities of the Amorites, [eshbon and her towns.
Anciently this part of the Plateau was thickly Populaled. irom almost
every elevation scveral groups of ruins are visible, mostly Byzantine,
but how much older each sitc may be cannol yet be said, The land is
very good for corn.

wutterly desiroyed cvery inhabited cily, with the women and the little
ones] Devoted—put to the herem or ban—every city-full of males,
with, etc. The first mention in Deut. of a custom practised also by
other Semites. Mesha (Moabite Stone, 14—17) records that having
taken Nebo from Isracl he slew the whole population for he ‘had
devoted ¥ to Ashtar-Chemosh’ ; the same verb as in Heb. To Israel
as to other pcoples a war was from first to last a religious process (sec
on xx. 1 fl.) and the feresm was the climax of a series of solemn rites,
It consisted of the devotion to the deity, by destruction, of the
captives and spoil.  The name is from the root 4rm, ‘to set apart’
or ‘shut off’ (cp. Ar. laram ‘sacred precincts’ and Aarfm) and
was not confined to war. By the earliest code every idolatrous
[sraelite was put to the herem, L&, Ex. xxii. 20 [rg]; cp. Deut. xiii.
6—11 of idolaters, and 12—18 [13-—-19] of an idolatrous city ; P, Lev,
xxvil. 28 f.  1u war the full process was the slaughter of the conguered
population and their cattle, the burning of combustible spoil, and the
oblation of the rest to the sanctuary. So in the story of the fall
of Jericho and Achan’s trespass, Jos. vi. f. (especially vi. 15—r19, 21, 24,
vil. 1, 11 fl.), which however contains many editorial additions. But as
we see from several narratives and laws, the aclual practice varied from
time to time under the competing influences of religious feeling,
material considerations and humane impulses. The most illustrative

t The varions forms of this name are : —Heb. Médeba ; Moabite Mehalehia; Aral.
MAdabi ; Greek Maidafa, MeSafa, MpdaBaf; Lat. Medaba.
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only the cattle we took for a prey unto ourselves, with the 35
spoil -of the cities which we had taken. From Aroer, which 36
is on the edge of the valley of Arnon, and from the city that

passage is 1 Sam. xv. Samuel charges Saul to devose all ‘Amalek and
their cattle; Saul spares the king and #he dest of the cattle. Either
his excuse, that he reserved them for sacrifice, is an afterthought ; or
from the first he had been unwilling that the best cattle should be
rendered by the jerem unusable by the people in sacrificial feasts.
Was the king moved by feelings of -humanity? Samuel condemns
his action as disobedience against Jehovah ; so absolutely at that time
was the Aerem conceived by the religious leaders. The.deuterono-
mic directions, all in the Sg. address, distingunish between Israel’s
treatment of the seven Canaanite nations and of Israelite idolaters on
the onec side, and their treatment of other nations at a distance :—
{a) vii. 2: the seven nations are {o be put to the Zerem because of their
idolatry and no league with them is allowed: 25f. their idols are to
be burned with the silver and gold on them, for they are feres and if
used by Israel would make the people kerem or devoted fo destruction.
Similarly in xiii. 15 f, every {sraelite community falling to idolatry shall
Le devoted, and their city, cattle, and spoil burned to Jekopal thy
Ged. -But (6} xx. 10ff. directs that distant enemies if they submit shall
be spared, though they must become tributary ; while if they resist
only -the males shall be slain, the women, children, cattle and spoil
being treated as booty. And in xx. 16, 17 it is repcated that the
nations of Palestine skafl be devoted. Religious feeling, the desire that
Israel shall not be infected by the idolatry from which they ran most
risk of infection, is obviously the paramount motive of these laws.
But it is remarkable that the only instances of the /ferem recorded
in Deut., those against Sthén and, ‘Og, fully agree neither with the
neatment enjoined by the deuteronomic laws against the seven nations,
nor with that enjoined against distant cnemies, but combine features of
both. The captive men, women, and children were slain, but the cattle
and spoil reserved for booty, ii. 347., lii. 6{. So too in Jos. (outside
the story of Achan):—viii. 2, 27 spoil and cattle reserved, x. 281,
only the people dewofed ; x1. g horses houghed, chariots burned ;
11—13, people devoted, cattle and spoil reserved. Except xi. ¢ these
passages appear to be editorial.—In connection with this subject note
that Amos (i. 6, g) condemns as inhuman the selling into captivity
of a whole population, just as to-day it is contrary to the Arab
conscience to extinguish a kabila or tribe in war (Doughty, A». Des. 1.
335). Yet, just as by Samuel in the case of Saul, and in Deut., this
natural conscience has often been overborne by the rigorous religious
demands of Islam. The parallel is instructive; cp. xx. 10—18.-—Sec
on the use of the term in a eriminal caseé, Ex. xxii. 20, with Driver's
note,

35. See previous note,

36.  Fiom Aveer, which is on the edye of the valley of Arnon] The
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is in the valley, even unto Gilead, there was not a city too
high for us: the Lorp our God delivered up all before us:
37 only to the land of the children of Ammon thou camest not

Naha! ’Arnon = Wady Mojeb, see above z. 24, Ldge, Heb. lip.
tAré‘er is frequently given in the O.T. as«a S. limit:—e.g. of the
territory taken by Israel from Sihén (here, and iii. 12, iv. 48, Jos. xil, 2,
xiil. ¢, 16); of the kingdom of Israel (2 Sam. xxiv. 5 emended after
LXX; 2 Kgs x. 33). ‘I built; says Mesha (Moabite Stone, 27),
“*Ard‘er and made the high-way by the ’Arnon’ Jer. xlviil. 19
connects *Ard‘er with a high-road. Euscbius desciibes it as above
’Arnon, ‘on the eyebrow of the hill.” To-day the Khirbet *Ard‘er,
ruins of a walled town on the N. edge of the W. Mdjeb, here nearly
2000 feet deep, with an ancient zig-zag road down the precipitous
slopes Lo the bed of the Widy (Tristram, Moab, 125 ff.; Musil, Moab,
331, with plan and views). It lies nearly 2 miles E. of the Roman
road, the present high road across ’Arnon, and must not be confounded
with the ruins called ‘Akraba close to the latler {cp. Briinnow,
Provincia Arabie, 1. 315 and the present writer, PA£FQ, 19035, 41);
an etror into which several travellers have fallen.
the city that is i the valiey) The valley or nahal is, of course, the
'Arnon or Widy Mojeb, the S, frontier of Sihén’s kingdom. The site
of the unnamed city is uncertain.  Its frequent association with ‘Ard‘er
as on a S. frontier (e.g. here, Jos. xiii. g, 16, 2 Sam. xxiv. 5) may
Imply that it lay close under *Aroer on the stream; where to-day ruins
stand with the name Khreibet ‘Ajam?; in which case #%e city has been
added (o *Ard‘er in order to define the exact border as the stream, and
its namelessness is explicable by its having been a merc suburb or
the toll-town of ‘Arb‘er. Or else, since ‘Ard‘er lay towards the W,
end of the S. frontier of Sthén’s kfngdom formed by the 'Arnon, the
~city in (he wvalley lay further up the ’Arnon and so defined the E.
extremity of the S. border. Musil suggests Medeyyneh on the upper
stretch of *Arnon, now the W, Sa‘ideh or Sa‘ideh (d/0ab, 328 f1.). It
lies on a projection of the plateau into the Widy, and might well be
described as #he city én, or in the midst of, the nakal. This is the same
site as Musil proposes for ‘A r or */r of Mo‘ab, also given as a limit (see
on i. 18); the identification of which had already been made on
Biblical data alone (Dillm. #r /loco}.
cven unto Gilead] E, Num. xxi, 24, defines more exactly unto the
Jabbok, the next great natural frontier N. of Arnon. Gile‘ad lay on
both sides of Jabbok, which divided it into halves.
too high for 2¢s] The Heb. phrase is found in prose only here, and
elsewhere in the O.T. only in Job v. 11.  Further see i. 28.
before us] Sam. LXX i fnio our hands.
37. Change to the Sg. address. This, with the fact that the clause

i There are other rnins 1 l‘mlg further E. up the stream at its confluence with that
from the . and these Grove (Smith's D). 8. 1st ed.} takes as the city in question,



DEUTERONOMY 11. 37 15

near; all the side of the river Jabbok, and the cities of thz
hill country, and wheresoever the Lori our God forbad us.

is a mere qualification not necessary to the context; has led some to
take it for a later addition,

all the side of the river Jabbok, and the cities of the hill country]
This defines the land of ‘Ammdn, which lay at that time on the upper
stretch of Jabbok, where the strean runs from S.W. to N.IL. before
tarning in its main course W. to Jordan; cp. JE, Num. xxi. 24. The
country there is hilly in contrast with the Motaly plateau.

and wheresoever] So Sam. ; LXX according to all that.

JSorbad ws] Rather commanded us: snitable to the preceding vead-
ing of the LXX. {7 is wanting in fleb. but is given by Sam. and
LXX.

Ci. III. 1—7. DEeFEAT oF ‘Oc, KING oF BasHax, °

Israel advancing N. towards Bashan encountered ‘()g at Idre‘i (1).
Jehovah delivered him into their hands {2 .); they took all his cities,
6o in Argeb, his kingdom within Bashan, fenced cities, with also many
unwalled towns (4f.); and devoted them 10 Jehovah, reserving the
cattle and spoil for themselves (61.).

Parallel are Num. xxi. 33—38, attached to the JE narrative. Of these
33 f. agree verbally (except that the 3rd sing. is used for the tst plur.)
with o2 1 f, of this section, while 2. 35 summarises e 3—7.  DBut
while, as we have seen, I) is usually based on JII {more particularly
on E}, the prevalence of deuteronomic phrases not used ia JE supports
the opinion (from Dillm. onwards) that Num. xxi. 33—35 is an_edi-
vial addition to JE, horrowed from D. The campaign against ‘Og is
found elsewhere in Hex. only in Deut. i. 4, tv. 47, xxix. 7, the deu-
teronomic Jos. xil. 4, and Num. xxxii. 33;, Jos. ix. 10, xii. 30f., all
of late date. Thus the campaign against ‘Og has not the same docu-
mentary evidence as that against Sihén, and is questioned by many
who accept the latter. Proof one way or the other is impossible.  On
the one hand *Og is associated with the mythical Repha‘im; a campaign
in Bashan carries Israel away from their objective, the crossing of
Jordan; and nothing is said of the conquest of the intervening Gile*ad
at this time; though the phrase in ii. 36, w/o Gile‘ad, may be intended
to cover all Gile‘ad to the Yarmik, this is not probable; and there
are indications that Israel’s conquest of Gile'ad took place from W.
Palestine at a later date (see on z. 14). On the other hand, ‘Og's
defeat is hound up in Heb. tradition with that of Sthén; it is hard to
see how or why it can have been_ invented by the deuteronomists
(‘the tradition of the defeat of ‘Og at Edre'l is probably_ predeu-
teronomic ’ : Cheyne, £.52.). It is possible to argue that *Og’s king-
dom included Gile'ad N. of the Jabbok; there are no geographical
or historical obstacles to a campaign by Israel in Bashan, but on the
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3 Then we turned, and went up the way to Bashan: and
Og the king of Bashan came out against us, he and all his
2 people, unto battle at Edrei.  And the Lorp said unto me,
Fear him not: for I have delivered him, and all his people,
and his land, into thy hand; and thou shalt do unto him as
thou didst unto Sihon king of the Amorites, which dwelt at
3 Heshbon. So the Lorp our God delivered into our hand
Og also, the king of Bashan, and all his people: and we

contrary it is as credible that Israel should have aimed at the con-
quest of all E. Palestine before crossing the Jordan as it is certain
that Pompey so aimed, and that the first Moslem invaders so suc-
ceeded.

L. turned, and went up) Seeoni. 7.

Basfian] “Heb. the Baskan, so in all historical statements and some-
times in poetry in which however the article is oftener omitted (FGHZ,
549 7. 7). In its wider sense the name covered all the land from the
Yarmfik to Hermon, iv. 43, xxxiil. 22. But its proper application was
confined to the land immediately N. of the Yarmiik and E. of Geshur
and Ma‘akah, the present Jaulan (see below z. 14, iv. 43): the S. end
of Hauran, including ‘Ashtaroth {perhaps Tell el ‘Ashari) onthe W,
Edre‘i on the S. and Salkah on the S.E, {i. 4, iil. 10, Jos..ix. Io,
xil. 4, xiil. 111, 31), the district known in Greek times as Batanea, and
in the 1oth century still called ‘Ard-el-Bathaniyeh, containing Edre'
(Idrisi}; but to-day the name has drilted N.E. to the E. of the Lejd.
Ar. Bathnak means level, loamy land (Freytag) afid suits the region,
See HGHL, 549, 553,570 .

Og] The name ‘Og, LXX T'éy and "Qy, does not occur except

- as that of the king of Bashan; the root meaning ‘curved’ or ¢ round’
supplies some Ar. geographical names. W, R. Smith {Kel. of the Sem.
83) arguing that in Heb. a king’s name is usually joined with that of his
people or of his_capital (e.g. Sth8n, Ling of tke, Amorites, o of Hesh-
bon) and that ‘Og’s is the only exception, takes ‘Og ‘ who is a mythical
figure ' as presumably ‘an old god of the region.’

Edrer) Edres on the S. frontier of Bashan (z. 10), the Otara‘a of
Egyptian inscriptions, Adra of Ptolemy, Adraa of Euseb., now Edhra‘at,
Dera‘at or on Bedawee lips *Azra‘at, a strong site on the S. edge of the
gorge that forms the S. limit of Hauran, and further entrenched by a
tributary ravine. In the rock beneath the walled city, a labyrinth of
streets with houses and shops was excavated. That this marvel is
not mentioned in the O.T. proves it of later date, and indeed its
architecture and inscriptions point to the Greek period : HGHL, 576,
ZDPV, xx. 1:8fl, Onthe only possible remains in Bashan of *‘Og’s timé
see Driver, Deut., in loco. :

3. delfvered., into thy hand] Seel. w7, As thou didit winto Sthon,
il. 33 f - '
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smote him until none was left to him remaining. And we 4
took all his cities at that time ; there was not a city which
we took not from them ; threescore cities, all the region of
Argob, the kingdom of Og in Bashan. All these were cities 5
fenced with high walls, gates, and bars; beside the 'unwalled
towns a great many. And we ‘utterly destroyed them, as 6
we did unto Sihon king of Heshbon, utterly destroying
every *inhabited city, with the women and the little ones.
But all the cattle, and the spoil of the cities, we took for a 7
prey unto ourselves. And we togk the land at that time 8

1 Or, country towns 2 Hebh. devoted. ¥ Heb. city of men.

3. none..remaining] il 34.

& all the region of Argob]l So 13f.; 1 Kgs iv. 13 and nowhere
else. The Heb. for »¢gion means a definitely measured or outlined
piece of land, and ’Argob seems connected with reged, clod, and
analogous to our ‘glebe.’ The Targums take it as Trachonitis or
the Trachon of the Greek period, now the Lejd, the mass of lava,
24 miles by 10 to 20, which lies on Hauran like an ebony glacier with
irregular crevasses. Sharply marked off by i's abrupt edge from the
surrounding plain it holds considerable means of subsistence, with the
ruins of many villages and towns, and might well have been, at this as
at other periods, the centre or distinctive feature of a province or
kingdom. The identification with "Argob, accepted by many, is thus
not unnatural ; nor if we take ’Argob as meaning ‘clumpy’ is this
an unsuitable name for the cleft masses of lava, like frozen mud, of
which it is composed. But other parts of IIauran are also distinct from
the rest, e.g. the fertile en-Nukra or ‘Hollow Hearth’ of the Arabs;
or the almost as fertile W. slope of the Jebel Hauran, Both of these
bear ruins of ancient towns, while some may be of Immemorial
antiquity. Nothing however has been discovered either there or-
throughont Bashan which is recognisable as older than the Greek
period.—Euseb. and Jer. give Ragaba as a village near Geresa, in
Gile‘ad, ep. Jos. x111.  4nf. xv. 5; and to-day Rajeb or Rujeb is the
name of a Widy and village also in Gile‘ad. This is noteworthy
m view of the fact that one O.T. tradition appears to connect Argob
with Gile‘ad ; see below.

5. the unwailed towns) Heb. towns of the Pérazi, or country-foik;
pfzti:azﬂtk, Ezek. xxxviil. 171, are open, rural places in contrast to fenced
cities.

6. and we utterly destroyed them, etc.] See il 341,

8—17. ALLOTMENT OF THE CONQUERED LANDS.

Thus Israel had taken the two Amorite kingdoms, from the *Amon to
Llermon {8)—on which a notc is given (9)—that is, from 5. to N.,
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out of the hand of the two kings of the Amorites that were
beyond Jordan, from the valley of Arnon unto mount
Hermon ; (w/4ics Hermon the Zidonians call Sirion,” and

the towns_of the Mo‘ab Platean, all Gile‘ad and Bashan (1o} ; then a
note on ‘Og (11). N. from ‘Ard‘er to half Mt Gile‘ad Moses gave to
Reuben and Gad, the rest of Giletad and Bashan to the half-tribe
of Manasseh (12—134a). Follows a third note 13 i—14 with additions
from a later hand 15—17 unless 16 be regarded as original to the
discourse.—The parallels are cited in the notes. R

8. the two kings of the Amordtes] ii. 26-—iii. 7. ‘Og‘s people
have not previously been called Amorites: cp. iv. 47, xxxi. 4, and
the editorial Jos. i. 10, ix. 1o, xxiv. 8, 124. A morite apparently in
the same general sense as in E, e.g. Jos. v. 1, x. 5. ‘Og himself was of
the pre-Amorite Repha‘im, 2. 11,

bevond Jordan] As in i. 3 the writer betrays his standpeint in
W. Palestine.  On the other hand the standpoint of Moses E. of
Jordan is properly observed in v7. 20, 25. Dillm. therefore takes v. 8
as a later insertion.  But must we assume a rigorous consistency in the
writer of the discourse?

valley of Arnor] il 24-

unto mount Aermon) This carries Israel’s conquest further N. than
previously described; another sign of a later hand?  Hermén, from the
root Jrm, sacred (see on ii. 34); either from a sanctuary on the mount
or because the whole mount was held sacred: cp. Judg. iil. 3, M¢ Ra‘al
Hermbn. The name covered the long S. end of Anti-Lebanon, above
the sources of Jordan, and oceurs also in the plur, Herwdizim, Ps. xlii. 6,
prohably because of its triple summit. From its height of g200 ft
H. dominates all Hauran or Bashan, is visible as far S. as the heights
above Jericho, and forms the natural N. houndary of all E. Palestine.
Oune of its modern names, Jebel esh-Sheikh, means, not ‘old-man
mountain,” from its snowy hoary appearance, but ¢ Mount of the
Elder’ or ‘lloly Man,’ some famous saint; according to Conder
(Ilastings’ 2. B. 1. 332) the Sheikh ed-Derézi, the founder of the
Druzes. Another name is Jehel, or Towil, eth-Thalj, ‘Mount,” or
*Height of Snow.

9. ARCHAROLOGICAL NOTE. As a patural boundary, separating
several nations, Hermén has a name in the language of each, The Phoe-
nicians, Heb. Sidonians, on the W, called it Siridn (cp. Ps. xxix. 6), the
Amorites Sezér, its name in an inscription of Salmanassar 11, Saniru,
when he crossed from the coast towards Damascus {Winckler, &4 7'3),
44, 190). These names may have been applied to different parts of the
long Mt ; in 1 Chr. v. 23, Senir is joined with, but apparently distinct
from, Hermén, cp. Ezek. xxvii. 5, Cant. iv. 8; and Arab. geographers
gave the name Jebel Sanir to the part hetween RBa‘albek and
Homs.



DEUTERONOMY 111, g—11 49

the Amorites call'it Senir ;) all the cities of the plain, and 10
all Gilead, and all Bashan, unto Salecah and Edrei, cities
of the kingdom of Og in Bashan. (For only Og king of u
Bashan remained of the remnant of the Rephaim; behold,
his bedstead was a bedstead of iron; is it not in Rabbah of
the children of Ammon? nine.cubits was the length thereof,
and four cubits the breadth of it, after the cubit of a

-V O, table land

10. all the cities of, etc.] This follows immediately' on o. 8,
showing that g is an inserted gloss, and details the land summarised
in 8, from S. to N.

the plain] Rather, Plateaw (Heb. tan-Miskir), i.e. of Mo‘ab;
E, Num. xxi. 20: field of M.

‘all Gilead] From the N. end of the Plateau (exact frontler un-
certain) up to the Yarmiik: divided into halves by the Jabbok.

all Baskan] All N. of the Yarmitk; see on 2. 1.

unto Satecal and Edrei) Sallfak (with soft k) is the Arab. Salkhad,
the Sarkhad of the Arab. geographers, the present Salkhad (Merrill,
E. of Jordan, so ff.; Burckhardt, 100 f.}, some 40 miles E.S.E. of
- Edre‘i on the S.W. slope of the Jebel Hauran or ed-Driiz. , Cp. Jos. xii.
5, xtil. 11. It would represent, therefore, the S.E. limit of ‘Og’s kingdom,
whilte Edre‘i lay near the W. end of the same frontier. Why have two
sites on the S. of Bashan been selected to define a conquest already
described as extending N. to Hermdn? We should expect: from
Edre's coen to Salhak, or to some site further N.  TFhe text is con-
firmed, however, by Sam. and LXX. Some therefore take Edreti
here, not as the mod. Dera‘at (z. 1) but as Edhra‘ or Zor‘a near the
S.W. corner of the Lejd. This, lmwgver, helps little.

11. ARCHAEOLOGICAL NOTE. ‘Og was the last survivor of the Re-
pha‘im (see oni. 28). Bedstead, rather sarcophagus, for though the Heb.
‘eres elsewhere means ronck, its synonyms mrtek (2 Sam. i, 31) and
mishkab (1s.” Iii. 2; Ezek. xxxil. 23) are used for Aier and tomé {the
latter too in Phoen.), and the monumental character of this ‘eres proves
It to have been the same. /ron, rather basalt; I have often heard
basalt called iron in Hauran. Z%ke cubit of a masn: the ordinary cubit,
originally the length of the lower arm; later there was also a longer
cubit (Kzek. xl. 5, xliii. 13}, Taking it as ahout 18 in., ‘Og’s coffin
was 134 ft by 6. Some sites in E. Palestine are strewn with stone-
coffins, e.g. Umm Keis, usually 7 to 8 ft by 21 to 4. That of
Eshinunazar, the Sidonian, is 7 by 4; Hiram’s Tomb’ is 12 by 6.
Cp. Doughty, 4r. Des. 1. 18, on marble sarcophagt near Ks-Salt,
‘little less than the bed of Og,” and Cl. Ganneau, Arch. Kes. 11
233.

DEUTERONOMY . 4
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12 man.) And this land we took in possesion at that time
. from Aroer, which is by the valley of Arnon, and half the
hill country of Gilead, and the cities thereof, gave 1 unto
13 the Reubenites and to the Gadites: and the rest of Gilead,
and all Bashan, the kingdom of Og, gave I unto the half

12. And this land we took] The discourse resumed from 7. 103
a more exact definition of the same lands.

Srom Aroer...by the valley of Arnon] 13 MSS and some Versions
read on the lip of A,, as in ii. 36.

half...Gilead] As far as the Jabbok; to Ruben and Gad.
P, Num. xxxil. 1 fl.: land of Va‘zer and Gilad.

13. the vest of Gilead] From the Jabbok to the Yarmik. This,
with all Bashan, the kingdom of * Og, fell to the half-tribe of Manasseh,
and is further defined as all the region of Argob (see v 4). R.V.
following the Heb. punctuation adds ever a/f Baskhan, but as Rev.
Marg. suggests, this phrase is part of the next note: all that Bashan s
called a land of Repha‘im. In Num. xxxii. 1—32, 34--38 (a section
with obvious marks of P but containing earlier elements) only R®uben
and Gad are assigned land E. of Jordan. Moses' allotment there to the
half-tribe of Manasseh is recorded in deuteronomic passages, as here
and Num. xxxiii. 33 (editorial) ; while Deborah’s song, Judg. v. 14,
takes Machir as a W. clan, but J, Num. xxxiti. 39, 41, assigns the
conquest of Gile‘ad to Machir, son of Manusseh, and the capture of its-
towns to Ya'ir, son of Manasseh ; #. 40, adding that Moses gave Gile'ad
to Manasseh, is regarded as a later insertion both because of the
statement just cited from Deborah and because Judg. x. assigns the
Haww5th-Ya'’ir to Ya'ir, a Gileadite in the days of the Judges. There
thus appear.to have been two traditions of the occupation of Gile‘ad
by part of Manasseh, one as early as J (Num. xxxiii- 39, 41) followed
by D, which dates it under Moses; and one, which records the
conquering clan as settled first in W, Palestine, and thence invading
Gile‘ad under the Judges. This second tradition is preferred by many,
e.g. Wellh. Gesc.® 33, and Budde, who points out that the Bné
Yoseph could not have complained to Joshua, Jos. xvii. 14—18, that
they had only one lot if, besides this western territory which he gave
them, part of them had already received from Moses land K. of
Jordan. He proposes to insert Gile‘ad in Jos. xvii. 18, so as (o make
it the new lot granted by Joshua. But in thal case some allusion to the
crossing of Jordan would have been natural, nor would the occupation
of Gile‘ad have helped the Joseph tribe against the Canaaniles of
W, Palestine. Moreover, Gile‘ad is said to have been the father of
Abi‘ezer and Shechem (JE, Jos. xvii. 2; P, Num. xxvi. 29ff.) and
therefore older in Manasseh’s line than these W. septs of the tribe.

~So therc is something to be said for the accupation of Gile‘ad by
Magasseh under Moses. But the whole matter is obscure. See
further Hastings, D. 8. 111. 230 f., AGHL, 577. Cp. the next notes.
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tribe of Manasseh; 'all the region of Argob, %even all
Bashan.. (The same is called the land of Rephaim. Jair
the son of Manasseh took all the region of Argob, unto the
border of the Geshurites and the Maacathites; and called
them, even Bashan, after his own name, Havvoth-jair, unto
this day.) And I gave Gilead unto Machir. And unto the
Reubenites and unto the Gadites T gave from Gilead even

L Or, all the region of Argeb (Al that Bashan is called &,
2 Or, with

14. ARCHAEOLOGICAL NoTE. It begins with the last clauseof o. 13 ;
see above. This reference of the conquest of Argob to Ya'ir conlrasts
with 2. 4—6, which assign it to Israel under Moses, and differs from
Num. xxxii. 41, which places the Hawwdth-Ya'ir in Gilead; cp.
1 Kgs iv. 13, and r Chron. il. 22, and as we have seen, on 2. 13, Ya'ir
s assigned by Judg. x. 3 to the lime of the Judges. The phrase
unle this day also implies a date for this note later than that of Moses,
which is assumed through the rest of the discourse. The opinion,
therefore, is reasonable, that the note is a harmonising insertion altered
from Num. xxxii. 47. Note the awkward construction. The word
theme in called them Hawwith Ya'ir, confirmed by Sam. and LXX.,
has no proper antecedent (it cannot of course be explained by the
preceding beorder), while in Num. xxxii. 41 it correctly refers to the
preceding fent-villages. "Note, too, the awkwardness of a// Bashan as
it stands.  Moreover, the characteristic of Argob was not fent-vitlages
but fenced cities (v 4).—The Gshuré and Ma‘“kathi are placed by
Jos. sii. g, xiil. 11 between Gile‘ad and Hermon to the W. of Bashan;
that is the mod. Jaulan (Gaulanitis), but the Ma“kathi spread across
Jordan N.W. to Abel-beth-Ma‘skah in Naphtali, 2 Sam. xx. 14 f., etc.
These two were Aramean {Gen. xxii. 24; 2 Sam. xv. §; 1 Chron. xix. 6} ;
Israel failed to expel them (Jos. xiii. 3); David fought the king of
Ma“kah (z Sam. x. 6, where the LXX ’AuaAix is probably an error;
the Geshur of 2 Sam. iii. 3, xiii. 37 f. may be another tribe of that
name S, of Judah, Jos. xiil. 25 1 Sam. xxvii. 8); 1 Chron. ii. 33, where
Gshur 15 said to have taken the II. Ja’ir, and xix. 6, are corrupt.—
Lawwoik, cp. Ar. hiwa‘at **a collection of tents.”

158.  And 7 gavy Grlead unto Mackir] Not irreconcilable with o 12
where the N. hall of Gile‘ad is assigned to half-Manasseh, for Machir
was held to have been the first and only son of Manasseh, and,
apparently, is even taken for all Manasseh { Judg. v. 14; Num. xxvi. 29?).
Yet there'is force in Dillm.’s contention that the author who had just
written 12 f. could hardly have immediately added the variant =. 15;
hen_ce the latter is reasonably taken as, like 2. 14, a later insertion
derived from Num. xxxii. 40.

16.  dwd unts the Reubenites, elc.] Since this verse repeats what is
already stated, it also is regarded as secondary. *The language of

4—2
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unto the valley of Arnon, the middle of the valley, 'and the
border #heresf; even unto the river Jabbok, which is the

17 border of the children of Ammon; the Arabah also, and

Jordan 'and the border #keresf, from Chinnereth even unto
the sea of the Arabah, the Salt Sea, under the ®slopes of
Pisgah eastward.

1 Or, for a border 2 Or, springs

6, however, is harmonious with that of ii. 36, and it is possible that
this sequence represents the older form of the narrative, before the
incorporation of the account of Og, for there seems no reason why
an editorial expounder should thus imperfectly reproduce statements
already made.” (Oxf. Hex., 11 252.)

the middle of the valley for a border] 'That is, the exact border
was not the edge. but the stream-bed of the widy.

17. the Arabak alse, and fordan for a border] The territory
included the E. strip of the ‘Arabah-——hence easiwards at the end of
the verse—with the Jordan as its W. limit, and this between Chinstereth
on the N. and ke Sea of the ‘Arabak on the S. On the ‘Arabah
see i, 1. Kinndretk was a town (Jos. xi. 2, xix. 35; the plur. Kinn®roth
a district, 1 Kgs xv. 20) either giving its name to, or taking its name
from, the Sea of Kinnéreth (Num. xxxiv. 11, P); probably the latter,
if K. be from Ainndr, iarp, as this suits the shape of the Lake; in later
tinies called the L. of Gennesaret, a name frequently but not plausibly
derived from Kinnereth (ZGHL, 443). The Sea of the ‘drabak (so
iv. 495 2 Kgs xiv. 23), the Salf Sea (so Gen. xiv. 3; Num. xxxiv, 3, 12;
Jos. xv. 2, §, xviil. 19}; both names as here in Jos. iii. 16, xii. 23;
called also fromt or L. Sea (Ezek. xlvii. 18; Joel il. 20; Zech. xiv. 8)
in contrast to the Mediterranean the éack or . Sea, xi. 24. The
Greeks gave the name Asphaltitis.  ‘The Dead Sea’ first occurs
under Augustus. Ar. Bahr L{t, ‘Lot’s Sea.’

the siopes of Fisgak] So iv. 49; Jos. xii. 3, xiii. 20. The Heb,
shieddtk is slopes rather than springs (A.V.) as appears from the masc.
form of the word, Num. xxi." L3 (#4e eshed of the wddies, which stretches
to “A#'s site and leans on the border of Moab), slopes, too, is most suit-
able in Jos. x. 4o, xii. 8, and with the use of the prepos. wader in this
verse.  Zhe Pisgalk (always s0) is the name attached by E (Num. xxi.
20, xxiili. 14) and by deuteronomic writers to *the western edge’
(G. B. Gray}, or the headlands, of the Moabite Plateau at the N.E.
corner of the Dead Sea. 7he keadland of the Pisgah, which Moses
ascended, . 27.*is in xxxii. 49 () Mz Nebo (cp. their identification in
xxxiv. 1), that headland S. of the W. ‘Uylin Musa which bears the
names en-Neba” and Ris en-Neha’, just opposite the N. end of the sea
(HGHL, 362/.). One of its lower steps, called Wat en-Na‘am, is
identified by Musil (Moad, 272, 274) with the slopes of the Pisgak. The
deep W. es-Seyile which cleaves this he takes us Abcl Shittim
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And I 'commanded you at that time, saying, The Lorop
your God hath given you this land to possess it: ye shall
pass over armed before your brethren the children of Israel,
all the men of valour. But your wives, and your little ones,

(Num. xxxiil. 4¢}; but the latter is probably part of the Jordan
valley. See further on Betl-Pe‘or, 2. 2¢g. The name Pisgah has
disappeared, unless we are (o recognise it in the almost equivalent Rés
Feshkhaly, a headland on the opposite coast of the sea.

18—22. DIRECTIONS TO THE Two-AND-A-HALF TRIBES AND TO
Josuua.

At that time Moses charged the two-and-a-half tribes to send their
warriors over Jordan till the conquest there was completed, deaving
their families and cattle in the cities already given them (18—20). At
that time, too, he charged Joshua (z1f.).—To the chaige to the two-
and-a-half tribes the parallel is Num. xxxii. 16—32, which says that
Revben and Gad (these alone) offered to send their warriors to the W.
campaign after building or fortifying cities for their children, and
“folds for their cattle E. of Jordan; and that Moses enforced this plan
with threats of disaster if it was not carried out. Of this composite
passage various analyses have been made; all that is-clear is that JE
narrated some such episode,—To the charge to Joshua, as that tine, the
Pent. has no parallel. On the ground that it auticipates 281, and
xxxi. 7 ff. it is removed by some alter . 28, where indeed it is suitable,
but by others has been taken to be no original part of the First
Discourse by Moses. Yet the Discourse is not so compact and free of
repetition that we need deny to its author such an anticipation of his
own words; nor would it be surprising that in the traditions with
which he worked there were recorded more than one charge to Joshua
or at least several emphases of the fact that Joshua was exhorted
by Moses; cp. i. 38. On the mixed forms of address, #ox and you,
see notes below.

18,  4dnd 7 commanded you] Them would be more natural, which
some read ; retain you, a symptom of the want of absolute preciseness
m the writet’s style.

armed] It is doubtful whether that is the original meaning of the
Heh, word or with loins girt, or stripped of superfluous clothing,
expeditus ; the same word in Num. xxxil. 21 ff. (JE?): P also uses it
but with 2 following noun #2. 27, 29 and Josh. iv. 13.

children of Israel] Not deuteronomic. See on iv. 44.

all the men of valour] “Ueb. sons of strength or valowr. Like our
Jorce the Heb. hail is also used for army, but with the article {e.g.
2 Sam. xxiv, 2), which does not occur in this phrase. The meaning 1s

all capable of bearing arms. .

18
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and your cattle, (I know that ye have much cattle,) shall
abide in your cities which T have given you; until the Lorn
give rest unto your brethren, as unto you, and they also
possess the land which the Lorp your God giveth them
beyond Jordan: then shall ye return every man- unto his
possession, which I have given you. And I commanded
Joshua at that time, saying, Thine eyes have seen all that
the LorRD your God hath done unto these two kings: so
shall the Lorp do unto all the kingdoms whither thou goest
over. Ye shall not fear them: for the Lorp your God, he
it is that fighteth for you.

19. wneck cattle] Cp. Num. xxxil. 1. Inthe O.T. Mo‘ab, Gile'ad
and Bashan, the seats of the two and a half tribes, are celebrated for
their cattle, imported thence to W. TI'alestine, which has inferior
pastures. See the writer’s Jerusalem, 1. 307, 321 ff. and HGH/,
523 f.

which I have given you] w. 121.; so Num. xxxii. 2q, 33, 40.

20. wantil the Lorn give rest] So xii. 10, xxv. 1g, the deuteronomic
Josh. L 13, 15, xxi. 44, xxil. 4, xxiii. 1, and not elsewhere in the Hex. .
in this sense, though the verb occurs m other meanings.

beyond fordan] The standpoint of the speaker correctly ohserved as
in . 23. :

unto kis possession] See il 5.

21.  7hiwe eyes Jiave seen| Rather, Thine own eyes are they
that saw. The appeal to personal experience is characteristic of
Deuteronomy : cp. iv. 3, xiv 7. LXX reads vowr epes; but lhine is
confirmed by Sam.

ponr God] LXX B our God. Omit with Sam. The formula has
been added by a copyist.

22. Yo vhall not fear them] We may either take this Tl as
intended to comprise all the people with Joshua; or read, with Sam.,

*some codd. of the LXNX, and the Syriac, thon shall not jfear them.

Which was the original it is impossible to say.  All the versions have
the Pl in the Jast clause (LXX, B enr God), but to take it as there-
fore a late addition borrowed from i. 30 {(Steuern.) is somewhat pedantic;
the change from Sg. to Pl is here very natural. ’

23—29. MosEs’ PRAYER AND ITS REJECTION.

At that time Moses besought Gud to finish what He had legun and
show him all His greatness (23 £.), by letting him cross Jordan and view
the whole land {z23). Wroth with him on Israel’s account God refused
(26) and bade him ascend the Pisgah and thence view the land (27);
also he must charge Joshua as his successor in leading Isracl to their
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And I besought the Lorp at that time, saying, O Lord ;3

Gop, thou hast begun to shew thy servant thy greatness,
and thy strong hand: for what god is there in heaven or in
earth, that can do according to thy works, and according to
thy mighty acts? Let me go over, I pray thee, and see the
good land that is beyond Jordan, that goodly mountain, and
Lebanon. But the Lorp was wroth with me for your sakes,
and hearkened not unto me: and the Lorp said unto me,
Let it suffice thee ; speak no more unto me of this matter.
Get thee up into the top of Pisgah, and lift up thine eyes

heritage (28). They abode in the ravine opposite Beth-Petor (2g9}.—To
this prayer there is no parallel in JE; for the JE account of the ascent
of the Pisgah see xxxiv. 14 ff. Nordoes P record the prayer ; it ascribes
the exclusion of Moses to his own sin at Kadesh, and differently names
the Mt he ascended ; with 27 f. cp. xxxii. 48~5'z Num. xx. 12, xxvii.
r2—z2i. See further the notes immediately after this, that on i. 37,
and those on xxxil. 48 ff.

23. Mud [ besought the Lorp] In the Pent, the Heb. verb is used
with the Deity only here; but /o deseeck man in E, Gen. xlii. 21,

24. O Lord Gon) lleb. my Lord Jehovah.

thowt hast begun] But not fulfilled in my sight ! A pathetic emphasis.
Moses prayed to see with his own eyes the completion of the great
Providence carried so far at his hands. This temper s charac-
teristic of all Deuteronomy : the passion to experience the full-
rounded Providence of God in this life, absolutely no hope of another!
As time went on a nobler trust was born. The servant of Jehovah cus
off from the land of the living, yet sees of the travail of his soul and is
satisfied (‘1s il 11); and Jesus becomning obedient even winlo death
(Pl ii. 8), for the joy set before lim endured the cross, despising the
shame (Heb. xil. 2). Let this cup pass fron me. aecvertheless...thy will
he done.

thy greatiess| v. 24, ix. 26, xi. 25 and thy strong hand, see iv. 34.

what god 15 there, etc.] Ex. xv. 11.

25. the good land] i 3.

that ooodly monntain] To this day in Syria a whole range is called
in the sing. mountain ; and in fact from Nebo and the Ghor below it
all W. Palestine appears one compact mountain-mass.

and Lebanon]  In clear weather Hermon, the summit of what is
now partlculamed as Anti-Lehanon, is distinct from above Jericho and
the opposite hills, as one looks up the Ghér.

26.  But the LoRD was wrolh with me] 1leb. hith‘abber (lit. fo
exceed bounds) was envaged, a stronger term than that in i, 37, the note on
which see for the whole of this verse.

2. the top of Pisgak] Rather, the headland of the Pisgah. See
on . 17, and ep. Xxxil. 4‘4&' xxxiv. 1, and small priut on xii. 2.
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westward and northward and south“ard and edsmard, and
behold with thine eyes: for thou shait not go over this
Jordan.  But charge Joshua, and encourage him, and
strengthen him: for he shall go over before this people,
and he shall cause them to inherit the land which thou
shalt sec. So we abode in the valley over against Beth-
peor.

28 But charge Joshug] See notes introd. to this and the previous

section. In P (Num. xxvii, 15—21) the charge to Joshua precedes
the arrangement with the two and a half (ribes (Nom. xxxii.), while
in D it follows. No stress can be laid on this diffierence as D’s term 4/
that time is vague. But see Dri. 72 Joco. Cp. also xxxi. 1—8.

39.  the walley over against Beth-peor] Heb. the gai = hollow, glen,
ravine, inapplicable to the Jordan plain; rather one of the glens
descending to this from the Moab-plateaus That suits the probable
meaning of Pe'or, gap or cleft (Ar. frughrak, ‘a river-mouth’; cp. the
‘other Phogor’ of Luseb. and Jer. near Bethlehem, the hodern
Kh. Fightir, PEF Map Sh. xvii.). Beth-P¢or abhrev. from Beth-
Batal-Pe'or, shrine of the B. of P. (cp. iv. 3). This gas of Israel’s
encampment, where also Moses was buried (xxxiv. 6), unnamed, but
defined as over against Beth-pe'or (so too iv. 46), is also nameless in E,
Num. xxi. 20, defined as 71 24e region of Moab, and these words are added,
headland of the Fisgak that looks upon the Yeshinon ; and Num. xxiii. 28

. givesa headland of Pe‘orthat looks out wpon the Veshimon; while Beth-Pe‘or

is placed by P, Josh. xiii. 20, with the slopes of the Pisgah and Beth-
Yeshimdth.  Again Euseb. and jer. describe Beth-phogor as near
Mt Phogor oppositc Jericho 6 Koman miles above Livias, the mod,
Tell er-Rameh, on the Jordan plain. These data suit the identification
of the gai with the W. ‘Uylin Musa, on the N. of the Nebo or Pisgah
headland (see on z. 15). So Dillm., G. A. Sinith (//GH 1., 564) and
G. B. Gray (Num. xxi, 20). Further, Musil (Mbad, 344 f., 348)
suggests for the Aeadland of Pefor the headland to the N. of W. ‘Uylin
Musa, and for Beth-De‘or the ruins and shrine esh-Sheikh Jéyet on one
of the steps of that headland, *thence one gets the best view of the
lower slopes and of the ]ordan valley.”  The stream of the wady
between these two headiands, before it reaches the Dead Sea, passes
the ruins es-Sueimeh, in which there is a possible echo of Ye¢shimon,
and Yeshimoth g and the bare district about this lies in [ull view of
both headlands. There is, therefore, no need to read Pisgah for Pe‘or
in Num. xxiii. 28 on the basis of Num. xxi. 20." On the whole the
above identification of 2k Gaf with the W, ‘Uyun Musa is preferable
to that with the next widyto the N., the W. Hesban {Driver). Conder’s
proposal for Beth-Pe‘or (Heth and Moab, 146), the headland by ‘Ain el
Minyeh, would remove #2¢ Gat too far south
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And now, O Is1ael hearken unte the %tatutes and unto 4
the judgements, which I teach you, for to do them ; that ye may

CH., IV. 1—40. HORTATORY PART OF THE FIRST DISCOURSE.

" The historical review closing with iii. 29, the rest of the discourse
consists of exhortations to practise the Laws about to be announced and
appeals to the nation’s experience. Four obvious divisions: (1) 1—8,
Commands tokeep the Laws, with a reminder of Ba‘al-Pe‘or; (2) g—24,
Ag'unst idolatry, with memories of Horeb; (3) 25—3r1, Predlctlons ofthe
nation’s destruction by exile if they fall into idoltry and of God’s mercy if
they then repent; (4) 32—40, Appeals to their experience of the
uniqueness of their God.—Though all four are concerned with the
spiritual nature and uniqueness of Jehovah, their form and their contents
both raise doubts of their unity, and of their connection with i. 6—iil.
There is no regular progress; repetitions of, and apparent discrepancies
with, t. 6—iii. occur; the passages on exile and repentance confined to
25—34 are held to be exilic; though the Janguage is mainly deutero-
nomic there are curions outcrops of terms either found only in D and P,
or elsewhere confined to v.—xxvi. On all these see below. Opinion
is, therefore, divided as to the unily of this section, its integrity with
1. 6--iii., and its date. Moore, Enc. Bril, holds these further reasons
for its exilic origin, that its monotheism is loftier than that of v.—xi.,
and that the greater part of it is but a homily on v. 25 ff. The fust
of these reasons is questionable—cp. 2. 19—and even if true would
be a precarious symptom of date : the second is also doubtful:

1—8. ENFORCEMENT OF THE IMPENDING LEGISLATION.

The main purpose of the discourse, the enforcement of the Laws
aliout to be given, for on the practice of these depends Israel’s survival
in the Land (1 f.})-—let them remember Ba‘al-Pe‘or ! {3f.}—as well as
their wisdom and fame as a people (5 f.}; what other has such a God
or such laws? (7f.). V. 1 closely joins with the preceding i. 6—iii.,
which indeed requires some such practical conclusion as is provided in
iv. 1-—4, and the unity of these zz. with i, 6—iii, is generally recognised.
but as we shall see there is no reason to doubt that 2. 5—8 also belong
to that unity.

1. And now) Emphatlc call to the practical purpose of the dis-
course ; the same in x. 12, the beginning of the last stage of the second
introduction to the Code.

O Israel, hearkenr] Sg. imper. confirmed by Sam. and LXX in a
context using the Pl form of address; an instance of the natural
transition by the same author from one to the other, cp. . 5 and i. 8.

the statutes and...the gudgentents]  Heh. /zuUzm and mishpatim, a
commuon title for the deuteronomic Laws, iv. 1, 5, 8, 14, v. T, XL 32,
NIL I, xxvi. 16 ; sometimes combined with or varied by mz':rzv:ziz, con-
mandment, and ‘cdwiéth, solemnly pronounced deciees (see on 2. 45)
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live, and go in and possess the land which the Lozrp, the
2 God of your fathers, giveth you. Ye shall not add unto the
word which I command you, neither shall ye diminish from
it, that ye may keep the commandments of the LoRD your
3 God which I command you. Your eyes have seen what the
Lorp did because of Baal-peor: for all the men that followed

[of means engraven or instituled, a statute covering ‘positive in-
stitutions or enactments, moral, ceremonial, civil (e.g. vii. 1—3, xii.,
xiv., xvi. f. etc.)’; miskpat, lit. judgement, judicial decision, °the
provisions of the civil and criminal law’ (Driver).

which I teack you] The participle, am about to teach you; cp. #. 3.
It is remarkable that in the Pent. D alone uses this verb—teach and
learn—of religion and the Law, and this no fewer than 17 times. The
idea 1s the samc as that of the prophets, especially Hosea and Jeremiah,
that true religion rests on the knowledge of God, the people sinning
because not wnderstanding with the heart {Heb. for the practical
intellect) what God is and demands; and perisking for lack of know-
ledpe.

that ye may live] as a nation! That the national existence depends
on the keeping of the Law is a principle of the deuteronomic writers.
Understood in a thoroughly spiritual temper it is uncontestable. Every
nation lives by loyalty to law, and the people who were loyal to the
spirit of this law wounld be strong and survive. As a matter of fact
Israel preserved its identity among the nations and survived the in-
fluences which overwhelmed the religions of its neighbours by its

"obedience. The l.aw was a fence about the people. But their danger
was to substitute the letrer for the spirit, as accordiug to both Jeremiah
and Jesus they did. On /fize cp. xxx. 6.

2. Ye shall not add wnto the word.. neither.. diminish from it] So
xil. 32 [Heb. xiil. 1], cp. Jer. xxvi. 2, Rev. xxil. 18{. That the Law
was tampered with in Josiah’s day is implied in Jer. viil. 8, the false pen
of the scribes has wrought falsehood. . Our verse and xii. 32 have been
wterpreted as if the deuteronomic law gave itself forth as the full, final
letter of the Divine Revelation. This is not so: ¢p. its promise of a
new prophet like to Moses, xviii. 15 fl.

which I conmand you] Again the participle, am about to command.
Sam. and Luc. add #%és day.

8. Your eyes have seerr] Cp. ils 21.

becanse of Baal-peor] Heb. in Ba‘al- Pe'or (=in Beth-Ba‘al-Pe‘or),
a place-namie as in Hos. ix. 10; cp. iii. 29. The sin and its punish-
ment are related by JE, Num. xxv. 1—35; then follows, 6—16, a
similar story about Israel and Midianite secductions, from P. DBa‘al of
Pe‘or was a local deity, otherwise unknown to us. Driver (Dent, 631)
questions the usual opinjon that he was a priapic deity, yet the close
association of the charge of warshipping him with that of illicit inter-
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Baal-peor, the Lorp thy God hath destroyed them from the
midst of thee. But ye that did cleave unto the Lorp your 4
God are alive every one of you this day. Behold, I have 5
taught you statutes and judgements, even as the LorD my
God commanded me, that ye should do so in the midst of
the land whither ye go in to possess it. Kecp therefore and 6
do them ; for this is your wisdem and your understanding
in the sight of the peoples, which shall hear all these

course with the daughters of Moab, combined with the notorious
impurity of the Syrian zeligions, appears to confirm the opinion.
thy God.. from the midst of thee) Note the change to the Sg. here
from the Pl.in the beginning of the verse. Sam. and LXX, probably
less originally, give Pl. throughout. ¥or similar changes see vz, 23, 29,
34; xi. 13, 14. :

4. ye that did cleave unto the LoRD your God] See on x. 20.

5. . Behold, I have taught you] The perf. of the verb in contrast
with the fut. in 2. 1 raises questions. Does Moses now refer to laws
which he has already promulgated from Horeb onward (so Driver)?
Hardly, for the rest of the verse implies the same statautes and judge-
ments as v. 1. Oristhis verse out of place bere, and borrowed from an
address by Moses after 1he promulgation of the deuteronomic laws (Dillm.,
Waestphal, Steuern., ete.)?  Or s it the mistake of a scribe (Kosters)?
Bertholet seeks a solution in the fact That when the Heb. verb for
behold (réeh, sing. but Sam. and LXX plur.) is followed by a finite
verb the perfect is used even where we should expect a future (e.g. Gen,
sl 41, 1 Chr. xxi. 23)., Thus the action in view is represented as if
it were already past (for a similar idiom™ ep. *the prophetic perfect’).

“ Theve is, therefore, no reason to question that @. 3 refers like 2. 1 to
the legislation imminent in Isracl; altermatively it may include the
laws given on Horeb, cp. 2. 14. In any case the chief objection to
taking 72, 5—8 along with 1—4 is removed.

whither ye go fir fo possess it] The only PL passage which gives this
phrase (though z. 1 has a variant) so distinctive of the Sg. passages
that in them it occurs 10 times. See on vi. I.

6. Aeep therefore and do them] So eight times In D (as also eight in
P); the sumilar 4eep (or qbserve) to do occurs some 20 times hoth with
Sg. and Pl.  This practical emphasis is characteristic of the Book.
Men are often content to remember the commandments,

Sor this ts your wisdom and your wnderstanding] Not your mere
possession of the law, but this your dodig of if, shall be your intellectual
strength.  Cp. John vii. 17. :

in the sight of the peoples, whick shall...sap] So actually it came to
pass. Loyalty to the l.aw ensured not only the natienal existence of
Israel (see on = 1}, but their fame among the Gentiles; wko shall say,
This great nation is a wise and understanding people. Most signally
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statutes, and say, Surely this great nation is a wise and
7 understanding people. For what great nation is there, that
hath 'a god so nigh unto them, as the Lorp our God is
8 whensoever we call upon him? And what great nation is
there, that hath statutes and judgements so righteous as all this

1 Or, God

fultilled by the fame of the Jews among illuminated Greeks after
Alexander’s conquest of Asia. Ilecataeus of Abdera, Clearchus,
Theophrastus, Megasthenes, Hermippus all call the Jews the philo-
sophers of the East (Jerusalem:| 11. 401, etc.). The cause of such a
fame was not of course the wise details of the Law, nor even that the
nation possessed and lived by it, in a way unparalleled by any nation in
W. Asia—the Greeks find the nearest parallel in India—but the
religious spirit of the Law, its unique monotheism. Apd so the dis-
course now proceeds to speak of Israel’s God.

Surely}] Heb, rak. Seeon x, 13. -

7. For what great nation.. kath o god so sigh} Both noun, dlokim,
and adj., #robim, are plural.  Elohim wmay signify a god, or gods, as
vi. 14 and elsewhere ; or the general idea of Deity, this chiefly but not
always in the mouth of, or addressed to, the heathen, e.g. v. 24, Gen.
xx. 13, Exod. xxxi. 18; or may stand for the God of Israel (cp. the
deuteronomic 2 Sam. vii. 23). Here it is either of the first three—a
god, gods or God (R.V. margd. The rest of the verse explains what is
meant by #Zg/h: He hears prayer and answers it by actual deeds. The
prophicts’ contiast of Israel’s experience of God with that of other nations
is constant and remarkable—a proof of the experimental, practical
quality of their religion. Jeremiah insists that the gods of the heathen
are vanities and do. nof profit them (il. 8, 11, 13: broken cisterns, 28,
xvi. 19§l ete.}; cp. the Prophet of the Exile (*Isai.” xliv. ¢f., xlvii. 12,
xlvill. 15} and his argument that Jehovah alone promises and fulfils
(*Isal.’ xli. 21 ff.). To all the prophets, but especially to Isaiah, God
is not only the infnitely sublime, but the infinitely near, hearing prayer,
ready to help, interested, vigilant and active in all the details of their
everyday life. Legal Judaism lost this sense of the constant nearness
of Gad, and did not compensate for the loss by its apocalypses.

8. And what great nation.. hath statutes.. so righteons] This chal-
lenge is as just as the preceding. Other great codes and systems of
ethics there undoubtedly were in Israel’s world (e.g. the Code of Ham-
murabi and various systems in Egypt). Bul the deuteronomic Torah
is rightly exalted above them—because of its pure religious fervency,
its revelation of the Divine character, and its enforcement, in the
details of human conduct, of the example of God Himself. Moreover,
the Law of no other nation in Israel’s world has exerted so practical an
influence on the ethics of mankind.  How necessary it was to impress
Isracl, both immediately before and during the Exile, with the djs-
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law, which I set before you this day? Only take heed to

tinction which the Law gave them among the nations is seen from such
passages as Ezek. xx. 32, xxv. 8. The beathen said Israel is /rke
all the nations, and Israelites were tempted to fall back upon the easier
cthics of their neighbours, we will be as the keathen. This is the
temptation of all recipients of high ideals and duties; none are more
exposed to it than Christians; they must remind themselves, as this
discourse insists, of the privilege and responsibility of those who having
known the better dare not be content with the easier. The substance
of these verses then is, Walk worthy of the wocation wherewith ye have
been calfed. The abuse of such a. conscience is the self-righteousness
born of a merely formal fulfilment of the Law (Luke xviii. 11). * Phari-
saism and Deuteronomy came inte the world the same day® (A, B.
Davidson, Hastings D8 11. 577)-

set before you] Not prescribe or enforce; but offer for your decision
and acceptance. So x1 26, 32, xxx. 1, 15, t9. The affirmation of
the people’s responsibility is characteristic of D.

9—24. AGAINST IDOLATRY:

The truth that is beneath the whole Law: God is revealed not in
images, but by words and deeds of redemption. Warned to lay their
experiencge to heart (g), Israel are reminded of the revelation at Horeb,
solely by words and the covenant (10—14); let them recall they saw
no form (r5) lest they make any idol of any living thing in earth, air or
sea (16—18) or worship the host of heaven, assigned by Jehovah to
other peoples (1g), but no gods for those whom He hath redeemed
for Himself {20).  For their sakes, Moses is not to cross Jordan (21 f.);
50 he enjoins them to take heed. Jehovah is a devouring fire (231.).

In substance the passage is a unity—except perhaps z. 19. In form
it is in the PlL address with a few transitions to the Sg.; all, except
v. 10, confirmed by Sam. and LXX. These are typical of the varions
causes which may have led to frequent transitions. The Sg. is logically
explicable in z. 9, perhaps too in 10} coincides in 19 with the only
change of subject, and so possibly marks a later addition ; in 21 may
be due to the later addition of a formula; while 24 is possiblya quota-
tion and the preceding #4¢¢ in 23 due to the attraction of its Sg.  The
language is in' the main deuteronomic, but the section has been taken
{along with 32—40) as from another hand than i, 6—iv. 8 (alternatively
L 6—iv, 4) on these grounds : that the same author would not have re-
peated in 21 f. what he has narrated in iii 26; that 1o ff. imply that
Moses is addressing the same generation as was alive at Horeb and are
therefore discrepant with i. 35 ff. and ii. 16, while agreeing with the
Second Discourse, cp. vii. 16; that of the phrases used some are
fqgnd in D only in v.~—xxvi.,, xxvili. {lst Zhon forget, 9, 23, Vi 13,
VIl 11, 14, 19, iX. 7, XXV. (g} which thine cyes have seen, 9, vii. 19,
X2ty op. xio 7 all the days of thy fife, 9, vi. 2, xvi. 3, xvil. 19};

el
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thyse]f and keep thy soul d1hgently, lest thou forget the
things which thine eyes saw, and lest they depart from thy
heart all the days of thy life,' but make them known unto
thy children and thy children’s children ; the day that thou
stoodest before the Lorp thy God in Horeb, when the Loxp
said unto me, Assemble me the people, and I will make
them hear my words, that they may learn to fear me all the

others are found only in P (male and female, winged fowl, anylhing
that creeps, 171.) or other late writers ( figiere, 16, iron furnace, 20).
Note, 100, pegple of inheritance, 20, for the usual pecudiar people. The

_discrepancy (see below) is not copclusive ; neither does the language

necessarily imply an exilic date ; even the phrases found elsewhere
only in I’ are very general. The similarities to v.—xxvi., xxviil. may
imply a date subsequent Lo the latter ; but are too few lu render such
an inference certain.

9. Onrfy] Not restriction to one point, but emphasis on the principle
of the whole of the Law. For the use of this restrictive adverb so fre-
quent in 1D see on x. 13,

take heed to thyself] Found in JE, Gen. xxxi. 24, cte., but frequent
in D-—g times thus, and 5 more generally.

keep thy soul Jdiligently] Rather, guard well thyself (cp 23 PIL )
or thy life ; cp. 1, that ye may live.

lest thou forget t/ze things which thine eyes saw] Tlie experience of thL
nation as a whole is meant, and not only that of the generation addressed.
So the prophets frequently call on their contemporaries to remember
what happened to the nation long ago. Heunce the transition in this
verse to the Sg. is natural and does not imply another author
Similarly throughout the following discourse v—xt. ‘See on x. 21,

thy keart] The seat not of the emotions but of the practical in-
lellect, or, as here, of the memory. Cp. our ‘to get by heart,” ¢ Jay
to heart.’

make them known unto thy children]  First instance of the frequent
enfurcement to hand on the religious tradition: 10, vi: 7, 20f., xi. 19,
Xxxi, 13, xxxii. 46.

10. the day] Governed by Jest thore forget in 2. g5 or an acc. of
time.

thow stoodest before.. thy God] So Sam., the nation being still regarded
as an individual ; LXX ye sfood.

Assemble me the people] See below on v. 22.

may learn fo fear] The frequent commands fo fear, or learu lo fear,
God, v. 29, vi. 24, viii. 6, x. 12, xiv. 23, xvii. 19, xxviil, 58, xxxi. i3,
associate that temper with ﬁmrmg, reading, or doing God’s law, or
walking in His ways. It is thus no inarticulate, brutish awe before
the unknown, which we call superstition, bul the vigilant, scrupulous
temper of a servant to whom Ius lord’s will has been fully declared—
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days that they live upon the earth, and that they may teach
their children. And ye came near- and stood under the
mountain; and the mountain burned with fire unto the
heart of heaven, with darkness, cloud, and thick darkness.
And the LorD spake unto you out of the midst of the fire:
ye heard the voice of words, but ye saw no form; only ye
heard a voice. And he declared unto you his covenant,
which he commanded you to perform, even the ten

cp. Lat. “religio’ and our general use of ‘religious’ and ‘religiously’
—an earnest, anxious obedience; never a mere feeling, but the intelligent
and loyal practice of a trust. See also on xiv. 23.

L. ye came near and stood wnder the mountain] I, Exod. xix. 17,
took station in the nether part of the mount.

burned with fire] ], Exod. xix..18, Mount Stnai was all on snioke...
as the smoke of a furnace, and...quaked greatly; E, Exod. xx. 18,
thunder, lightning, and mount smoking.

unto the heart of heaven) A characteristic deuteronomic addition ;
cp. i 28, -

pwi//z darkness, cloud, and thick darkness] The accumalation is
characteristic ; cp. E, Exod. xix. 16, thick clowd ; xx. 21, thick dark-
ness; 1Py xxiv. 15 6, 184, cloud.

12. the LORD spake...out of the midst of the fire]l So 15, 33, 30,
V. 4, 22, 24, IX. 10, X. 4. [, Exod. xix. 18, descended in fire; P, Exod.
xXiv. 17, the glory of Jehovak like devouring fire.

the wvoice of words...only...a votce] E, Exod. xix. 19, God answered
by a voice ; P, Exod. xxiv. 16, called out of the clowd ; X, Exod. xix. 10,
19, xx. 18, reiterates the sound of a trumpet, exceeding lond. The
omission of this by D is noteworthy.

ye suw no form] Heb. minak, form or shape; 1, Exod. xx. 4.
This feeling, that seeing is more sensuous than hearing, was shared by
the prophets, who forbad the presentation of God 1n any physical
shape, yet did not hesitate to use words describing Him in the likeness
of a man: father, hushand, warrior, even as a travailing woman,
xxxii. 18, *Isal.’ xii. 131, ‘

13.  fis covenant, which he commanded yorr) Heb. 09-¢k (prob. frem
A root=/e dind) meant any compact, contract or bargain: between
Iriends, 1 Sam. xviii. 3; man and wife, Prov. ii. 17; master and servant,
Job xli. 4; king and people, 2 Sam. v. 3 ; former foes, whether indi-
viduals, /d. iii. 12 f., or peoples, |, Exod. xxiii. 325 Deut. vii. 2 {the unly
nstance in D of its non-religious use); conqueror and conquered,
I Nam, xi. 1. A%k might apply either to the transaction or to the
binding conditions on which it was based ; the c#venant or the terms of
the covenant, i.e. ordinance or constitution. When the parties were of
unequal power the terms were imposed by the stronger.  So between
God and Israel ; //7s covenant which He commanded, here and xxix. 1.

-

-

1

3
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'commandments; and he wrote them upon two tables of stone.
And the L.orp commanded me at that time to teach you
statutes and judgements, that ye might do them in the land
whither ye go over to possess it. Take ye therefore good
heed unto yourselves ; for ye saw no manner of form on the

! Heb. words.

Used first in a religious sense by JE, Gen. xv. 18§, etc. of Gud's
covenant with the patriarchs ; Exod. xix. 5, xxiv. 7 fl. etc. with Israel
at Horeb; less used by the prophets, e.g. Hos. vi. 7, viil. 1; Jer. xi. 10,
xxxi. 32 ; but very frequent in Deut., iv. 31, vil. 12, viil. 18, etc., with
patriarchs (cp. vi. 18, ix &, xi. g, etc.); iv. 13, 23, V. 2,1X. 9, 1, IS5,
at Horeb ; xvil. 2 (?), xxix. I, 9, 12, 14, 21, 25 renewed in Mo‘ab. The
terms commanded by God were the words of the covenant, J, Exod.
xxxiv. 28, or th¢ covenant alone as here, ie. the Decalogue, but in
xxix. 1 the whole Deuteronomic Code ; book of the covenant, £, Exod.
xxiv. 7, the Horeb legislation, but in 2 Kgs x«iii. 2f., 21, cp. Deut.
xxix. 21, the Denteronomic Code. The tables of the Decalogue were
the tables of the covenant, ix. g, 11, 15; hence 1)’s characteristic name
for the Ark, the Ark of the Covenant, x. 8, xxxi. 9, 25 and in Josh.
A covenant was solemnised by a sacrificial feast, Gen. xxi. 28 ff., xxxi.
46, 54. llence probably the phrase 2 cuet or strike a covenant {&arath
b8rith), cp. prie Téurew. Beyond the frequent use of this phrase,
e.g. iv. 23, D nowhere associates the covenant with sacrifice. God
makes {faratk) it and it is Hiv; swears fo it ; forgets it not, keeps,
fulfils and establishes it, iv. 31, vii. 12, viil. 18, etc.; keeping covenant
and true love, vil. ¢, 12. Israel enfers into i, xxix. 12, and is bound
to keep and to do ¢t, passine.

the ten commandiinents] Words. So also x. 4. " E; Exod. xx. 1, all
these words. A gloss in Exod. xxxiv. 28 has the fen words. See Driver's
note on both passages ; and below on v. 5, ‘The Ten Words.’

ke wrote them wpon twe tables of stone] See below on v. 22. On the
‘covenants’ mentioned in the Pentateuch see Driver, Exod. p. 175.

14, And the LORD rommanded wme al that time, etc.] Heb. cm-
phasises e ; these additional laws given through Moses appear, from
the following phrase, to be the laws he is now about to publish, cp.
z. 3; yet the words af 2kat ¢éme point to the inclusion with them of the
laws at Horeb, £, Exod. xx. 22—xxiii. 33.

whither pe go over fo possess #] A phrase pecaliar to passages in the
PL address. Contrast . 5. See on vi. 1. i

V. 13 f. form a slight digression from the main subject of g—24, and
are taken by some as a later intrusion. But this is to forget the general
discursiveness of the duthor. See too next note.

16.  ye saw no manner of fornt] Resumes and repeats the reminder
in . r2 in a way that would have been unnecessary but for the digression
in £3f.; and proves that the latter is original.  Form, Heb. ffminah.
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day that.the Lorp spake unto you in Horeb out of the
midst of the fire: lest ye corrupt yourselves, and make you a
graven image in the form of any figure, the likeness of male
or female, the likeness of any beast that is on the earth, the
likeness of any winged fowl that flieth in the heaven, the
likeness of any thing that creepeth on the ground, the like-
ness of any fish that is in the water under the earth: and
lest thou lift up thine eyes unto heaven, and when thou
seest the sun and the moon and the stars, even all the
host of heaven, thou be drawn away and worship them, and

16. lest ye corrupt yoursefves] Act pernicloualy. '

a graven image] IHeb. pesel: any idol carved in stone or wood.

JSegure]l Heb. semel, only here; Ezek. viii. 3, 5; 2 Chron. xxxifi. 7,
3, the Phoen. apparently for a statue, dvdpids (C/S 1. i. 41, line 1
88, lines 2, 5; 91, 1). So here of the human fgure as the following
words show.

the likeness, etc.] Rather, the bulld or monld, Heb. tabnith, of male
or female. )

17.  the likeness] Again fabnith.

winged forl] Heh. bird of wing : cp. P, Gen. viL. 143 i. 21

18. the water under the earth) The Hebrews conceived the sea not
only as lower than and round the earth, but as passing beneath it {the
earth being established or fixed over it} and so forming the source of all
fountains, many of which in Syria are salt, and of all streams. Cp,
Pss. xxiv. 2, xxxvi. 6, the great decp; Am. vii. 4; Jon.il. 3—6, and see
helow on xxxiii. 13. .

19, lest thow lift up thine eyes unto heaver] Change to Sg., confirmed
by Sam. and LXX.

-

1
I

-

and when thow scest 1# sun, etc.] xvil. 3 : sun, moon or any of the

“hest of heaven. Unlike the warnings against idolatry this one is not
found in JE or P, Zle host of heaven was the dominant influence in
Babylonian religion, and though there are traces of astral worship from
the earliest times in the neighbourhood of Jerusalem (cp. Bit-Ninib in the
Tell-el-Amarna Letters, Beth-shemesh, etc.), it first became an active
danger to Israel, when under Ahaz Assyrian example began to tempt
the people of Jehovah, and in the last days of N. Israel, 2 Kgs xvii. 167
and in Judah under Manasseh, 2 Kgs xxi. 3, s, xxiit. 4, §, 17, Assyria
imposed on her tributaries the forms of Babyl. culture. Cp. the pre-
exilic prophets Zeph. i. 5; Jer. vii. 18, viii. 2, xix. 13, %liv. 17; Ezek.
viit. 16. These show that the worship was both national, in the temple,
and domestic. On the temptations in Jernsalem to the worship of the
heavenly host see Serusalem, 11 186 f. The natural seductiveness of
the worship is well indicated by the successive verbs used here.

thou be drawn away] Rather reflexive, lef thyself be drazon, xxx. 4,
[75 cp. the active form, xiii. 5, 10, 13 [1leb. 6, 11, 14].

DEUTERONOMY 5
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20 the peoples under the whole heaven. But the Lorp hath

2

2

=

[ =]

taken you, and brought you forth out of the iron furnace,
out of Egypt, to be unto him a people of inheritance, as at
this day. Furthermore the LoRD was angry with me for
your sakes, and sware that I should not go over Jordan, and
that 1 should not go in unto that good land, which the Lorp
thy God giveth thee for an inhertance: but I must die in

worship them, and serve them] Rather, bow down to them and
worship them. Cp. v. 9, viiil. 19, xi. 16, xvii. 3, xxix. 26 (25), xxx. 17,
and the addition to E, Exod. xx. 5.

which the LORD thy God hath divided unto all the peoples] Distri-
buted, or allotted.  An interesting attempt by the writer to reconcile his
great truth that Jehovah is God alone with the fact that the other nations
worship other gods (cp. xxix. 26), This is part of His supreme Pro-
vidence, Some find also in the words the feeling that such cults
preseived the Gentiles from utter ignorance of God, and cite Clem.
Alex. (Strom., V1. 14, r1o0f): the stars have been assigned to them, tra
wi) Téheor dPeot yerdpevor Tehéws kal dagplfdiwar, and as a guide to God
Himself, 0865 yap alr dobeiva Tois Edveow draxiyar wpds Pedw.

The coincidence of the change of address to the Sg. with the change
of subject leads some to take the verse as an intrusion by a later hand.
But it may be a later addition by the author of the context himself on
consideration of xvii. 3, and as this is in the Sg. form it would account
for his change to the Sg. here. But note the parallel under the whole
keaver with 1, 25.  In any case there is no need to take the passage
as post-exilic; the danger it would avert was, as the passages cited show,
especially strong before the exile.

20. But,etc.] Heb. But you, emphatic, kgth Jehovak taken. lsrael,
so taken and redeemed, must worship Him alone.

out of the iron furnace, out of Egypt} Cp. the deuteronomic 1 Xgs
viii. 5t and Jer. xi. 4. The increase of references to iron-smelting from
the 8th cent. onwards is noteworthy ; Jerusalem, 1. 332.

a people of tnheritance] cp. xxxil. g; elsewhere in D a peculiar
people, cp. vil. 6. :

o asalthisdayl Seeii. 30.

21.  Furthermore the LORD was angry with me for your sakes] See
on i, 37, iii. 26. The fact is again introduced here as a relevant motive
to the following exhortation ; this answers the proposal to treat it, on
account of its repetition, as.an intrusion. .

that good land) Heb. the; secon i. 35,

whick the LORD thy God givelh thee jfor am inheritance] Heb.
partic. 7s about fo give thee, xix. 10, XX. 16, xxi. 23, Xxiv. 4, xxvi. 1;
as an inkeritance to possess if, Xv. 4, XXv. 193 cp. Xix. 31; only in
D, and almost always with the Sg. address, bul cp. xxix. 8. The
transition to the Sg. is confirmed hy Sam. snd LXX,
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this land, I must not go over Jordan: but ye shall go over,
and possess that good land. Take heed unto yourselves,
lest ye forget the covenant of the Lorp your God, which he
made with you, and make you a graven image in the form
of any thing which the Lorp thy God hath forbidden thee.
For the Lorp thy God is a devouring fire, a jealous God.

When thou shalt beget children, and children’s children,
and ye shall have been long in the land, and shall corrupt

23, Take heed unto yourselves] See on wvw. g, 15; covenant, see on
2. 13; and for the rest ». 16. .

2% adevouring fire] Cp.ix. 3; a frequent description of God in
Tsaiah : xxix. 6, xxx. 27, 30 .

a jealous God] V. 9, vi. 15, ], Exod. xxxiv. 14, Jehovah whose
name is Jealous is a jealous God. These two expressions always
occur in Sg. passages; and the Sg. here may be explained as a quo-
tation.  Un jeafous see Driver on Ex. xx. 5.

26—31. THREAT OF EXILE WITH PROMISE OF (FRACE ON
REPENTAXCE.

If, with the slackness of increasing years, lsrael give way to idolatry
(25) Moses testifies that they shall perish from the land (26}, and bhe
scattered ‘among the peoples (27) where indeed they must worship
senseless idols {28). So far the Pl address. Dut if-—change to the
Sg.—in these latter days of tribulation the nation seeks and returns to
Jehovah it shall tind Him (29 f). He will not fail nor forget His
covenant (31).-—As we shall see from the notes the thieat of exile is no
sufticient ground for judging 25—28 to be an exilic addition, but there are
several phrases which only Id and P have. Others are found only in
xxviii. The exilic origin of 29—31 is mare probable. Dillm. denies a
connection hetween 25 and the preceding ; it seems to the present writer
that 23—28 is a natural continuation of z, 23. This, however, by itself
does not prove identity of authorship.

38, When thou shalt beget...and ye shall hawve been]l Read, ye shall
beget. The sentence illustrates the difficulties raised by the variant
forms of address. So quick a change from Sg. to Pl confirmed by
LXX (though Sam. has Pl. for both verbs), is logically possilile {¢kon =
the mother nation; ye=the nation and its children). Vet the Sg. is
more probably due to the attraction of the previous Sg., a copyist
naturally continuing the latter till the changed form arrested him.
For thy God both Sam. and LXX read your God. Thus the Pl. is
complete throughout 25—28. The word for beget only here, xxvii, 1
and in P. ‘

ye shall have been long] Or growsn oid ot stale, used of o/d corn, Lev,.
X¥Xv1, 19, and inveterate leprosy, xiii, 11, Here not werely living !rmg

5—-2

25
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yourselves, and make a graven image in the form of any
thing, and shall do that which is evil in the sight of the
26 LorD thy God, to provoke him to anger: I call heaven and
earth to witness against you this day, that ye shall soon
utterly perish from off the land whereunto ye go over Jordan
to possess it; ye shall not prolong your days upon it, but”
27 shall utterly be destroyed. And the T.orD shall scatter you
among the peoples, and ye shall be left few in number
among the nations, whither the Lorp shall lead you away.
28 And there ye shall serve gods, the work of men’s hands,
wood and stone, which necither see, nor hear, nor eat, nor

in the land, but growing aged in- spirit, losing spiritual freshness,
Similarly the prophets judged the wilderness days to have been the ideal
period of Israel’s history, the subsequent ages decadent.

corript yourselves] See on v, 16, graven image, etc., ibid.

do evil in the ayes of the LoRD] ix. 18, xvil. 2, xxxi. 29, and P, Num.
xxxil. 13 ; or good, vi. 18, xii. 28. .

10 provoke kim] ix, 18, xxxi. 2, xxxii. 16, 21, also in denteronomic
passages in Kings and in Jeremiah,

26. [call heaven and earth to witness against yorr] S0 Xxx.1g, xxxi.28.
Berth. points out that the older style’is earth and heaven. In controversy
hetween God and Israel nature is introduced as the executioner of His
judgements, or as suffering these with man; or as illustrating the steady
laws or principles on which God acts in the moral sphere; or as here
{cp. Mic. vi. 1 fl.) as witnessing against man. Enduring, the heavens
and earth, especially the mountains, have seen all the relations bhetween
God and man, and when His evils come will he able to testify that Gaod
had warned the people. But differently in xxxii. 1, g..

ye shall soon utterly perish from off the land] Verish that is as a
nation, vii. 4, xi. 17, xxviii. 20 and the deuteronomic Josh. xxiii. 16,
Soon, vil. 4, 22, ix. 3, 12, 16, xxViil. 20, .

whereunto ye go cver Jordan to possess it] characteristic of the Pl
passages. See Introd. and on zo. 5, 14 and vi. 1.

ye shall not proiong your days] Again, as a nation. In the Hex.
only here and iv, 40, v. 33, xi. 9, xvil. 20, xxil. 7, xxx. 18, xxxii. 47 ;
and passive, v. 16, vi. 2, xxv. 15. Cp. E, Josh. xxiv. 31.

27. few in number] Heb. idiom men of a number, easily counted,
instead of being innumerable, as the stars in heaven for multitude.

28.  ye shall serve gods, the work of mew's hands, etc.] The acme of
their punishment. They have chosen to serve.idols; idols must they
serve 1n a land where the worship of Jehovah is impossible, This scorn
of senseless idols, also in xxvii. 15, xxviil. 36, 64, xxix. 17, xxxi. 29, is
an essential temper of monotheisin, appearing also in Ilos. viii. 6, xiii.
23 Tsai. ii. &, 20, etc.; Jer. il. 8, x. 1—10, and most frequently in * Tsai.’
b, 19, xli. 7, xliv. g—20, xlvi. 61,
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smell.  But if from thence ye shall seek the Lorp thy God, 29
thou shalt find him, if thou search after him with all thy

-heart and with all thy soul. When thou art in tribulation, 30
and all these things are come upon thee, 'inthe latter days
thou shalt return to the LorDd thy God, and hearken unto
his voice: for the Lorp thy God is a merciful God; he will
not fail thee, neither destroy thee, nor forget the covenant

[*9
—

L Or, if in the latier days thow return

29.  Rur §f from thence ye shall seek. . thow shalf find] The Pl ye
is due either to the attraction of the plurals of the previous verses or to
a dittography. How easily the former worked is scen from the LXX
which carries the Pl. as far as search after him. Read with Sam. thou
shalt seek. Thus the Sg. stagpds throughout 2g—31.  Omit Aém after
Sind; ep. Jer. xxix. 13, .

wilh all thy heart and with oll thy sonl}  Heart the seat of the
practical Intellect (see on v, 9) 3 souwl of the desires, the two thus covering
the whole man. See vi. 5, x. 12, XL 13, xiil. 3, xxvi. 16, xxx. 2, 0,
10 (vi. 3 adds with all thy jorce), and deuteronomic passages in Josh.
and Kgs; once in Jer. xxxii. 41 of God. This enforcement of spiritual
thoroughness is characteristic of ID. = ’

30. all these things] lwmplied in 26 f.

in the latter days]  The end or issue of the days; frequently in the
prophets of what is beyond the period with which they are engaged.

and learken wunlo his voice] Found.also in JE. this phrase much
oftener occurs in D ; no less than 17 times.

31, a merciful God]l Cp. JE, Exod. xxxiv. 6.

he will not fail thee] Rather, will not let thee drop (Driver); will
Liold thee fast. Cp. xxxi. 6, 8; Josh. i. 5.

nor forget the covenant] See on v-13.

Further Note on 36—31.  The two parts of thiy 25—28 and 29—31
are probably separate; note the change of address. Berth. says that
the whole ¢ bears clearly the stamp of exilic authorship.” This is not
true of 25-—28, the threat of exile. After the exile of N. Israel in 72,
and the precedents in prophecy for a threat of exile (cp. Amos, Isdiah
and Jeremiah), and the notorious policy of Assyria towards subject races,
it would on the contrary have been strange not to have found in the
Pre-exilic deuteronomists, with their prophetic temper, some foreboding
of exile: Dillm. rightly says, ‘the threat of exile has nothing surprising
Init,” if we compare ch. xxviii. But the case is different with the
Promise contingent on the cunversion of the people in exile. In itself
't is as conceivable in D as in the.prophets {(whom it is impossible to
regard, as » powerful school of criticism does, as predicters only of

Judgemnent), but as Dillm. points out it lies here too far away from the
purpose of the exhortation!. Add to this reasons of form, (1) that the

1 There is an analogy, however, in xxix. f.
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32 of thy fathers which he sware unto them. For ask now of
the days that are past, which were before thee, since the
day that God created man upon' the earth, and from the
one end of heaven unto the other, whether there hath been
any suck thing as this great thing is, or hath been heard like .

33it? Did ever people hear the voice of God speaking out of

34 the midst of the fire, as thou hast heard, and live? Or hath

Jor introducing 32 ft. has no relevancy to 29—31, but continues 23—28
(see Driver), and (2} the change from the Pl. to the Sg. address—and
there is a strong case for taking 2g-—3r asa later exilic insertion like
xxx. 1—10. Berth.’s argument that 32 naturally follows 2. 24 is met by
the fact that it more naturally follows #. 28, and we have already seen
that 2 5—28 are the natural continuation gf v. 23. We may, therefore,
take 25—28 as integral, and only 29—31 as a later exilic intrusion.

32—40. THE UNIQUENESS OF THE GO OF ISRAEL,

This further appeal to the sole deity aof Israel’'s God is founded
upon the nation’s expericnce of the unparaileled revelations He has
wade to them, the unparalleled deeds which He has performed for
their deliverance (32—309) ; and it closes on the note with which the ch.
opened, Lhe enforcement of the practice of His laws (40).—Throughout
in the Sg. form of address; for apparent exceptions see on . 34
The section is joined by Berth. with 9—24 as one separate discourse,
but as we have seen 32 conunects even more naturally with 28. Over
against the change 1o the Sg. address we have to place the sympathy
of the contents and the similarity of the style with those of 2. 18,
"V, 32—39 best develop i 7, while 4o, which there is no reason for
supposing with Steuern. to be a mere scribal addition of formulas,
suitably rounds off the whole by a return to the keynote of 2. 1. 1f
iv. g—40 be a later addition to i. 6—iv. 8, it has been veryskilfully and
sympathetically added. ‘ .

32, For] The connection, as we have seen, is not with the imme-
diately preceding 29—31, but with either 28 or 24.

ask now, etc.]  The challenge is bold and characteristic of D.  From
the first of time, from one end of heaven to the other, nothing has ever
happened like that which Israel has experienced at Horeb or in the
deliverance from Egypt to which the next verses proceed.

the day that Ged created man] P, Gen. 1. 27, v. 1, created, bara',
P’s characteristic expression for J's made and formed,

whether there lath beerr]  Heb. brought viself into berng, happened,

38, weire of God] Rather, the voice of & god, and with Sam. and
LXX add living, Cp. v. 26.°

and live} v. 23 fl, The well-known belief of ancient man that it meant
death to come into close converse with the Deity.,
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God assayed to go and take him a nation from the midst of
another nation, by 'temptations, by signs, and by wonders,
and by war, and by a mighty hand, and by a stretched out

Y Or, érials  Or, evidences

34. Or nath God assaped] Rather, hath a god. ‘The verb nissas
is rendered in xxviil. 50 adventured, It is also used for the fempting or
testing of Israel by God, viii. 2, 16, xiii. 3 (4) (also in E), or of God by
l<rae1 vi. 16 (also in ]]:,) )

to g‘o] Heb. Zo come, which is better, meaning to come upon earth.

by temptations, by signs, and by wonders] vii, 1g, xxix. 2 (partly vi. 22,
xi. 3). Twmptations, rather tests, provings or experiments, massirh
{from the verb explained in previous note), such as those applied to
Phara‘oh ; not ouly to prove him, but to offer him proofs that God was
with Israel—so in the account of the plagues in jE, especially Exod. viii.
o ft., ix. 27, Signs or. evidences, "othdth, in the widest sense, any dis-
tinguishing mark (e.g. blood on the duorposts of the Israelites, Exod.
xil, 13; a family mark or essigsz, Num. ii. 2); but usually of an action
or event attached to an oracle, either to illustrate or enforce ils meaning
{Isaiah stripped and barefoot, Isai. xx. 3) or to prove its divinity (Lsai.
vii, 3, etc.). These last, though startling, were not necessarily miraculous;
cp. 1 Sam. ii. 34, the death of Eli’s sons, Isai, viii. 18, the prophet’s
sons with the ominous names and as above, Isai. xx. 3; but as 1n the
cases before us they might be so.  Orientals make no distinction, except
of degree, between one kind and another.  Wonders, mdphtthim
(usually with sigzs; in addition to deuteronomic passages quoted above,
and xili. 1 (2), see Isai. viii. 18, xx. 3), rather portents, more closely
attached to the idea of the extraordinary than sign is. Also with the
particular sense of foreshadowing, prodigizem ; cp. Zech. iii. 8. See
also Driver’s Exodus p. 59.

by war] To ask whether this implies a supernatural element, or

ssimply the inspiration of Israel’s armies, is to ignore the fact that Israel

themselves made no such distinction.  Jehovah himself was their war-
lord. ¥, Exod. xiv. 13, fehovalr shall fight for you, ye shall hoid your
peace; B, id. 24 b, He discomfited the Egypian host; J, id. 15, He took
off their chariot-wheels.. so that the Egyptians said, fehovah fighteth

Jor them. But in other cases Israel themselves also fought.

by a wiighty kand] In D 10 times, both with Sg. and PL ; iii. 24,
thy mighty hand; followed by ontsiretched armi, as here, v. 15, vil. 19, °
xi. 2, xxvi. 8; alone, vi. 21, vii. 8, iz. 26 ; followed by great terrors,
xxxiv, r2. In JE {?), Exod. iil. 19, vi. 1, alone; cp. xiii. 14, 16,
strength of hand, )

and by a stretched out arme] In D 6 times both with Sg. and PL; of
which five times {as above) with a mighty kend, and once ix. 29 with
great power. Elsewhere in the Hex. only in P, Exod. vi. 6, which also
uses the verb strefck fortk in Exod. vii. 5.
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arm, and by great terrors, according to all that the Lorn
35 your God did for you in Egypt before your eyes? Unto
thee.it was shewed, that thou mightest know that the L.orD
36 he is God ; there is none else beside him. Qut.of heaven
he rnade thee to hear his voice, that he might instruct thee:
and upon eaggh he made thee to see his great fire; and thou
37 heardest his words out of the midst of the fire. And because
he loved thy fathers, therefore he chose their seed after them,
and brought thee out with his presence, with-his great
38 power, out of Egypt; to drive out nations from before thec
greater and mightier than thou, to bring thee in, to give
39 thee their land for an inheritance, as at this day. Know

{;rfat terrors] Heb. mérdim, terrifying things. [XX dpapora,
mard'im, accepted by Geiger; but it is weaker than the other. Cp. x.
21, great and lerrible things.

Jor you] LXX omits and for your God gives our God. The only
plurals in this section; probably editorial.

before your eyes) Heb. thine eyes; the your of both EVV shows how
easy it is fo change the ariginal forms of address under the influence of
attraction : there is a similar instance in A.V. iv. 3 you for thee.

35. Unto thee it was shewed Heb. Thou, thyself, wast made to
see ¢, Again an emphasis on the e.\penmental character of Israel’s
religion.  Jehovah does something! The formative effect of the
tradition of the Exodus on that religion cannot be overestimated.

38. Seeonw. 135.

that ke might instruct thee] dlscipline thee, ‘that the peaple might Le
brought to a temper of becoming reverence’ (Driver).

37.  And because he loved thy fathers] So Hos. xi. 1f. - In Pent.
only here and x. 15; but cp. vii. 8, 13, xxiil. 5. The free grace and
election of God is to the prophets and D the original metive of the
wonderful and unparalleled history.

and chose tkeir seed affer them] So Sam., LXX, Syr., Targ. aud
Vulg. Heb. has /s seed after kém which would mean Abraham. The
change to the Sg. is interesting as showing how easily a writer passed
(rom one number to the other.  On c/ose sec vii. 6.

38. o drive ot nalions from beforc thee] Teb. to dispossess. . from
before thee; 1x. 4, 5, xi. 23, xviil. 12 (and the probably editorial Exod.
XXxiv, 24); cp. vil. 17, ix. 3, 5. For another form of same vh also
with obj. of person see on ix. 1. Both are characteristic of D and
occur both with Sg. and Pl

greater and mightier than thou] vil. 6. Seeix. 1.

o give thee thelr land for an inkeritance] Seeon 1. 38, v. 31.

as at this day] ‘The reference may be either to the territory L. of
Jordan, or (by an anachromsm) to Palestine generally ; the ‘similar
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therefore this day, and lay it to thine heart, that the Lorn
he is God in heaven above and upon the earth beneath:
there is none else. "And thou shalt keep his statutes, and 40
his commandments, which I command thee this day, that it
may go well with thee, and with thy children after thee, and
that thou mayest prolong thy days upon the land, which the
Lorp thy God giveth thee, for ever.

language of vii. 1 end, ix. 1, xi. 23 favours the latter interpretation’
(Driver). .

39. AKwmow thergfore] The apodosis in the long sentence 37--3¢
begins here and not as the R.V, gives it with chese in . 37.  See on
viie 9.

lay @ to thine heart] Heb. dring back to thy heart, ie. mind or
memory. See on v. 29, and v. 6. .

40.  thown shall keep his statutes aind kis commandments| Return to
the keynote in 7. 1. .

prolong (hy days]  See on v. 26,

41—43. HISTORICAL NOTE.

Zhen, ie. at the time of the preceding discourse in Moah, Moses
set apart three cities E. of Jordan as asylums for men, who unwittingly
and without previous hatred bhad slain their fellows: Beser, on the
Plateau, Ramoth in Gilead, and Golan in Bashan.-—The style of this
fragment is deuteronomic {see notes below). But.had it belonged to
the previous historical discourse it would surely have appeared somc-
where in 1. 18—29 (before the subsequent exhortations); and have
been expressed in the 1st inslead of the 3rd pers. sing. Nor is it
alluded 1o, nor presupposed by, ID’s law on the Cities of Refuge, xix.
1 ff.; indeed, it cannot have been known to the author of this law
which directs Israel to set apart three cities in the midst of the land
which God is going to give them, i.e. the whole land both E. and W..of
Jovdan! (with the proviso that if God shall enlarge the land they may add
three more). The fragment cannot have belonged, therefore, to the
original D. P, in Num. xxxv. g—34, records a law, as given to
Moses in Muab, on the sanre subject; but states it (r) far more
elaborately, (z) in a different vocabulary, and (3) with some differ-
ences of substance (see for details, Zntr. f6 FPent. 1211.). The cities
are to be six, three on either side Jordan, and to be appointed af7er the
people have passed over Jordan. In another P passage, Jos. xx. 1f.,
this is said {again with some difference of terms) to have been done

! This is the only fair interpretation ; if the law xix. 1 i, had meant three cities in
W. Palestine in addition to the three already set apart by Moses on the E. of Jordan,
it would surely have alluded to the latter. ~ The Jaw was obviously made in conse-
qQuence of the institution of the single sanctuary and without regard to any historical
tradition of what Moses or Joshua had done. :
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41 Then Moses separated three cities beyond Jordan toward
42 the sunrising ; that the manslayer might flee thither, which
slayeth his neighbour unawares, and hated him not in time
past; and that fleeing unto one of these cities he might

by Joshua ; and the three L. cities named by him are tlg same as here.
From all these data the most reasonable inference is that this fragment
is the work of a deuteronomic editor either employing a tradition un-
known to P; or (more prabably} with P before him! and making from
it the natural inference that Moses had himself named the three cities E. of
Jordan.—If this be correct the fragment is an interesting illustration of
the tendency (in many nations) to- develop historical narrative out of
law. In the earlier legislation (E, Exod, xxi. 12—14: see Driver's Ex.
215f.) asylam is granted at every altar to him who has slain a man
accidentally (but not to the wilful murderer). When all the altars wete

- abolished by the deuteronomic legislation, except that of the Single
Sanctuary, it became necessary to sanction asyla at a certainsnumber of
other places. This is done by D (Deut. xix. rff.). The places were
chosen partly (as is evident from the towns named W. of Jordan,
Kedesh, Shechem, and Hebron) because they contained ancient sanc-
tuaries and partly bécause of their convenience (evident equally from
the towns chosen E. and W. of Jordan). From this arose the tradition?
that the selection had been made in the earliest times ; but one form of
the tradition assigns the naming of the three towns ¥. of Jordan to
Moses ; the other assigns the naming of all six to Joshua.—Why the
deuteronomic editor should have put-the former just here it is im-
possible to determine,

a1,  Then Moses separafed]  Rather, set apart. In x. 8 the verh is
used of God’s solemn separation of Levi to bear the ark, etc., and in
xxix. 21 {20} of the idolater to evil. The form of the verh here has the
force of begun, or proceeded, to set apart.

three cities] On the number, and its contradiction of xix. 1 fl., see
above, note introductory to this fragment.

beyond Jordan] Asini, 1 the writer writes in W. Palestine. This
is put past doubt by the additional clause, toward the sunrising, cf. v. 47.
P omits swen and writes fowards the rising, v. 49 and Num. xxxii. 19,
XXXIV. 1/, - -

42,  unawares, and frated hine ot in Hime pas/] The same termino-
logyas in xix. 1 ffl.  Yor this E has lies net in wait but God delrvers him
tnto his hand (in contrast with wiffuelly), Exod.” xxi. 12— 14; but P
gives another term, in error or fradvertence, Num. xxxv. 11, 12, Josh.
xx. combines both phrases zo. 3, s, 9.

! The editor who compiled Pavith JED.

2 The above data shew that the tradition (1) could not have Leen earlier 1thun the
deuteronomic legislation, for every altar before that provided an asylum: and (2) that
it was later than the deuteranomic legislation.
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live : namely, Bezer in the wilderness, in the *plain country, 43
for the Reubenites; and Ramoth in Gilead, for the Gadites;
and Golan in Bashan, for the Manassites.

' Qr, table land

43. Bezer] Beger ; described, as here, in Josh. xx. 8; and in Josh.,
¥xi. 36 along with Yahas, Kedemoth, and Mepha‘ath. The name also
occurs on the Moabite stone, line 27. No modern equivalent has been
}ecovercd. The meaning of the name is the general one of wall or

ence. :

Ramoth in Gilead] Josh. xx. 8, xxi. 38 {with Mahanaim), Ramoth
of Gilead, 1 Kgs iv. 13, etc. It has been variously identified with
Es-Salt (because of the military and administrative importance of this
site, and the statement of Euscrgius and Jercme that Ramoth Gilead lay
15 Roman miles W. of Philadelphia = Rabbath-‘Ammon), and with the
ruins called el-Jal*id, 6 miles N. of es-Salt. The Biblical data, how-
ever, imply a site N. of the Jabbok. Some have fixed on Jerash, but
a site still further N. seems necessary. = There Gadara {because it must
always have been a fortress of importance, debateable between Isracl
and Aram, and because it is not otherwise mentioned in the O.T.) and
Remtheh (both because of its position and its name) seem most suitable.
Salhad bas been suggested, but it lies too far E., and its own name was
too well known. See further ZGHL 587 1., G. A. Cooke in Driver's
Deuteronomy (31d ed.), Add. p. xx; Cheyne, £. B. go14fi.

Golan) Josh. xx. 8, xxl. 27. The I'avhdary of Josephus (x111. Ars.
xv. 33 1 8. /. iv. 4, 8) was in Eusebius’ time *a very large village in
Batanea.” To-day the riame Jaulan corresponds to the I'avAariris of the
Greek period, E. of the Lake of Galilee and between the Yarmik and
Hermon. Schumacher identifies the town with the modern Sahem-el-
Jaulan, 15 miles E. of the Lake. See HGHL 444 n. 2, 530, 553.

44—49. INTRODUCTION (OR INTRODUCTIONS) TO THE FOLLOWING
DiscoursEs AND LAWS (v.—xxvi.).

The appearance of a fresh heading at this point—between (he two
distinct sets of discourses i. 6—iv. 40 and v.—xi., which are further
separated by the historical fragment, iv, 41—43—raises questions at the
heart of the problem of the structure of the book of Deuteronomy. Does
it signify that once the book began here and consisted only of the dis:
courses v.—xi. and the laws xil.—xxvi.; i. 6—iv. 40 having been pre-
fixed later? So Graf, Kue., Wellh., Konig, etc. Or is the appearance
of the heading just here compatible with the theory that the whole of
i—xxvi. is the work of one author? So Diillm. and Driver on the
ground that a new title would not be unnatural where the actual ex-
position of the law at last begins (i. 6-—iv. 40 having been mainly
historical). Gther alternatives arise from the structure of the heading.
Like that ini. 1—3 it is apparently composite.  F7. 444 45 seem two
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44 And this is the law which Moses set before the children

independent titles ; 2. 46—49 not only accumulate details after the
manner of some other titles in the 0.T. but contain a slight difference
of style: in 47 D's towards the sunrising, but in 49 P’s shorter form
.of the saine (see ot z. 41 and the notes below). Other non-deuteronomic
phrases are set before and ckildren of fsrael, thrice (see below on 7. 44} 5
but both the contents, and with one exception the language, of 46—49
closely recall parts of chs. ii. and iii. Recently there has been a general
disposition to break up the heading. Steuernagel supposes 44 and 45
to be respectively the titles of the two documents, in the Sg. and in
the Pl. form of. address, which he traces throughout chs. v. fl.;
Bertholet takes 44 as the transition from the first introductory address,
iI.—1il., to the legislation proper, xii. —xxvi.; and 45-—49 as an intro-
duction to ch. v.; Cullen takes 44 with 45¢, 464 as the title to the
uriginal environmeut of the Law code or ‘Torah,” but 45aé, 46 b
as that of the first combined edition of the ‘Miswah’ and ‘Torah’
(see Introd. § 1). The variety of these hypotheses alone shows their
precarivusness; and there is this further objection to finding in the
double title, 44 and 43, headings to the original documents of D, viz.
that even in these verses non-deuteronomic phrases occur. The whole
passage looks editorial: one piece (Dillmann) in the cumulative style
beloved by later scribes rather than a growth from an original nucleus
(Driver). . Why then was it inserted just here? Dillm.’s and Driver’s
answer, because at last with ch. v. begins the actual exposition of the
law, is hardly relevant; because in that casg @ 44 or 2. 45 would
have contained some such verb as the expound which we find in the
title 1. 5. Indeed, that title is inore suitable here than where it stands,
for -it describes better the expository and hortatory character of v. ff.
than the prevailing historical style of i. 6—iv. 40.— On a review of the
data and these arguments it seems to the present writer more possible,
and even probable, that part of 1. 1—35 (and more particularly 3)
originally formed the introduction to the combined discourses and laws,
v.—xxvi.; that it was divorced frown these by the prefixing to them of
i. 6—iv. 40; and that when the whole book 1, — xxvi. was thus consti-
tuted, it was found convenient for its practical use to supply a new
heading to chs. v. ff. (v. 1 being too slight for the purpose), which
should at once indicate that a new set of discourses begins here, and
at the same time fornish a summary of the historical situation in which
the discourses and legislation were delivered as described in chs. ii., iii.
Such a suggestion is at least suitable to the salient features of iv. 45—49:
that the language is partly post-deuteronomic and that part of the sub-
stance is based on chs, ii., 1ii.

44, And tis is the law]  So too Sam.; LXX, Vg, and Pesh. omit
and. -A slight symptom of the fact that this title once stood at the very
beginning of an edition of D, the conjunction having been added when
other matter was prefixed to it. On /aw, 7'8rak, see i 5, xxxi. 1, etc.
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of Israel: these are the testimonies, and the statutes, and
the judgements, which Moses spake unto the children of
Israel, when they came forth out of Egypt; beyond Jordan,
in the valley over against Beth-peor, in the land of Sihon
king of the Amorites, who dwelt at Heshbon, whom Moses
and the children of Israel smote, when they came forth out
of Egypt: and they took his land in possession, and the
land of Og king of Bashan, the two kings of the Amorites,
which were beyond Jordan toward the sunrising; from

set before] Heb. sam liphne instead of the synonymous nathai liphis
usual in D.

ckhildven of [srael} Heb. bne Yisra’el. So E, x. 6; JE(?), xxxi. 19,
22f.; P, i. 3, xxxii. 51, xxxiv. 8 f. and in titles here, vz. 45, 40, xxix, 1
(xxviil. 6g). In D the usual term is @/ Jsrael. {Bue Visra'el iniii. 18,
xxiti. 18 is no exception, for there and probably also in xxiv. 7 it means
only sonus, i.e. males, of Israel.) :

48. the testimonies] An unsatisfactory translation of Heb. ‘édoth.
As the kindred verb signifies to solemnly affirm, attest, protest and
warn, ‘edsth may mean either (1) decrees or edicts, or (1) solemn ex-
hortations. - Its association with sfatufes and judgements, here and again
in vi. 20, and with commandments and statutes in vi. r7, where it
stands not before but between these tw. legal terms, favours the former
alternative. Similarly P uses the related form ‘edsit4 for the Decalogue.
Steueraagel’s opinion that ‘ediith here covers the following hortatory
discourses is therefore, while possible, less probable. Bertholet, limiting
the reference of vz, 43—49 to ch. v. (see introd. to this section), sug-
gests that ‘edst% means the Decalogue in ch. v.

statutes, and the judgements] See . ).

children of [srael] See v. 44.

when they came forth out of Egypd] An illustration of the writer’s
late perspective. For thus to date legislation given in Moab forty years
after the actual Exodus, was not possible for Moses himself or for a
writer contemporary or nearly contemporary with him ; but only for one
viewing the whole progress of Israel from Egypt to the Promised Land
from a very distant standpoint.

48. beyond Jordan] Seei. 1.

the valley over against Beth-peor] iii. 29.

whom Moses and the children of Israel smote, etc.] This part of
2. 46 and . 47 are, of course, superfluous after chs. ii. and in. But
their superfluity does not necessarily prove that they were placed here
b;']fa're i. 6—iii. was prefixed to chs. v. fl. For vz. 481, are based on
ch. iii.

47, foward the sunrising] See v. 41.

48, 49. from Aroer, etc.] These two ve. are a summary, with one
addition, of what has been narrated in ii. 36, iii. 8, 17, g.2.

45

40
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Aroer, which is on the edge of the valley of Arnon, even
unto mount Sion (the same is Hermon), and all the Arabah
beyond Jordan eastward, even unto the sea of the Arabah,
under the *slopes of Pisgah.
! Or, springs

mount Sior)  Still another name for Iermon {(see iii. 9), confirmed
by L.XX. The Pesh, Siriosz is probably derived from iii. 9. The Heb.
Si'on (not to be confounded with the Jerusalem Siyyon, A.V. Zion)
means elevation. - )

eastward} ad orfentem, P’s equivalent for D’s forwards the sunrising.
See 2. 41.

B, Cus. V.—XI. THE Skcoxp DISCOURSE INTRODUCTORY TO
THE LAWS. )

This discourse is characterised throughout by emphasising, as the
foundation of everything, Isracl’s relation and duty to Jehovah their
God. Without love, fear, and loyalty towards Him, without a know-
ledge of what He is and has shown IJimself to be in their experi-
ence, without a grateful remembrance of what He has done for them
in Egypt and the wilderness, and an equal sense of their utter de-
pendence upon Him for the blessings of the Land to which He is
bringing them—without in short a jealous guarding of their heart in
reverent awe and warm, undivided affection to Himself—they cannot
keep His Laws with any constancy or power. It is the warmth and
singleness of aim with which this spiritual theme is pursued that weld
these chapters into a unity. 'There are, however, not only many smail
intrusions by the hands of editors, interrupting what is the particnlar
theme of the discourse for the moment (on these see notes to separate
verses), but signs that the main body of the discourse has been
compiled from more than one source. Throughout the Sg. and PL
forms of address succeed each other for longer and shorter sections;
and these sections are at the same time marked by certain differences of
subject, of attitude and temper, and of language, The two principal
sections in the PlL., chs. v. and ix. 7é—=x. 11, are mainly historical and
retrospective ; and the former includes the Decalogue in the Sg. as
obviously a quotation. The Sg. sectivns which form the bulk of the
discourse are mainly, though not efclusively, hortatory; and it is they
alone which dwell on the beauties and blessings of the Land, 10 which
Israel is coming. For further details of the distinction between the
two, see the separate notes; and for the general questions raised see the
Introduction, § 8.

CH, V. PROLOGUE TO THE SECOND DISCOURSE INTRODUCTORY

TO THE Laws.

This chapteris fairly complete in itself; and—apart from its quotation
of the Decalogue—carries throughout the PI. foym. of address, whereas
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immediately after it in ch. vi. a change is made to the Singular, which
then prevails for several chapters. On these grounds and because the
subject is peculiar to itself Bertholet lakes ch. v. as a separate discourse
designed—perhaps for a ¢ people’s edition’ of the deuteronomic code—
to correlate the Decalogue.with that code. But there is no reason why
such a design should not have béen carried out by the authors of the
Code, whose scope included history as well as legislation. Steuerunagel,
who analyses v.—xi. into two documents, one in the Pl. address and
mainly historical, and one in the Sg. and mainly hortatory, takes ch. v.,
of course, as belonging to the former.

Moses (no date or place is given, but the discourse is under the title
iv. 45—49 which gives both) summons Israel to hear laws which he has
to speak to them (z. r). But hrst he 1ells them of the origin of these
(which is also alluded to in iv. r1—r4). He reminds them that at
Horeb and with the present generation (this in contradiction to ii. 14 {.},
God had made a covenant, addressing them directly out of the fire
(while Moses stood between to declare the purport of the awful Voice)
(2—5). The words of that covenant were the Ten Words which he
now quotes {(f—21). To these, spoken to the whole Assembly, God
added no more but wrote them on two tables of stone {(22). Moses
witnesses that having heard the voice of God and being still alive the
people had yet feared that the fire would consume them and if they
heard any more they would die {23—26) ; ‘that they had begged him to
go near and hear for them what God had still to say, promising their
obedience to it (27). Hearing their words God had directed Moses to
dismiss them to their tents {28—30), but himself to stay and re-
ceive a command, statutes and judgements to teach the people to do
in the land He was about to give them (31). Instead of immediately
announcing these commandments, uttered to himself alone at Horeb, he
first exhorts the people to obey them (32 1.).

This narrative is expanded, with some alterations of terminology,
from' the fragments of F. concerning the theophany and publieation of
the Decalogue on Horeb; Ex. xix. 13, 17, 193 xx. 1—21. (For the
cvidence that in Ex. xix. and xx. two accounts of the theophany at
Horeb have been mingled and for the discrimination of E from ] see
Driver's £xod. 168 ff. and W. R. Smith, O7/C?, foolnote on 336.)
E states that God descended on Horeb in thunder and lightning (D
with fire and darkness) and agrees with D (but see below) that the
Decalogue was then pronounced from the mount in the hearing of all
the people, that fearing death they begged God might speak to Mases and

" not to themselves, and that Moses drawing near received additional
laws. Then there is a great difference. In E the laws communicated
to Moses alone are presumably the so-called Book of the Covenant
which immediately follows, xx. zz—=xxiii. 33; in D they are, it is
evident, the deuteronomic Code xii.—xxvi., not revealed by Moses till
the people were in Moab 38 years from the time they had been at
Haoreb.  The interesting suggestion is made by Kuenen that originally
E had similarly assigned the publication of the * Book of the Covenant”
to the time in Moab, hut when that Code was replaced by the dengero.
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5 And Moses called unto all Israel, and said unto them,
Hear, O Tsrael, the statutes and the judgements which I speak
in your ears this day, that ye may learn them, and observe

2 to do them. The Lorp our God made a covenant with us in

3 Horeb. The L.ORD made not this covenant with our fathers,
but with us, even us, who are all of us here alive this day.

4 The Lorn spake with you face to face in the mount out of

nomic legislation, it was removed to the account of the occurrences at
Horeb.

1. called unio) i.e. summoned together. So rightly LXX.

all Israel) D’s characteristic phrase for the people : see iv. 44.

Hear, O Israel] The verb is the only Sg.in this Pl. passage. So
in the same association in other Pl. passages: iv. 1, xx. 3 (cp. i. 8).

the statutes and the judgements) also characteristic of D.

observe to do) also characteristic of I}; occurring some 20 times
both with Sg. and Pl.; but many of the instances are editorial.

2. covenant] See iv. 13.

3. not...with our fathers] Rather, forefathers, i.e. the Patriarchs—
‘those great Grandfathers of thy Church!’—with whom, however, D
recognises a previous covenant, iv. 31, vii. 12, viii. 18. The immediate
fathers of the generation had all passed away before the entry into Moab,
accordingto ii, 14 £, Here it is said emphatically that those with whom
the covenant at Horeb had been made were stil! ali—uus, all of us—alive
here this day. Dillmann meets the contradiction by taking ii. 14f asa
later gloss. Others find in-it a proof of the difference of authorship
between the first discourses i. 6—iv. and the present series; but this still
leaves unsolved the difference within the former between i. jo and ii.
i4[. A more probable explanation is that the speaker is made to ignore
the tradition of the death of those who had been adults at Horeb (of
which the author cannot well have been ignorant} for rhetorical pur-
poses : (1) to emphasise the contrast hetween the Patriarchs and Israel
after the Exodus; and (2) to emphasise the new responsibility which
the Horeb covenant had laid on the latter, in all its successive genera-
tions. What Dillmann on 1. 30 says of the previous discourse is true
of this one (cp. xi. 2—7): ¢ In the whole discourse Moses conceives the
present generation as identical with the previous one.’

4. face to foce] 1.e. person with person, without the intervention of
another. The metaplior is hardly an instance of the tendency of D’s.
style to hyperbole?,  For although all that the people perceived was a

1 Donne, T/e Litanie, vii.

2 It is, however, an interesting illustration of how an O.T. writer (like so many. of
the prophets), while forbidding strenuously the representation of the Deity in any
‘material form, does not hesitate to use anthropomorphisms in describing His appear-
ances to men. Ch.iv. 12, 15 emphasise that Israel saw no manner of form in the
Moznnt; while v. 4 now asserts that God spake face fo sface with the people. What
is denied in fact, so as to exclude every excuse for plastic representations of the Deity,
is allgwed in metaphor.
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the midst of the fire, (I stood between the LorD and you at
that time, to' shew you the word of the Lorp: for ye were
afraid because of the fire, and went not up into the.mount;)
saying,

woice, o souird, of words (v, 12), this came at first déractly to the whole
people, and it 'was because they feared the effect of its direcsness. that
they begged Moses to mediate (zw. 22—27). But if not a hyperbole
the plirase face fo face needs qualification—it was only with Moses
that God talked (morally speaking) face to face (xxxiv. 1o, Ex. xxxii.
11); and so a qualification is given immediately in. parenthesis in the
-next verse.

ont of the midst of the fire] So in iv. 12 (but without the phrase pre-
ceding 7n the mount), 18, 33, 36; and v. 22, 23, ix. 10, X. 4.

6. ([ stood between the LORD and you.. .fo shew yore the word] In
Heb. a circumstantial clause: 7 standing between fehovak and you at
thae Lime, in order to publish, or declare, fo you the word, etc.; to
articulate what though direcsly declared had been in its awfulness
but a sound of words (iv. 12). It is impossible to say whetheér this
qualification is original or from a later hand.

at that time] See on i Q.

*THE TEN WORDs.”

In this series—see Driver, Exodus, 191 .5 cp. Chapman, Jutrod. o
the FPent. 112 fl.—the *Ten Words® have already been introduced,
analysed and annotated. But a statement of the textual data and the
questions they start is necessary also here, especially with reference to
the relations of the two editions (in D and E) of ‘the Ten Words’ to
each other and to other ¢ Words’ satd (by E and J) tohave been delivered
at Horeb.

First, the Names for this central Hebrew code: () ‘Words,” so E,
Exod. xx. 1 {a/ these words); either in the broadest sense of the term
sayings, wtterances, or more specifically werds of command or order as
used for a king’s decree, 1 Chron. xxi 4, 6, or for God’s, Gen. xliv. 2,
alvil. 30 and often elsewhere. (5) “'The Ten Words’ only in D {iv. 13,
Xo 4) rendered by A.V. Zhe Zen Cowemandments, which has thus
become the ordinary English title; the LXX translates more broadly
Th déka phpara and oi dérxa Abyor, whence the single term % dexd-
Aoyos, The Decalogue, the carliest known occurrence of which is in
Clement of Alexandria, Paedagog. 1. 89, etc. (¢) * The Covenant,’
also only in D; iv. 13 (H¥s covenant), 23, v. 2L ; cp. fables of the
Covenant, ix. 9, 11, 1533 ark of the Covenasnt of Jehovak, x. 8, xxxi. 9,
25 f ;5 when the same phrases occur in JE or other pre-deuteronomic
writings they are to be explained as later intrusions (cp. Driver, Exod.
193}; a fact sometimes betrayed by the disturbance of gramwmar which

the intrusion has caused, e.g. Josh. iii. 14, 17 ; the deuteronomic origin

DEUTERONOMY 6
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of this name can hardly, therefore, be doubted. (2} ¢ The Testimony’
(‘ediith), rather attestation or solemn edict (see above on . 1), P’s name,
occurring 360 times in P and nowhere else.

Second, the Two Editions of ‘the Ten Words’ and their relations to
each other and to other * Words’ given at Horeb :

Like so much else in D ‘the Ten Words,” as revealed from God to
Israel at Horeb, are also recorded in E {Ex. xx. 1 f.}, but in a form
unusual in E for it contains a2 considerable nuraber of deuteronomic
phrases (2. 2, 44, 54, 104, 104, 125). It has besides a sentence (59,
6) which echoes J ; and another which both reflects the style of P and
contains a statement found elsewhere only in P (Gen. ii. 3; cp. Exod.
xxxi. 178); on all these see the notes on Ex. xx. 1 ff. and the notes
below.—Further, this E edition of the Ten Words is not called a-
‘Covenant’ as in D, nor connected with a Covenant. E, however,
does record a Covenant between Jehovah and Israel at Horeb, Ex.
xxiv. 3—8, but associates this with other ‘Words,” evidently the
‘ Words,” or decrees of moral and religious law, in Ex. xx. 22—26,
xxiil. 10—33, which are distinct (as is now generally recognised) from
the ‘judgements’ (wméskpatim) or decisions in civil and criminal law,
Ex. xxi.—xxiii. g, embedded between their two groupsl. These
‘Words’ show a few striking parallels.to the Ten Words.

J also records a Covenant at Sinai, Ex. xxxiv. 10, based upon
*Words,” 11— 275, which have been called ‘a second Decalogue.” But
tkey are rather parallel to E’s Covenant words, and like them are more
in number than ten. (See the notes to Ex. xxxiv.) The phrase ‘ten
words’ in ©. 28 is probably a gloss.

[n D’s edition of the Ten Words now before us we find again all the
features of E’s edition except the last sentence of the 4th commandinent,
the sentence which reflects P (another of thie many facts which support the
argument that Pislater than D). Instead another reason is assigned to the
commandment in the language, and characteristic of the humane spirit,
of D. In the same commandment D has its common £Zeep or cbserve
for E's rentember, and adds the clauses as Jehovak thy God commanded
thee, nor thine ox nor thine ass nor any of (thy caftle); in the sth it
adds the phrases as Jehovak thy God hath commanded thee and that
1t may go well with thee ; in the gth it gives a wider term gronndless or
vain for K’s false; and in the 1oth il adds to and rearranges the details
with a finer ethical discrimination, using two verbs for covet or desire,
and putiing 2he wife of thy neightour first and by herself, distinct from
the rest of his household. Further, D asserts (v. 22) in contradiction
to E that the Ten Words were the only words spoken to Israel at
Horeb; and adds that He wrote them on two tables of stone. Note,
also, that in D the Ten Words are introduced as a quotation in the
Sg. form of address in a discourse which uses throughout the PI.

P does not record the Ten Words, - The legislation which it assigns
to Sinat, Ex. xxv.—xxxi. (with a variant edition xxxv.—xl.}, consists of

! On this distinction between the ‘words' and the ‘julgements,” see Driver’s
L xodus, 202, 252 ff. ; and the Oxford Hexateuch,
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directions, given to Moses on the Mount and afterwards proclaimed
to the people, as to the sanctuary and priesthood (see Driver on these
passages). The only parallel which this legislation offers to the Deca-
logue is the law of the Sabbath (xxxi. 22-—27, xxxv. 1ff). But P
mentions incidentally the Testimony whaich 7 shall give thee (xxv. 16)
and says that God gave unfo Moses when He had made an end of com-
muning with him wpon Mount Sinat the fwo tables of the testimony
xxxi. 18).

( Such are the principal data of the various traditions of the legislation
at Sinai-Horeb. They start serious questions of literary construction
and historical fact, to which several hypothetical, but no certain, answers
are possible,

The question which mainly concerns us here is that of the relation of
the two editions of the Ten Words in E and D. To the argument that
hecause so much else of law and parrative in D is based on E, therefore
D must also have derived the Ten Words from E, there are the follow-
ing objections: (1) E's edition has not only many deuteronomic phrases,
but in the 4th commandment reflects P; while D’s is in style and spirit
consistently deuteronomic. {2) E connects the Covenant at Horeb not
with the Ten Words but with others. (3) These other Words, while
offering some pasallels to the Ten, are of a distinctly less spiritual
character and apparently from a more primitive stage of ethical de-
velopment ; and it is difficult to conceive that E could have first
recorded the Decalogue as given at Horeb and then based the Cove-
nant there on other words ot an inferior character. {4) Nor is it clear
that E’s narrative of the theophany, Ex. xix. 14—17, 19, xx. -18—=z1,
implies that the people heard from God any articulate words al all,
before Moses {because of their apprehension that God would speak
directly to them) entered the darkness out of which His thunder had
come and reccived for them the Words (Ex. xx. 22-—26, xxiil. 10--33)
on shich the Covenant was based.

On these grounds a strong case has been made out for the hypothesis
that E did not originally contain the Ten Words; that these were the
work of the deuteronomic school, based on the teaching of the 8th century
Prophets and expressed throughout in deuteronomic phraséology ; that 1,
while borrowing from E the tradition of a Covenant at [[oreb, substituted
them as the basis of that Covenant for the other words which E had
connected with it, or else did not know of those other words in E, for
he distinctly asserts (v. 22) that God added no others to the Ten al
Ltoreb ; and finally that a late editor, with both I3 and P before him,
witruded the Ten Words into E repeating most of their deateronomic
phraseology, but substituting in the 4th commandment for one of D’s
bhrases a phrase based on P.  This hypothesis finds support in the
substance of the Decalogue, which it is maintained is suitable for an
agricultural and not for a nomadic people; and especially in the pro-
hibition of graven images, the early date of which is difficult if not
umpossible to reconcile with the use of images in Israel before the 8th
century and particularly in the N. kingdom 1in which E was composed.

All the data, howewer, do not thus support the hypothesis of the

6—:2



84 DEUTERONOMY V.

priority of I)’s Decalogue. 1t may not be certain that E's remember
the sabbatk-day is earlier than 1’s Zeep or observe, nor is s false
wilness necessarily more primitive than the wider vain, or groundless,
which D employs—although they would appear to be so (with the
formexr cp. J's remember 0 the same sense, Ex. xiil. 3.  But D’s
form for the roth commandment, because more developed and of a
tiner ethical standard, is alinost certainly later than E’s; and so are the
“additions to the 4th and sth commandments. Further, in the E
edition the name of the Deity even in association with creation is not
Elohim, .but Jehovah.

This, however, only leads to the further question whether behind
both editions there was not an earlier and much simpler form. In both
the Ten Words are of very unequal length, In the 2nd, zrd, 4th, sth
and 1oth the excesses over the others are hortatory enforcements in the
language of D and in harmony with 1¥s usual method of elaborating
his materials and adding reasons and enforcements: feacking and ex-
pounding the Law to use his own terms. Remove these excesses and
there remain, besides the preface, Ten Words of similar length and
divisible into two tables of virtually equal size.

1 am Jehovah [thy God which brought thee out of the land of Egypt

out of the house of slaves].

Thou shalt have no other gods before Me.

Thou shalt not make thee a graven limage.

Thou shalt not take the name of Jehovah in vain.

Remember the sabbath day to keep it holy.

Honour thy father and thy mother.

Thou shalt do no murder,

Thou shalt not commit adultery.

Thou shalt not steal.

Thou shalt not bear false witness [against thy neighbouri.

Thon shalt not covet [thy neighbour’s house].

To sum up—it appears necessary to postulate some such brief form of
the Ten Words as prior to the editions of them in E and D on these
grounds: that all of the contents of these editions which is over and
above this form consists of easily separable expansions of a hortatory ar
explanatory character, expressed in the language and the spirit of D ; and
that it was the general practice of D thus to expand, refine and enforce
the materials of earlier traditions.  Also D treats the Ten Words as a
quotation (see above), .

Whether this pre-deuteronomic Decalogue was originally part of E is
more than doubtful. In E there is neither room nor reason for any
*Words’ at Horeb before thosc on which E hases the Covenant: nor
any trace that the Divine voice becamne at all articulate before the latter
were spoken.  The double tradition of E and J is that the Covenant
“Words’ spoken by God in Horeh-Sinai, while offering certain parallels
to the Decalogre, were more primitive than this. And that excludes
the only possible alternative theory, that, if these ¢ Words,” now asso-
ciated in E with the Covenant, alopg with ‘the judgements’ that are



DEUTERONOMY V. 85

embedded within their two sections, were originally assigned to Israel’s
residence in Moab, their removal to the Horeb period (see above)
displaced the Decalogue from its association with the Horeb Covenant
and pushed it forward to a point in the narrative at which it has no
proper cunnection with its context. )
From the literary data, therefore, the most probable conclusion is that
the Decalogue came to D from a source ndependent of J and E.
‘Whether its origin was earlier than E and may even have been Mosaic
or was later, and in fact the result of the teaching of the 8th century
prophets, are far more difficult questions ; for which answers must be
sought, not in the literary forms, so much as in the substantial ideas, of
the Decalogue. The theory that the Decalogue is later than E gets
rid of the historical difficalties for an early dale for the 2nd command-
ment which arise from the use pf images by leaders in Israel and
especially in the N. kingdom, ‘without any rebuke from prophets
before the 8th century, and for an early date for the 4th comimandment
as onc impossible of fulhlment by, and therefore unnatural to prescribe
10, a people still in the pastoral stage of culture. And if J and E’s
record of a more primitive form of Covenant words at Foreb be regarded
as reliable this is also a reason for assigning the Decalogue to a later
stage in Israel’s social and ethical development. On the other hand,
there are good groands for the posszbiézéy of the prohibition of images
as early as Moses. Not only do the ¢ Words® assigned by E to the
Covenant at Horeb forbid gods of silver and gold {Ex. xx. 23) and
by J molten gods (Ex. xxxiv. 17); but E and J never impute the use
of images to the Patriarchs, while E (Ex. xxxil.) records Moses” anger
and God’s threat to destroy the people because of the golden calf
which they had fashioned. More significant is the absence from all the
historical records of any mention of an image in connection with the
Ark, aor the sanctuary at Shiloh or Gibeon or Jerusalem, or other place
hefore the disruption of the kingdom. As to the Sabbath-law, the’
presumably oldest form of it is perfectly possible for a purely pastoral
people ; while the fuller forms, though evidently designed for an agri-
cultural people, could not be literally observed even by them (unless the
Heb. term for work be limited to field-work), because they continned
to have flocks and herds.  As for the other Commaundments there is not
one of them in its shorter form which makes a date for it impossible
before the settlement of Israel in Canaan—not even the first command-
ment, for it merely forbids the worship of any gods but Jehovah
{henolatry), and does not assert His sole deity (monotheism). T*he
Possibility of the Mosaic origin of the Decalogue is, therefore, clear
so far as its ideals are concerned. The real difficulty with regard to it
Tests upon its superiority to the ‘ Words’ which the other traditions
describe as the laws of thé Covenant at Horeb. See further ‘‘The Date
of the Decalogue,” App. 1v. to Driver’s £xadus. -
. From whatever source the denteronomists derived the Decalogue it is
Mleresting that they developed it in more than one edition. For this
;ve §h):111 find analogies in their practice with regard to other laws (xii.—
xvi), . :
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The Decalogue with its Preface has heen variously arranged and
divided. The LXX (cod. B) makes the commandment against adultery
follow immediately on that to honour parents, thus naturally bringing
together the two commandments which concern family life: in Ex.
that against murder follows, but in D precedes, that against theft. In
the N.T. the order varies, following the Heb. order in Matt. v. 21, 27}
(so far as murder and adultery are concerned}, xix. 18, and Mark x. 19;
but’ the Greek of D in Luke xviii. 20, Rom. xiii. 9. The Talmud
takes Lhe Preface as the 1st commandment and the prohibitions of other
cods and of images as together the 2nd, on the ground presnmably
that the reason annexed to the latter is equally, or even more, suitable
to the former. This conjunction was accepted by Augustine and
through him by the Roman and Lutheran Churches, but they keep
the Preface as such and divide the tath commandment into two (though
the latter half as we have seen is not original). Philo, Josephus,
Origen and other fathers, the Greek and Reformed Churches and most
modern scholars divide as follows: Preface; 1, Other gods; 2, Images;
3, Name of Jehovah ; 4, Sabbath ; 5, Parents; 6, Murder; 5, Adultery;
8, Theft; 9, False witness; 10, Covetousness.

- With regard to the scope and spirit of the Ten Words it is enough to
say that they lay down the double duty of Israelites towards God and
towards men: religion and morality. The duty towards God is ex-
pressed with regard to the special temptations of the people at the
time—the beklef that there were other gods actually existent and with
divine powers and spheres of action, and the custom of worshipping the
deity in images;  Yhe rst commandment is not the expression of a pure
monotheism, and it is remarkable that the deuteronomists did npot
expand it as well as those which follow it (but see below on 7. 7).
Yet it has been found a suitable statement, not only of the sovereignty
hut of the oneness of the Deity, Similarly the 2nd has been understood
as a statement of His spirituality, The 3rd forbids the iireverence
which is the sin equally of the ignorant and careless and of the familiar
but formal worshipper. Duty towards men is covered in its main
aspects in the life of the family and of society hy the sth o the 10th
‘Words,” the last adding the sphere of thought and feeling to that of
-action detailed in the others. Between these two groups the 4th com-
mandment forms the transition, for while it expresses man’s due to
Gzod in setting apart a regulav portion of time to Him, it also in its
expanded form enforces that the Sabbath was equally a duty to himself,
his family, and Lis dependents.  How fine and true was the instinct of
the deuteronomists in thus expanding the Sabbath-law is shown by the
saying of Christ that the Sabbath was made for man, not man for the
Sabbath®.

t S0 R.V.; but A.V. following another text has the order: adultery, mnrder.
Matthew, Mark and Luke all give the sth Commandment after the 6th~gth.

2 The following may be noted among the Christian expositions of the theological
and ethical contents of the Decalogne. From the Roman side, Catechism of the
Council of Trent, Pars 111. Capp. t..—X. From the Protestant, the Larger Westminster
Catechism, John Forbes (‘the Aberdeen Doctor’), Theologia Moralis, and R, W.
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"1 am the Lorp thy God, which brought thee out of the
land of Egypt, out of the house of 'bondage.
Thou shalt have none other gods 2before me.

1 Heb. bondmen. 2 Or, beside me

For full notes on the separate verses the reader is referred to Ex. xx.
1—17. The following may be added : they are chiefly on the matter
found only in Deut. or here expressed differently from Ex. xxi. 1—17.

6. ‘The Preface’ to the Ten Commandments: the same as in
Ex, xx. 2. The phrases used, though occurring much more frequently
in D, are also found (either exactly as here or with grammatical .
variations) in J and E (see on Ex. xx. 2); so it is difficult to say whether
the original form was simply / am Jekovak or the long one before us.
A Preface longer than each of the separate words is not unnatural ; yet
the original may have been simply 7 am_Jekovok thy Ged as in ch. vi,

The Preface states the Lawgiver’s Name, and His obligations upon
Isvael, ‘whereby He prepares their minds for obedience!,” by calling
on their loyalty and gratitude. This tenderness of the Preface
(Matthew Henry contrasts it with the awfulness of the Theophany from
which it issues) and its appeal Lo high motives are characteristic of D.
But in all the traditions of the origins of Israel’s religion the note of
redemption is fundamental ; Grace is prior to Law, God’s saving deeds
to His commandments. The stress laid -upon the Preface by theo-
logians in their practical application of the Decalogue to Christianity is
therefore just. The form of the Preface is similar to the opening
phrases on several Semitic royal monuments : the Moabite stone, ‘1
am Mesha son of Kemosh’; the Byblus stele, ‘ I am Yehawmilk, King
of Gebal, etc.’; the Sidon sarcophagus, *I am Tabnith...King of the
Sidonians, etc.” But see Driver, Sam.2 p. xxiv. The prologuc to the
Code of Hammurabi is a record of the lawgiver's achievements.

house of bondage] bondmen, see on vi. 12.

7. The First Commandment as in Ex. xx. 3. :

in front of 2] a strong phrase, but of what exact degree of strength
is doubtful, Literally over agasnst my face, or presence. By D it is
elsewhere (xxi. 16) taken as in precedence, or preference, fo; but in
Job xvi. 14t merely means in addition te. Calviu regards in preference
70 as ‘toa frigid’ here, not sufficiently exclusive of other gods; and
takes the idea to be * that God will not have companions obtruded upon
Him." Others expand ‘as if to provoke Him’ or ‘dare Him to His
face.” Unless some sense of rivalry is meant the phrase is superfluons
to the rest of the commandment ; and the selection of the strongest of
three kindred forms (‘a/-pdnai, 'eth-p., and lephanai) suggests some idea
of affronting or preveking (cf. v. g). There is no statement here as to
the real existence of other gods: real or unreal Israel is not to have

Dale, The 7en Commandments. See also Prof. W. P. Paterson’s art. ‘The
Detlzalcoglu?,’ in Hastings’ Dict. of the Bible.
alvin,
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8  Thou shalt not make unto thee a graven image, the Zike-
ness of any form that is in heaven above, or that is in the

g earth beneath, or that is in the water under the earth: thou
shalt not bow down thyself unto them, nor serve them: for
T the L.orp thy God am a jealous God, visiting the iniquity
of the fathers upon the children, and upon the third and

10 upon the fourth generation of them that hate me; and shewing
mercy unto thousands, of them that love me and keep my
commandments.

1t Thou shalt not take the name of the Lorp thy God 'in
vain: for the Lorp will not hold him guiltless that taketh
his name in vain. '

1z Observe the sabbath day, to keep it holy, as the Lorp

13 thy God commanded thee. Six days shalt thou labour, and’

Y Or, for vanity or falsehood

them. Unlike its successors this commandment is without expansion,
probably because zz. 94, 10 were intended to cover both the first and
second-commandments; unless indeed (as some suggest) they originally -
belonged to the first.

8—10. The Second Commandmegnt ; the differences from Fx. xx.
4—06 are very slight {Ex. has the conjunction beforc any form and
omits it before #he third) and the Versions show them to be uncertain,
On the questions of date raised by the prohibition of images see above,
p. 85. The substance of the commandment is very fully treated in
Driver’s notes on Ex. xx. 4—6, which sec. :

8. anmy form] Seeoniv. 12

9. a jealows God] See oniv. 24.

10. shewing mercy] better, loyal or true love; cf. vil. g, 12 deeping
covenant and true love (Sg.). The Heb. term kesed as including hoth
affection and constancy is peculiarly appropriate here.

11. The Third Commandment exactly as in Ex, xx. 7.  On the
need for this in Israel see on vi. 13.

12—15. ‘the Fourth Commandment as in Ex. xx. 8—11 with the
following differences : .

12.  Ubserve] AV, keep, instead of remember, Ex, xx. 8. In D
remember is used almost exclusively of historical facts, e.g. 2. 15, vii
18, viil. 2, ix. 7, xv. 15, xvi. 3; but once with God, the giver of
wealth, as the object, vili. 18. Observe or leep, used of the feast of
unleavened bread by E Ex. xxiii. 15, by ] xxxiv. 18 ; the Sabbath by I
Ex: xxxi, 13 f., 16, Lev. xix. 3, 30, xxvi. 2'(H}); the month Abib by
D xvi. 1. In Ps. ciil. 18 kegp His covenant and remember Ilis pre-
cepts are parallel:

as the LORD thy Ged conimanded thee] not in Ex. xx, 8; cf. 2, 16,
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do all thy work: but the seventh day is a sabbath unto the 14
LorD thy God : ## i thou shalt not do any work, thou, nor
thy son, nor thy daughter, nor thy manservant, nor thy nraid-
servant, nor thine ox, nor thine ass, nor any of thy cattle, nor
thy stranger that is within thy gates ; that thy manservant and
thy maidservant may rest as well as thou. And thou shalt
remember that thou wast a servant in the land of Egypt,
and the Lorp thy God brought thee out thence by a mighty
hand and by a stretched out arm: therefore the Lorp thy
God commanded thee to keep the sabbath day.

b

5

here and there a needless expansion, for it cannot refer to some previous
institution of the Sabbath.

14. in it] not in Heb. text either here or in Ex., but supplied in
hoth places by Sam. and LXX; so too in the Nash papyrus (see
Driver, Exod. 417). :

nor thy bondman} Ex. xx. ro omits the conjunction. So too Sam.
and LXX here.

nov thine ox, nor thine ass, nor any of thy cattle] another obvious
expansion. Ex. has only rer thy cartle.

that thy bondman and ziy bondwoman may rest as well as thow]
an additional characteristic of the humane spirit of D ; cf.in the Laws
xii. 12, xiv. 26, 29, xv. 13, xvi. 11, xxiv. 14—18.

18. A different reason for the keeping of the Sabbath from that
given in Ex. xx. 11. It is relevant to I's addition in the previous w.,
and at first seems intended only to enforce the extension of the Sabbath-
law to slaves, remember thou wasé a bondman in the land of Egypt and

" Sehowak thy God brought thec out; but before it closes it bases the
whole observance of the Sabbath on-the déeliverance from Egypt as if
the S. were a memorial of that event-—where/ore fehovak thy God hath
commanded thee to keep the S. day. This historical reference and the
humanity enforced by it are characteristic of D.  But Ex. xx. rr, under
the influence of P, recites as the motive for the observance of the S.
God’s rest’on the seventh day from the work of creation. The in-
fluence of P on Ex. proves the D form to be the more original. Note
that while it enforces the philanthropic motive for Sablbath-observance
ttis as theological as the other, and, like it, refers to God’s action as
the ultimate sanction of the Sabbath.

renmember that thon wast @ bondman] The same motive is expressed
for the laws enforcing liberality to slaves, xv. 13 ; the duty of sharing the
Joy of the feasts with needy dependents, xvi. 12; and justice and
generosity to the poor, xxiv. 18, 22.

a mighty hand and...a strefched out arm] Seeon iv. 34.

fo kegp] 1it. fo do or make, i.e. to carry into effect; used by D also of
the Passover, xvi. £; more frequently in P: of the Sabbath, Ex. xxxi.
165 of the Passover, Ex. xii. 47 3 Num, ix. 4—56, etc.
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16 . Honour thy father and thy mother, as the Lorp thy God
commanded thee: that thy days may be long, and that it
may go well with thee, upon the land which the Lorp thy
God giveth thee.

17 Thou shalt do no murder.

18 Neither shalt thou commit adultery.

19 Neither shalt thou steal.

20 Neither shalt thou bear false witness against thy neigh-
bour.

16. The Fifth Commandment as in Ex. xx. 12, with however two
additions :

as Jebovah thy God commanded thee] See on z. 12.

and that it may g0 well with thee] Cp. 7. 29.

givelk thee) is nging or about to give.

17—20. The Sixth (o the Ninth Commandments, as in Fx. xx.
13—16, except that for the simple #0f used there, we have here and not
=neither, to introduce the Seventh, Eighth and Ninth Comunandments ;
and that in the Ninth instead of shefer=/false of Ex. xx. 16 there is the
wider term shaw’ =vain, groundless, as in the Third Commandment.
For this term see on Ex. xx. 7; and cp. Ex. xxiii. 1 (E), where it is
applied to a report or rumour.

21. The Tenth Commandment, carrying the Law from the sphere
of action into that of thought and feeling, and therefore not superfluous
even in so brief a summary of the Law nor after the Sixth, Seventh and
Eighth Commandments (cp. Calvin, in Joco). How necessary the
Commandment is not merely as an addition to these Commandments,
bat as focussing the spirit ‘of them all is clear from the experience of
St Panl, who selects the Tenth Commandment to illustrate the power
of the whole Law : Rom. vii. 7, 8; cf. 14, the law és spiritual. The
nature of this Commandment renders it peculiarly susceptible of
expansion (as the Sixth to the Ninth are not) ; details naturally offer
themselves under so general a precept ; and here the deuteronomists
had the opportunity which they loved to use, and were upon their own
ground ; cp. vii. 25, where the desire for, as well as the actual appro-
priation of, unlawful silver and gold is forbidden. The two expanded
editions ol the Decalogue here exhibit the most interesting of the
differences which distinguish them. Ex. xx. 17, preserving the original
form of the Commandment, Thou shalt not covet thy neighbour's house,
and repeating the verh, sxmply details, as upon the same level, the
constituents of the house: wife, slaves, animals, all that is thy nelgh
bour’s. But this later edition in Deut. makes among these a
fundamental distinction of far-reaching moral consequence; takes 7
wwife first in a class by herself, then—under another verb, as if to
emphasise the difference—gives the rest together ; afd, with the peculiar
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Neither shalt thou covet thy neighbour's wife; neither

shalt thou desire thy neighbour’s house, his field, or his

manservant, or his maidservant, his ox, or his ass, or any
thing that is thy neighbour’s.
These words the LoRD spake unto all your assembly in

regard which ID has for the rural life, adds to them #the field of thy
neighbour.

covet] the same Heb. verb as in Ex. xx. 17. The rendering of the
revisers is not a happy one, because though the English coves originally
meant inordinate desire, it is now generally used with other objects
than wife. The A.V. desire literally renders the Ileb. verb, the
meaning of which is neutral and has to be qualified by its object. In
Ex. xxxiv. 24 of dishonest desire for land ; in Dt. vii. 25 for silver
and gold {(cp. Jos. ¥ii. 21, JE); Mic. il. 2 {cp- Ahab and Naboth’s
vineyard) for fields and houses. But in Prov. vi. 25 it signifies lust after
the beauty of women. So it should be rendered here, and so some of
the older Eng. Versions render it. Similarly the éreBuueiy of the LXX,
always so in Greek when a person is the object; cp. Matt. v. 28.
Kauty’.sch : *verlangen tragen,” and in Josh. vii. 21, * da geliistete mich
nach.

thy neighbous's wife]  The way in which (in contrast to Ex.} the wife
is placed here first, in a class by herself, may be compared with other
laws of I which also seek the elevation of woman, xxi. 19—14, xxii.
13 ff, xxiv, 1l

desive] Instead of the repetition in Ex. of the origiual verb, another
verlh is employed here of stronger meaning but apparently intended as
only “a rhetorical variation’ {Driver) rather than as a climax, Of
longing for water, 2 Sani. iii. 15; for dainties, Prov. xxiii. 3.

field]  The noun sadek or sadar, which in Heb. poetry (e.g. xxxii 133
Jndg. v. 4) appears to have the meaning of monntarn that it has in
Assyrian, and which in earlier Heb. prose (JE) means pasture ground
{(s0 too in D, xi. 15 and probably in xxi. t, contrasted with <7y, xxii.
25, 27) uncultivated and the home of wild beasts (=deasts of the field),
1s o be taken lere in its later sense of cultivated ground, and that as
private property. It is so used by the prophets of the 8th cent. : Is. v.
8: Mic. ii. 2, 4. See the present writer's fermsalent, 1. 291,

22. The Close of the Ten Words and the wiiting of them.

Jour assembly] or congregution. 'The Heb. bakal, lit. gathering,
technically used throughout the O.7. for any assembly of the people or
1S representatives for organised, natiopal action: (z) In the earlier
writings it is most usual of the solemn gathering hefore God of all
capable of bearing arms, for consecration to war, Jud. xx. 2, xxi. 5, 83
¥ Sam. xvil, 47; similarly in E, Num. xxii. 4, where it is used by Balak
of Isrel ready for war against other nations; while in Ezekiel it is
synonymous with army, xvii. 17, xxxviii. 4, 15. (&) Also of the people
assembled to give thetr verdict or to execute justice, Jer. xxvi. 17, xliv.
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the mount out of the mldst of the ﬁre, of the c10ud and of
the thick darkness, with a great voice: and he added no
more.. And he wrote them upon two tables of stone, and
gave them unto me. And it came to pass, when ye heard
the voice out of the midst of the darkness, while the moun-
tain did burn with fire, that ye came near unto me, even all
the heads of your tribes, and your elders; and ye said,

15; cp. Ezek. xvi. 4o Prov. v. 14. {¢} Also of the whole organiseil
commonwealth or congregation of Israel, Mic. ii. g5 and in the
deuteronomic laws, xxiii. 1, 2, 3, 8. But D specially applies the tcrm
to-the gathering of Israel to the Covenant at Horeb, so here (cp. the nse
of the verb in iv. 10}, ZAe a.m‘emély, the day aft/u a. ix. 10, x. 4 {Pl.),
xvii. 16-(Sg.). In the laws xxiii. 1, 2, 3. B (5g.) it is called #%¢ a.
of Jehoak. To this assembly P, which also uses fakal, applies his
more favourite term ‘edas, congregation of the sons nf Tsrael, Ex. xxxv.
1, 4, 20 (a term never used in JE or D, but occurring over 1o times in
P, which also sometimes combines the two, cp. Prov. v. 14). Other-
wise deuteronomic writers use kaka/ only of peaceful gatherings of the
people; to hear the Song of Moses, xxxi. 30; to hear the Law read at
Shechem, Josh. viii. 35; and for the consecration of the Temple,
1 Kgs wiii. 14, 22, 55 (1 Kgs xii. 3 is a doubtful instance; LXX
omits it). For the post-exilic use of faka/ and ‘edak see the present
writer's _ferusalent, 1. 380 ff,

fire...cloud.. . darkness...] Seeoniv. 11. Sam. and LXX add dart-
uess before clond. The comparison of E, Ex. xx. 18—z1 is very
instructive : thunderings, lightnings, mountain smoking.

with a greal voice) E, the voice of the traomper.

and ke added o more] On this contradiction of E see above, p. 83.

two tables of stone] So iv. 13, ix. 9—11, x. 1, 33 the tables of the
covenant, ix. 9, 11, 18 ; J, two tables of store, Ex. xxxiv. 1, 33 E, tables
of stone, Ex. xxiv. 12, xxxi. 18 &; P, sfwo tables of the testimony, Ex. xxxi.
(8a, xxxil. 15 &, xxxiv. 2g. The statement of the writing of the talles
is not ‘really an’ anticipation of ix. g ff. and thecefore to be deleted as
secondary {Stenernagel), but is necessary here for the completion of the
record of the Decalogue. See on ix. g ff.

23—27. The people, fearing the fatal efiect of hearing God’s voice
directly, request Moses to act as mediator. See Ex. xx. 19—ar, K, a
much simpler form of the narrative, but containing in #. 20 a saying of
Moses not repeated here.

28.  ye camé near unto mel 1. 22.

cvent all the heads of your trikes, and your elders] Perhaps a gloss {so
Dill., Steuein., Berth.), for . 24 continues and ye (not ther), and
through the rest of the section the prople as a whole are addressed.

2¢—26. See on iv. 33. [t was contrary to expectation that the
people survived the voice of God : they w ould not repeat the risk,
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Behold, the Lorp our God hath shewed us his _glory and
his greatness, and we have heard his voice out of the midst
of the fire: we bave seen this day that God doth speak with
man, and he liveth. Now therefore why should we die? for
this great fire will consume us: if we hear the voice of the
Lorp our God any more, then we shall die. For who is
there of all flesh, that hath heard the voice of the living

God speaking out of the midst of the fire, as we have, and -

lived? Go thou near, and hear all that the Lorn our God
shall say : and speak thou unto us all that the Lorp our
God shall speak unto thee; and we will hear it, and do it.
And the Lorp heard the voice of your words, when ye
spake unto me ; and the Lorp said unto me, I have heard
the voice of the words of this people, which they have
spoken unto thee: they have well said all that they have
spoken. 'Oh that there were such an heart in them, that
they would fear me, and keep all my commandments always,
’

Y Or, Ok that they had suck an heart as this alway, to fear we, and
keep all my commandments, that &c.

2%  Jiis greatness) See iii. 24.

26. fles] Emphatic; it cannot endure immediate contact with spirit
{Is. xxxi. 3). o

the living God) Rather, a living God, cp. iv. 33. The phrase always
occurs in‘the O.T. without the article even when as in 1 Sa., xvii. 26,
36, and Jer. xxiii. 36 it is ke living God who is meant. In Jer. x. io
it is indefinite as here. These are all the instances of this form.
Kindred forms in Jos. iii. 1o indefinite; ITo. ii. 1, 2 Kgs xix. 4, 16
defnite. . ‘ )

27. (o thow sear] The technical term for approach to. the Deity,
and-to Uis representatives (7. 23 and i. 22). E, using another verb,
has and Moses drew near {Ex. xx. 21).  For the rest of the verse E has
simply Speak thow with us and we shall hearker (Ex. xx. 19).

28—30. Jehovah approves the people’s request and dismisses them
W Lheir teats.  E simply, t4e pegple stood afar off (Ex. xx.-21).

28.  Adud Jehovah heard the woice of your words) i. 34.

they have well said] xviil. 17. Yet— . .

29. Ok that there were suck an heart in them, ete.] heart is in antithesis
to the said and spoken of the previous verse. Approving their present
mood as evinced in their words, God doubts its constancy.

&l my commandments] Sam. and LXX omit @//.

always] Heb. all the days. One of the many points of similarity
between Iosea and Deut. is doubt, if not of the sincerity, yet of the

27

28
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that it might be well with them, and with their children for
Stever! Go say to them, Return ye to your tents. But as
for thee, stand thou here by me, and 1 will speak unto thee
all the commandment, and the statutes, and the judgements,
which thou shalt teach them, that they may do them in the
32 land which I give them to possess it. Ye shall observe to
do therefore as the Lorp your God hath commanded you :
33 ye shall not turn aside to the right hand or to the left. Ye

constancy, of the nation’s feeling of repentance or obedience; cp.
Hos. v. 15—vi. 3, Israel’s repentant prayer, with vi. 4—6, God’s rejection
of it : your gvodness is as @ morning cloud and as the detw that gocth early,
See on i. 41.  Both the prophet and D) insist upon 4ea#? in religion.

that it mzght be well with thent] wvo. 16, 33.1v. 40.

31. Moses is commanded to stand by God in order to receive other
Luws (than the Ten Words) to teach the people subsequently.

all the commandment] ov charge ; Heb. miswah. *** The (or this)
commandment ” recurs vi. r, vii. 11, xxx. 11; with **all,” vi. 25, viii. 1,
xi. 8, 22, xv. §, xix. g, xxvil. 1 (of a special injunction), xxxi. 5. As
xd. 22, xix. g show, it denotes the deuteronomic legislation generally
(esp. on its moral and religious side) viewed as the expression of a single
principle, the fundamental duty of vi, 5° (Driver); yet it is also possible
to interpret it here, as in xi. 22, xix. g, of the principles underlying the
laws and expounded in this discourse. See below on vi. 1.

the statutes, and the judgements] With Sam. omit the preceding and.
Lhe statutes and judgements (the usual deuteronomic phrase) are thus
the contents or detailed applications of the Miswah, the separate laws to
be subsequently given in Moab on the eve of the people’s entrance to
the promised land (as the rest of the verse declares), and which are
contained in chs. xil.—xxvi.

the land which I give them] Rather, am about to gzie them. So
without addition iv. 1, xi. 17, in the PL address, and xv: 7, xviii. g,
sxvi, 2, Xxvil. 2, 3, xxviil. 8, 52, all passages in the Sg. address.  With
the addition fo gossess i¢ as here, iii. 18 (fati giver), Pl ; ix. 6, xii. 1,
xvii. 14 (shalt possess), xix. 14, all Sg. (except perhaps xii. 1, whicl is”
doubtful).  With the addition for an nherilance, iv. 21, xv. 4 (+to
possess if), xix. 1o, xxiv. 4, xxv. 19, xxvi. 1, all Sg.  Cp. xii. 10 causeth
Jou, Xix. 3 causeth thee, lo inkerét.

32, 33. Exhortations to obey this new charge: o number of
characteristic deuteronomic formulas.  Because of this and specially
because of the phrase whick Jehovak your God has commanded yote, \hese
verses are taken by some to be a later addition.  Yet it was surely guite
logical for the writer of the rest of the chapter to put the phrase in
Moses’ mouth in Moab, because God had already at Horel charged him
with these laws ; the phrase does not imply their previous publication.

ye shall not turn aside, etc.] xvil. 11, 20, xxvitl. 14, and in dentero-
nomic passages in other books ; cp. ix. 2.
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shall walk ih all the way which the Lorp your God hath
commanded you, that ye may live, and that it may be well
with you, and that ye may prolong your days in the land
which ye shall possess.

the way which Jehovah your God has commanded you] that is throngh
me and which I am now about to show you. The phrase is also found
ix. 12, 16, xi. 28, xxxi. 29 (all PL.), and in xiii. 5 (Sg.}. Zowalk in His
ways, vili. 6 {Sg.), xi. 22 (PL). Buhl (Sozial. Verkiltn. der Isr. g)
remarks on the suitability to nomads of this metaphor ; but surely it
was equally suitable for peasants. No inference as to date can there-
fore be drawn from it. Cp.inthe N.T. 5 éd6s Acts ix. 2, xix. g, 23, xxiL
4, and the Koran Sur. 1.

lize] v, 1.

may be well with you] wv. 10, 29, iv. 40.

profong...days] used both in PL here and in iv. 26 (cp. xxx. 18), xi. 9,
xxxii, 47, and in Sg. iv. 101 that thy days may be long, v. 16, vi. 2,
XXV. 153 cp. xxil. 7.

CH. VI, 1—25. THE FUNDAMENTAL DIRINCIPLES OF THE Law :
Gop’s NATURE AND ISRAEL's Duty.

Moses continues his discourse: After stating that he has now o
give [srael the Charge (Miswah) given to him 1 Horel, and statutes
and judgements for observance in the promised land (1) ; Moses explains
the motives for these: the fear of God and the benefits to be derived
from observing them (2 £.). Follows the solemn enunciation of the
basal principle, the oneness of Jehovah, and Israel’s basal duty: un-
divided love to Him (4 f.). Therefore these words which he is about to
give must ever be in the people’s heart and mind and be diligently
taught to their children (6—g). Kspecially must Israel not vield to
that temptation to forget Jehovah, to which the people will be exposed
among the material blessings of the land whither He brings it (10—12);
nor go after the gods of that land ; else [e will destroy Israel {13-—1%).
Israel must not try Iim as at Massah, but diligently keep His laws,
order that it may be well with them, and entering the land they may
Possess it and see their enemies thrust out before them (16--19).
When in future the children ask the meaning of these laws, their
origin must be explained as the great deliverance from Egypt. Then
was the nation born; by these laws it lives. Then Jehovah revealed His
%{race H )these are to establish the fear of Him wpon His people
20—25).

The construction of the ch. starts difficult questions as to its unily : for
the same puzeling phenomena meet us here as elsewhere—the double
formis of address Sg. and Pl., with the rapid trausitions etween them,
and the accumulation of the usual deuteronomic formulas. Do the
former indicate two sources? Or do both prove that editorial hands
have expanded the discourse? On the possible answers see the notes.
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6 Now. this 1s the commandment, the statutes, and the
judgements, which the LorD your God commanded to
teach you, that ye might do them in the land whither ye go
over to possess it: that thou mightest fear the Lorp thy
God, to keep all his statutes and his commandments, which
I command thee, thou, and thy son, and thy son’s son, all

(3]

1. Not a fresh title, marking the beginuing of a separate discourse,
but the patural continuation of the disconrse from the previous ch. and
still couched in the Pl

And this Zs) The conjunction not merely continues the discourse,
but has an antithetic [orce, thercfore not oo strongly rendered new by
A.V.and R.V. What a¢ 2hat timie in Horeh was delivered to Moses
himself (as described in v. 31} he now in Moab proceeds to present.

this Is the commandment, the statutes, and the judgements] *LXX
these are the commandmends, but Sam. confirms Heb., which is the
more probable. Because #4rs, not these, is used, and because the
separate laws do not come il ch. xil.,, the words stalutes and judge-
ments are regarded by some as an cditorial intrusion, But this is not
certain : ¢4és with three objects following, and two of them in the
plural, is grammatically possible in Heb., and Moses was now about to
declare to the people 1n Moab not only the Charge or Migwah, but the
statutes and judgements as well. The point is not important.  What
is clear is that Miywah or Charge (see v. 31) is the enforcement of
general principles underlying the Law, which proceeds till the end of
ch. xi. For after this discourse is finished, the title in xfi. 1, where the
separate laws at last begin, drops the term Miswah and reads only #these
are the statutes and the judgements. Cp, Westphal, Sources du Fent.
II. 111,

whither ye go over to possess #£] A formula distinctive of the PL. passages
occurring, besides here, iv. 14, xi. 8, 11 ; whereas when the Sg. passages
use the verh go ooer they add the Jordan, ix. 1, xxx. 18, but elsewhere
prefer the equivalent phrase, ¢4 land whither thou art entering (or thou
art entering the land), vi. 18, vii. 1; ix. 5, xi. 10, 29, xii. 29, xviii. g,
xxill. 2o, xxvill. 21, 63, xxx. 16, The ouly verse in which this phrase
occurs with the Pl isiv. 356 (g.2.); while iv. 1 (P} gives a variation.

2, 3. Transition to the Sg. with a somewhat loose accumulation of
common deuterononic formulas; on these grounds regarded by some as
an editorial addition. This is not certain, but very probable. Omit
vw. 2, 3, and @. 4 follows naturally on #. 1 as the beginning of the
Miswah, Lut couched, like the Decalogue in ch. v., in the Sg. At the
same time all of #z. 2, 3 need not be editorial. Note that the one PL.
clause they contain is not a common formula.

3. fear Jehovah (ky God) x. 12, 20.

all his statutes and hiis commandrments] Note the variation from ». .

whick I command thee] am about to eommand thee.
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the days o# thy life; and that thy days may be prolonged.
Hear therefore, O Israel, and observe to do it; that it may 3
be well with thee, and that ye may increase mightily, as the
Lorp, the God of thy fathers, hath promised unto thee, in
a land flowing with milk and honey. :

that thy days may be prolonged] See onv. 33.

3. observe to ds] Seeonv. 1.

that ye may tncrease mightily] A partial return to the PL., and, with
such a verb, logical and natural. The phrase is not found elsewhere.
This therefore may not be a mere editorial echo. But the idea of the
multiplication of the people as a Divine blessing is constant in Deut.
as in other (.T. writings. In their world of war all Semitic tribes
naturally prayed for large numbers. Cf. Doughty on the Arabs : * the
sout of them is greedy first of their proper subsistence and then of their
proper increase.’ -

the God of thy fathers] i. 21, xil. 1, Xxvil. 3; of your f, 1 11,iv. 1,
cp. xxix. 25. So E, Ex, il 15 and J, Ex. iii. 16,

unto thee...a land, etc.] The construction is defective : ¢ supplied by
R.V. is not.in the Heb. * LXX adds f give thee, which affords a good
connection and is probably original; as the eye of a Heb. scribe may
easily have confused the first and second thee’s.

a land fowing with milk and honey] found in J and E and in both -
the Sg. and Pl. passages of Deut. For a list of the instances, and the
meaning of the phrase, sce on Ex. iii. 8. *Only where rich welis ot
running water produce sufficient pasture for the whole year, is it possible
always to get fresh milk; and therefore the desert-dweller dreams of
such regions in which water and in consequence milk always flows.’
* On long marches mothers comfort their weeping children thus: I witl
give you milk and honey’ (Musil, £¢4rn. Ber. 154, 158).

4—9. The Essential Creed and Duty of Israel, with enforcement of
them. Known from its initial word as The Sadma' (=FHear), this
section (along with xi. 13—2r1 and Nu. xv. 37~—41)  has been for many
ages the first bit of the Bilile which Jewish children have learned to say
and to read, just as it has for many ages formed the confession of faith
among all members of the brotherhood of Judaism ’ (C. G. Montefiore,
The Bible for Home Reading, Pt 1. 127), The later law required its
recital by a Jew twice daily ; for particulars see Schiiver, Gesck. des jrid.
’f'oll’es, §.27 and Appendix (3rd Germ. cd. 11 459 f.; E.T. Div. 1.
Vol. 11, pp. 77, 84).. The LXX inserts before it a longish title!, which
shows how late this editorial practice of inserting titles to important
sectti)ons of Deut. continued, and explains some similar headings in the

€0. text.

! “Aud these are the statutes and the judgements which the L.orp commanded to

the children of Israel, when they were coming out of the land of Egypt.’

DEUTERONOMY . 7
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Hear, O Israel: ‘the Lory our God is one L.orn: and
thou shalt love the Lorp thy God with all thine heart, and

L QOr, the LorD our God, the LorRD is one Or, the LORD ts our Gorf
the LORD is one "Or, the LORD is our God, the LORD alone

& Hear, O lsrael] So ix. 1, xx. 3, and similarly iv. 1, vi. 373 and
nowhere else in the Hexateuch. The Sg. is to be-explained asin v. 1 ; but
the continuance of the Sg. through the rest of this section is {especially
if it is to follow immediately on 2 1, see above) analogous to the
appearance of the Sg. of the Decalogue in a Pl context. There, as
here, Moses uses the PL address for his own words, but quotes what
God gave him at Floreb in the S¢.

the 1.ORD our God is ene LOrRD] Asthe R.V. marg. shows, this is
one of four possibie translations of the elliptic Hebrew : fesdovah our-
Gad, Jehovak One. The other thiee are: Jehbovak our God, fehovah ts
Oue s Jehovah és our God, Jehoval is One; [Jehovah is our God,
Sehovat glone. But the four are resolvable into these two: First,
Jehoval ewr God is One, an expression of His unity, appropriate at a
time when we know from Jeremiah that by the multiplication of His
shrines the people of Judah conceived Him, as Baal or Ashtoreth was
conceived, not as One, but as many deities with different characteristics
and powers over different localities, cp. Jer. ii#28, Second, fetovak is
ower God alone 1 i.e. Israels only-God, cp. Zech. xiv. g; Song of Songs
vi, 9 ; 1 Chron, xxix. 1. These passages are all post-exilic, and in the
first two eme may mean uriyue, but-that here it means ondy {for Isracl)
5 pmbah]e from the following verse. . Some interpreters take the verse
as * a great declaration of monoatheism * {so Driver). But had that been
the intention of the writer the clause would have run ¢ Jehovah is t4e
God, Jehovah alone’” The use of the term our-God shows that the
meaning simply is Jehovah is Jeraels ondy God. Nothing is said as to
the existence or non-existence of other gods, and the verse is therefore
on an equality with v. 7, the First Commandment, and with vii. ¢,
which implies no more than that Jehovah is @ or #42 God indeed ; cp.
the curious iv. 196 which seeks to reconcile His sovereignty with' the
fact that other gods are worshipped by other nations. Omly in iv. 3z,
39 does an explieit declaration of manotheism appear in Deut. ; it is to
be remembered, however, that on other. grounds the post-exilic date of
these verses is possiblel. At the same time the phrase used here lends.
itself readily to the expression of an absolute monotheism, which later
ages of a widter faith read into it. It is interesting to compare with our
verse St Paul's statement 1 Cor. viil. 4—6; e brow fhat so idol is
anything 7 the worid and that theve is 1o God but one; for though there
be that are called gods... ; as therv be gods many and lovds many, yet.
to us there is One God, the Father, of whom are all things. Note even
here yet fo us!

5. and thon shalt love Jehovah thy God] Love, mentioned in JE as

t This is not meant to imply that some in Israel had not thrown oﬂ belief in V.he
reality of other gods before the Exile. Jeremiah certainly had: e.g. ii. 11,
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with all thy soul, and with all th} might. And these words, 6
which I eommand thee this day, shall be upon thine heart :
and thou shalt teach them diligently unto thy children, and 7

an affection between human beings (father and son, husband and wife,
slave and master) and in H as a duty both to neighbour-Israelites and
to strangers (Lev. xix. 18, 34), is never in the Hexateuch described as
entering into the relation of man to God except in 1) and deuteronomic
passages, where it is enforced with impressive frequency and fulness as
the fundamental religious duty 3 in the deuteronomic expansion of the
Decalogue Ex. xx. 6=Dt. v, 10; cp. vil. g, also x. 12, xi. 1, 13, 22,
xill. 3, xix. 9, xxx. 6, 16, 20 (of which only xi. r3, 22 and xiil. 3 are
PL.), and the deuteronomic passages Josh. xxil. 5, xxiii. 11. It must be
noted that prophecy had already used the term cthically (Am. v. 13
love the good) and religiously, for Hosea, besides frequently emphasising
God’s love to Israel (ni. 1, ix. 15, xi. 1, 4, xiv. 4}, and in terms so
warm as to inevitably excite their love to God, describes also the
relation of wen to their gods as one of love aud calls Jehovah the
husband of Israel (ii. 7, 13, ix. 10}, In this also, therefore, we may
venture to see Hosea'’s inflaence on D, but D has developed it with an
originality and fulness that are very conspicuous and potential in the
€).T. and in the N.T. still regarded as final. To D love to God is the
distinctive mark of His true worshippers, Israel’s necessary response to
is mercies especially in redeeming them from Egypt (cp. e love Him
tecause He first loved us, 1 Jo. iv. 1g), their central obligation, motive
and power to keep His laws; in. Christ's words, the first of all the
Commandments (Mk xii. 29f.). See further on Ex, xx. 6.

with all thine heart, and with all thy senl] a favourite phrase ia
D. See on iv. 29 for meaning and list of instances. Here is added
with all thy might. asin 2 Kgs xxiil. 25. *The One God demands the
whole man’ (Smend, Ael. Gesch.* 186).

6—9. Further enforcement of this creed and duty.

6. thrse words with which I am charging t/ee this day]  Elsewhere
the phrase in whole or part refers to the whole discourse of Moses (e.g.
xi. 18), but here it must mean the two preceding verses as the essence
of the law. .

shall be upon thine heart) xi. 18, lay up in your heert and in your
souls Jer. xxxi. 33, £ pul my law in their lnward parts and write it
Hﬁou their hearts. As the heart was the seal of the practical intellect, this
.means to commit them to memory ; but with a conscience to do them.

T teack them diligently| lit. whet or sharpert, xxxil. 41; make incisive
and immpress them on thy children; rub them in, Germ. elmcharfen.
The Eng. metaphorical use of ‘sharpen’ or ‘whet’ (‘whet on,’” * whet
forward ) has usually for object the mind, not the matenal employed
owit.  Yet cp. Shakespeare’s

“Thou hid'st a thousand daggers in thy thoughts,

Which thou bast whetted on thy stony heart
To stab wt hatf-an-hour of my frail life.
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" shalt talk of them when thou sittest in thine house, and

when thou walkest by the way, and when thou liest down,

& and when thou risest up. And thou shalt bind them for a

sign upon thine hand, and they shall be for frontlets between

o thine eyes. And thou shalt write them upon the door posts
of thy house, and upon thy gates. v

10 And it shall be, when the Lorp thy God shall bring thee

wnto thy chitdren] Sonot only in D, 2. 20, iv. g, si. 1g, but also J,
Ex. xiii. 8, cte.

talk of them, etc.) xi. 1g.  With LXX and Sam. read the for zhine
belore Aouse.

8. ‘thou shalt bind them for a sign.. for frontlets, etc.] See for the
exact meanings the notes on Ex. xiil. 9, 16, As there, so here probably
the injunction is to be taken metaphorically and not literally, as the
later Jews understood it, though they carried it out not by tattoving,
which seems the meaning here, but by writing these words as well as
xi. 15—21 and Ex. xiii. 110, 11—16 on small parchment rolls,
enclosing them in metal covers, and wearing them, bound on the arm
and brow, at morning prayer. They are called in late 1lebrew 22phillin
and in the N. 1. ¢vdakrigpia. See £.5. ‘Frontlets.’

9. door posts] It was the custom of the ancient Lgyptians to inscribe
on lintels and door-posts sentences of good omen (Wilkinson-Birch,
Anc. Egyptians®, 1. 3611.); but we are not to infer that it was thence -
derived by the Hebrews (Driver), for'it was the custom too in the Semitic
world {for two inscribed tablets from Assyria in Brit. Mus. see King,
Z. 4. X1. 30)and prevails amoug modern Egyptians {Lane, Afod. Egypt.
ed. 1896, 262 [.), and among the fellahin ot Hauran, who in their belief
in the ‘magical efficacy of the written word will piace the most inappro-
priate ancient Greek inscriptions {tombstones and the like) above or
beside their doors, sometimes upside down ! l.ater Jews have given the
name mézuzak (= door-post) to the small metal box or skin-bag containing
the above inscription and hung on the right-band door-post nside.  As
he enters the pious Jew touches or salutes it (Driver, £7). It is not
necessary to interpret even this verse in so literal a sense (Driver); even
this the deuteronomist may have intended to be metaphorical (Marti
in Kautzsch’s Hedl. Schr. des A.7T7). ’

10—156. The chief temptations to forget the duties just enforced will
mect Israel when they enter upon the enjoyment of the civilisation of
the land they are about to rcach: a civilisation to which they have not
contributed, and which they may be moved to impute to other gods
than their own who is bringing them to it. The relevancy of this
section to the preceding, and their close connection, are clear.

10.  And it shall be, when Jehovah thy God shall bring thee into, etc.|
A formula partly derived from J (Ex. xitl. 5, 11, the land of the
Canaanite), but varied by D, which adds t4y God and otherwise
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into the land which'he sware unto thy fathers, to Abraham,
to Isaac, and to Jacob, to give thee; great and goodly cities,
which thou buildedst not, and houses full of all good things,
which thou filledst not, and cisterns hewn out, which thou
hewedst not, vineyards and olive trees, which thou plantedst
not, and thou shalt- eat and be full; then beware lest thou
forget-the L.orD, which brought thee forth out of the land
of Egypt, out of the house of bondage. Thou shalt fear the
Lorp thy God ; and him shalt thou serve, and shalt swear

characteristically expands it.  Similarly vii. 1, xi. 29. See also iv.
38, vi. 23, viil. 7, ix. 4, 28, xxxi. 20, 271.

whick ke sware]l 1. 8. Thus in the forefront of the warning not
to yield to the worship of the gods of their new land the fact is
emphasised in solemn phrases that it is Jehovah who brings them
into-it.

11. and fouses...and cisterns.. vineyards and olive trees...] With
Sam. and LXX omit and before Aouses and cistzrus.  Such things form
the principal wealth of the cifies, better towns, of z. 10. That grain
and flocks are not also mentioned (as in xxxii. 14) is not surprising.
The description is a summary one; it is an agricuitural civilisation to
which ‘Israel is succeeding, and in the agriculture of the W. P’alestine
hills fruit-trees were more valuable than either wheat or barley, and also
their value was more dependent on the labour of previous generations.

and thou shall cat and be full] viil. 10, 12, xi. 15, XXXi. 20 Cp. xiv. 20,
xxvi. 12, xxxii. 15 (LXX).

12. beware] give heed to thyself ov be on guard with respect to
thyself, apparently a common phrase from one person to another, Ex. x.
28 (§), ete. ; addressed to Israel in the editorial passage, Ex. xxxiv. 12
and frequently in DD : iv. g, viil. 11 {both followed, as here, by Jest thou
Jorgel), xii. 13, 19, 30, xv. g, all Sg. and in the PL iv. 23, xi. 16 {cp.
v.o1g).

which bronght thee, etc.] Once more an emphasis on the providence
of Israel’s God. :

Aouse of bondmen] Soin J, Ex. xiil. 3, 145 in Deat. only in Sg.:
v. 6, vi. 12, vik. 8, vill. 14, xiil. 5, 50 the slaves’ quarter (exgastulum).

13. him shalt thon fear.. .serve...swear by his name}  Intended 1o
cover the whole sphere of religion: the spiritnal temper (on the fregquent
enforcement of the fear of God and its meaning see on iv. 10} ; acts of
worship (the Hebrew term, thongh technically used of these, may cover
other duties as well, see Driver, 2./. and cp. on x. 12); and loyalty to
God in all one’s intercourse by word and deed with one’s fellows. The
reason for this last, which to our ears sounds strange in so brief a
summary of religious duty, is clear. All the details of life are more
explicitly connected with réligi(m by primitive man than by ourselves,
e naively and eonstantly appeals to his god for the truth of his state-

-
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14 by his name. Ye shall not go after other gods, of the gods
15 of the peoples which are round about you; for the Lorp
- thy God in the midst of thee is a jealous God; lest the
anger of the Lorp thy God be kindled against thee, and he
destroy thee from off the face of the earth.
16 Ye shall not tempt the Lorp your God, as ye tempted
17 him in Massah. Ye shall diligently keep the commandments
of the Lorp your God, and his testimonies, and his statutes,
18 which he hath commanded thee. And thou shalt do that

ments and the honesty of his business transactions. So was it in the
Israel of the deuteronomists’ time, Jer. v. 2. Thus a man’s oaths were
in his everyday life the profession of his faith. If he swore by Baal,
Baal was his god. Hence the need of the command to Israel here and
in Jer. iv, 2, xii. 16. It is the duty of carrying out one’s religion into
the momentary details of life. Hence, too, the definition of Jehovah’s
true worshipper as ke that sweareth by Jehovah, Ps. Ixiii. 11, But
heice also the need for the presence among the Ten Commandments of
one not to take Jchovah's name in vain. For the practice, however
sincere in its origins, was terribly open to abuse, and was (and is)
abused among Semitic nations beyond all others. Of the modern Arabs
Doughty says, ‘they all day take God’s name in vain (as it was perhaps
in ancient Israel), confirming every light and laughing word with
cheerful billahs,” and ‘they will confirm any word with an oath’ (4.
Des. 1. 265, 26g).  So Christ commanded, swear not at all,

14.  Ye shall not go after other gods, ete.] only states explicitly what
is implicit in the preceding verses. As it is superfluous and introduces
the PL form into a Sg. context, it may be confidently regarded as an
editorial addition.  Otker gods, specially charactenstic of D and
deuteronomic passages in the Hexateuch, occurs some 20 times; for
g0 after other gods see viil. 19, xi. 28, xiil. 2, xxviiil. 14, etc.

15. in the midst of thee] So vil. 21, xxill. 14 (contr. i. 42). Hosea
has the same thought, xi. g, and Jeremiah, xiv. 9.

a_jealous God) Asiniv. 24, v. 9; see note on Ex. xx, 3.

lest the anger, etc.] Cp. vil. 4, xi. 17,

16, 17.  Another interruption by the Pl.  Because of this; because
the reference to Massah is hardiy relevant to the context, and because
the perfect, ke hath commanded, is not yet true of the separate laws;
these sentences seem to be a later editorial insertion. The return to
the Sg. at their close is explicable by the attraction of the Sg. in z. 18.

16. Ye shall not fempt, etc.] Rather, try, or put to e proof. Om
Massah ep. ix. 22, xxxiii. 8, and see on Ex. xvii. 2, 7.

18, 19. Resumption of the Sg. address; in spite of this the
originality of these verses also has been doubted. It is at least curions
that we have in them the divine name alone without the addition fiy
(od, characteristic of D,
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which 1s-right and good in the sight of the Lorp: that it
may be well with thee, and that thou mayest go in and
possess the good land which the Lorp sware unto thy
fathers, to thrust out all thine enemies from before thee, as
the L.orDp hath spoken.

When thy son asketh thee in time to come, saymg, What
mean the testimonies, and the statutes, and_the judgements,
which the Lorp our God hath commanded you? then thou
shalt say unto thy son, We were Pharach’s bondmen in
Egypt; and the Lorp brought us out of Egypt with a
mighty hand: and the Lorp shewed. signs and wonders,
great and sore, upon Egypt, upon Pharach, and upon all
his  house, before our eyes: and he brought us out from

18. do that which is right, etc.] Cp. xii.

imayest go in and possess]  See above on 2., 1

19. ?to thrust out, ete.] The Heb. is used of this event only here and
ix. 4 (Sg.) also in thc deuteronomic Jos. xxiii. z.

as Jehoval fatiz spoken] Ex. xxiii. 27 ff.

20—25. These verses return to a favourite theme of Deut.: the close
relation between Jehovah’s Laws and His Deeds. When a future
generation shall ask the meaning of the Laws it shall be referred to
the Lord’s deliverance of the nation from bondage in Egypt and His
conduct of them to the land He promised. Having thus made them a
nation, He would now preserve them as such by the Laws which He
commands. These zv., throughout in the Sg., expand #. 7 a, and con-
tain nothing which leads us to doubt their originality. See on 2. 24.

20. Fkhen, etc.] Read, with Sam. and LXX, And it shall be when,
as in the opening of ». 10 and in Ex, xiii. 14 (J), which the rest of this
clanse follows. -

the testimonics.. the statules, and the judgenents) as in iv. 45 g.v.
With Sam. omit and hefore the statutes ; the stalutes and the judge-
ments are the contents of the testimonies.

our God] For the reason of this instead of the usual Sg. 2y God see
on v, 24.

Chath commanded you] The perfect is natural to the time of the
questioners’ genecration, when the laws would already. have been
published. ¥ox (so Sam., but LXX #s) is, of course, the older gene-
rations ; this, therefore, is not an mstance of the Pl. address.

21, bandmeﬂ] See on v. 6.

wighty hand] See oniv. 34.

2. signs and wonders.. before our eyes]  See on iv. 34.

23. . and lie bronght us outf] This translation stifies the emphatic and
even exultant note of the order in the original: But ws Ie brought ent
Srowi thenee, cp. iv, 2q. .

2 -
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" thence, that he might bring us in, to give us the land which

24 he sware unto our fathers. And the Lorp commanded us

" to do all these statutes, to fear the Lorp-our God, for our .
good always, that he might preserve us alive, as at this day.

* . 25 And it shall be righteousness unto us, if we observe to do

all this commandment before the Lorp our God, as he
hath 'commanded us.

thal ke might bring ws int] See on 2. 10; some LXX codd. omit.

which ke sware} 1. 8. '

24. Jehovah commanded us to do all these statutes] This phrase is
natural to the time and standpoint assumed throughout zz. 20—a25,
viz. those of the later generation before which the statutes will already
have been published. Notice, too, how naturally Jelovat is used
instead of the deuteronomic Jehovar thy God; for here we have, not
Moses addressing Israel, but Moses quoting what Israel are to say to
their children; so, too, fekovak our God (thrice) is to be explained.
Thus two of Steuernagel’s reasons for conuting the passage as secondary
(that Sg. does not elsewhere in the introductory discourses take the laws
as already published and that Jehovah our God does not elsewhere
oceur in the Sg.) are disposed of. He has missed the standpoint of the
speakers whom Moses quotes. Steuernagel’s third reason for the
secondariness of the passage——that it interrupts by its emphasis on
obedience the Sg. course of thought, which before and after it warns
against the worship of other gods—is insufficient.

might preserve us altve]  Sustain the national gxistence which He had
begun by the redemption. from Egypt (o, 21). The Law is given to
preserve the life born in that deed of grace. See above.

alive, as at this dgy] * It deserves attention that this points to the
composition [of the passage] as pre-exilic, for the Exile was felt as
death’ (Bertholet). This would be a good argument if the words were
part of Moses’ divect address to Israel, but they are spoken from the
standpoint of a generation settled in Palestine.”

25. it shall be righteousness unio us] The thought of the previous
verse shows that righteousness here does not mean goodness, up-
rightness, but rather justification, vindication, the right (o live, and hy
consequence their life itself. Cf. the post-exilic Isaiah,” Ixi. 11, Ixii.
1, 2, in which righteousness is parallel to renown, to salvation and to
glory. (See the present writer’s fsasal xL.—lxvi. 217 .} Contrast
XXV. I3

before Jebovah onr God] Cp. xxiv. 13, where this phrase (#4y Gad)
follows immediately on righteousness unto thee. That may, as some
suggest, have been the order here, too, but the transposition is nat
necessary. ‘ To fulfil the commandment before Jehovah means so to
fulfil it that He sees it, and that is a speaking feature of Jegal piety
{(Neh. v. 19, xiii. 14, 22, 31)° (Bertholet).
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When the Lorp thy God shall bring thee into the land 7
whither- thou goest to possess it, and shall *cast out many
nations before thee, the Hittite, and the Girgashite, and the

! Heb. pluck off.
CH. VII. 1—26.

The discourse returns to the theme of vi. roff., Israel’s temptations
in the promised land. He is to make no contract, nor show friendliness,
nor intermarry with its peoples lest he be drawn to idolatry (1—4), but
is to destroy their altars and other religious symbols (5). For Israel is
holy and peculiar to Jehovah® who hath chosen him hecause He loved
him and redeemed him in order 1o keep His oath to his fathers (6—8).
He is faithful to His own to a thousand generations, but requites His
haters by destroying them ; Israel must therefore keep His laws (g—11),
If so, Jehovah will keep His covenant with 1he people, securing the
fertility of themselves, their soil and their cattle, and turning disease
from them upon their enemies (12—15). These Israel must consume
ruthlessly, for their gods will be a snare ; and if Israel is afraid of them he
must remember that what his God has already done to Pharach and
Egypt He will do to them, for He isin the inidst of -Israel a great
God and terrible (16—~21). He will destroy them gradually (for His
people’s sake), but utterly {22—24). The chapter closes on its keynote :
Israel must destroy the images of the gods of these peoples, not coveting
even the silver and the gold upon these, which must be an abomination
to [srael (z5-—26).—Apart from certain editorial additions {see the
notes), there is no reason to doubt the substantial integrity of the
chapter ; save with these additions—z2. 35, 7, 8 {except last clause), 124
—it maintains the Sg. address. '

1. skall bring thee into, etc.] See on vi. 10.

shall cast ont, etc.] strip, or clear, off 3 v. 22, 2 Kgs xvi. 6: the only
applications of this verb to the extirpation of human beings ; in xix. 5
intrans. of the slipping of an axe-head fromn the heft, xxviii. 40 the
dropping of olives. JE of drawing off sandals, Ex. iii. 55 Jos. v. 15.

The list of seven nations which follows is of a kind frequent in JE,
D {xx. 17) and deuteronomic passages in other books; ‘in many cascs
probably—Jos. xxiv. I1 is one that is very clear—introduced by the
compiler " {Dri:), but always with a rhetorical purpose. The order
and even the contents of these lists vary ; for details see Driver on this
verse, and on Ex. iii. 8.

. Hittite] - Egyptian and Assyrian monuments record a Elittite power
in N. Syria with a centre at Kadesh on the Orontes. Judg. i. 26, 1ii. 23,
Jos. xi. 3 (in these last two read Hittire for Hivite) bring the name as
far as the S. end of Mt Hermon. P mentions people of the same or a
similar name in S. Palestine as owning the land ahout Hebron (Gen.
xxill. 3, 10), and gives Esau wives of the daughters of Heth (Gen. xxvi,
4 xxvii. 46). Ezekicl (xvi. 3, ep. 45) calls the mother of Jerusalem a
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Amorite, and the Canaanite, and the Perizzite, and the
Hivite, and the Jebusite, seven nations greater and mightier
thmn thou ; and when the: Lorp thy God shall deliver them
up before thee, and thou shalt smite them ; then thou shalt
'utterly destroy them ; thou shalt make no covenant with
them, nor shew mercy unto them : neither shalt thou make

1 Heb. devote.

Hittite,  On these grounds (and others) the existence of at least Hittite
colonies or suzerainties in S. Palestine has been maintained. DButin P
{littite may be used in the same generaleense as Amorite in E and I
and Canaanite in J; cp. Jos. 1. 4 {denteronomic) @i/ the land of the .=
all Syria, which the Assyrians also mean by ‘the land of the Khatti’;
and P’s Hittites at Hebron are called Amorites by E, Jos. x. 5; while
Ezekiel, 100, may. have no ethnological distinction in mind, but may

-mean anly to emphasise the inborn heathenism of Jerusalem. The

question is still uncertain and of no importance for the understanding
of a rhetorical list like this. For details see the writer's Jeras. 11
16—18.

Girgashite] in but a”few of the lists ; here, Jos. iii. 10, xxiv. 113
Gen. xv. 21, Gen. x. 16 (J) puts them under the political -supremacy
of Canaan (degotéen by C.) or Phoenicia. Their territory is unknown.
The name scems onomatopoetic like Zamzummim (ii. 20}; cp. Arab.
‘garas,’ to make a low sound or speak softly.

Auwmorite.. Canaainite] See oni. 7.

Perizsite] in all but-two or three of the lists. | mentions this people,
along with the Canaanite, as Israel’s predecessors ((Gen. xiil. 7, xxxiv.
303 Judg. i. (4}, 3), and their land as in the centre of the range of
W. Palestine (Jos. xvii. 15). The name has been derived, but not
certainly, from g%wazal, ‘open region’ or ‘region of unwalled towns,’
pPrazi, “ the inhabitant of such’ {iiL.. 5}

Hiwige] in all the lists. - In | they are subject to Phoenicia (Canaan,
Gen. x. 17) and the Gibeonites are called Hrwites (Jos. ix. 7; cp. the
deuteronomic xi. 19). In 2z Sam. xxiv. 7 their cities are coupled with
those of the Canaanites as now Israel’s. The Heb. fiwws seems con-
nected with fawwah, tent-village.

Jebusite] in all the lists save one; according to T and other sources
the inhabitants of Jerusalem and its land till their conquest by David
(Jos. xv. 63 ; Judg.i. 21, xix. 113 2 Sam. v. 6, 8); of. D’s the showider of
the [ebustte, that is_ferusalem, Jos. xviii. 10, 28. See the writer’s ferus.
., 2261, 1L 18, 28.

3. deliver then: up before] See on i 8.

thou shalt utterly desiroy them) put (o the ban, herem. See on ii. 34.

make g6 covenant wilk them] no trcaty or alliance 5 so in JE, Ex.
xxiit. 32, xxxivy 125 ep. Jos.ix. 6, 1 Sam. xi, 1 fiL (instances of sych).

3. neither., make marriages with them]  Inthe narratives in-Genesis
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marriages with them ; thy daughter thou shalt not give unto
his son, nor his daughter shalt thou take unto thy son. For 4
he will turn away thy son from following me, that they may
serve other gods: so will the anger of the Lorp-be kindled
against you, and he will destroy thee quickly. But thus s
shall ye deal with them; ye shall break down their altars,
and dash in pieces their ‘*pillars, and hew down their
Asherim, and burn their graven images with fire. For thou

L Or, obelisks

and Judges marriages are regarded as best when between members of
the same family or tribe (Gen. xxviii. 2, 8f.) and asunfortunate when the
wives are foreign {Gen. xxvi. 34f., xxvii. 46; Judg. xiv. 3). Butno law
against marriage with foreigners is either assumed or implied. On the
contrary, Moses (Ex. ii. 21), David (2 Sam. iil. 3), Solomon {1 Kgs
xt. ), Ahab (1 Kgs xvi. 31), all marry foreigners, and there are other
instances (Bath-sheba and Uriah, etc.)). The deuteronomic veto,
therefore, may be assumed to be the earliest law against such marriages
(Ex. xxxiv. 16 is cditorial) and to have become nccessary by the ex-
perience of their evil consequences, conducive to idolatry (Judg. iii. 5 f.,
deuteronomic). At the same time D allows marriage with a foreign
woman taken in war (xxi. 10}, That the Jaw was not kept is seen
from the Book of Ezra. :

4. turn away thy son from following me] ILixpressed differently in
Ex, xxxiv. 164 but to the same effect, that the influence of the foreign
wife on her Tsraelite husband will be to lead him into idolatry. From
after me (lit.}: as the speaker is Moses, the me has been taken to be due
to abbreviation of the divine name, and Jedova’ is read ; but-in that
case we should have had Jekowat thy God. ‘Therefore fetain me and
take this as an instance, occurring again in xvil. 3, xxviil. 20, xxix.
544}, and frequent in the discourses of the prophets, of the merging of
the speaker’s personality in that of the Deity, for whom he speaks. -

aguainst you] Transition for the moment to the Pl. (confirmed by Sam.
and LXX), It is impossible to say whether this is original or an
editotial addition.

quickly] iv. 26. : .

8. The change 1o the PL, together with the fact that the 2. does not
direct the destruction of the persons of the heathen (which would have
-been relevant to the preceding), but only of their altars, etc., marks
this verse as a quotation or later insertion. V.6 follows on 4. So
Steuern., Berth. Cp. the editorial passages Ex. xxiii. 246, xxxiv. 13.
- The original of all three passages may be the deuteronomic law, xii. 3.

Pillars.. Asherin] See on xvi. 21 1.

8—11.. The reasons for the previous commands to destroy the
Peoples of the land, and to abstain from traffic with them, leading as this
would to participation in their worship of other gods. Israel are for

.
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Jehovah alone: to this end He loved, chose, and redeemed them. This
1s one of the many cases in Deut. in which the principles or ideas
offered for certain practices or acts of conduct commanded to Isracl are -
of a far higher standard than these practices themselves, and therefore
have endured as the essentials of religion when thé practices are either
no longer prescribed or actually forbidden (as in Christianity). The
passage, which might appear to be founded on Ex. xix. sf., is not
certainly so; for Ex, xix. 5f. (on which see the_ note) has probably
been expanded. The address changes to the Pl in 2z, 7, 8, whichare
probably a later insertion: see Lelow.

6. an holy people 1unto Jehovah thy God] So xiv. 2, 271, xxvi. 19,
xxviii. 93 cp. Ex. xix. 6 (J proh. expanded): an holy nation. As else-
where in Deut., %oly is here used in the formal sense of separated unto,
or reserved for, Jehevah, and includes an ethical meaning only by impli-
cation, i.e. in so far as traffic with the heathen and the worship of their
gods, which Israel, in consequence of his koliness to fehoval, was for-
bidden to share, would necessarily involve the people.in immoral
practices. See the following note.

" HoLINEss IN DEUT. AND OTHER O.T. WRITERS.

The adj. koly (fadosk), and the noun Aeliness (fodesk), with the various
forms of the verb (prob. deneminative) to de holy, and fo hallow or
sanctify, require a separate note, especially in view of certain phenomena
which distinguish the use of these terms in Deut. The meaning of the
root ¢ k-d-sh