SCHOOL OF MISSION AND THEOLOGY STAVANGER

THE KING AND OTHER PARTS OF ARISTOCRACY:
AN ANALYSIS OF THE OLD TESTAMENT POWER DIVISION ANOTS

IMPLICATION FOR THE CHURCH

THESIS SUBMITTED FOR THE COURSE: MASTER OF THEOLOGY

(30-mopg)

BY

ZEPHANIA SHILA NKESELA

STAVANGER

MAY 2009



TABLE OF CONTENTS

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT ...ttt ittt sttt e et e e st e e s et e e e et e e sne e e s st e e e enbe e e e snneeeeannneeas
ABBREVIATIONS .ottt ettt e e e e et et e et e et e e ae e e ata e e e e e st e e e e esba e e eeentan s
(O g =01 =T A © = PO P PP PP PPPPPRPPPPPPPRN 1
INTRODUCTION .....ctiiieiteiee et e st e e s smmmeee e st ee e e ssteeeeataeeeaasseeeaanseeeeeaaaeeessseeeaanseeeeanseeeesanseeeaanseeeennnes
1.1 Motivation and Statement of the Problem ...
2 N g0y (=T =T o L= P 2.
1.3 Research MethodOIOQY .......ccccoiiiiiiii et ee e e e e e e e e e e e e e e et e s e e e eaeeeeeensnnes
ot o ==V o T = 11T o PSRNt
(O a0 (=T G Yo 5
EXEGETICAL INVESTIGATION OF DEUTERONOMY 17:14-20......ccciiiieeiiiiieeiiiieeeiieee e sieeeenns 5
P20 I [ o1 o o 11X 1T o TR 5
2.2 A Brief Survey of Perceptions 0N KiNGSNiP ... .ooiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e e e e e e
2.3 Textual CriticisSm and TranSIAtION........coa e e
2.4 The Form and StruCture Of the TeXL.......ccciarii i
2.5 Exegesis of DeuteronOmMYL17:14-20.......cccccccoee e e e e et re e e e e e e e e e e e e e s s e e 12
2.5.1 Semantic Analysis @fs Compared torul/ QNUem .......ovveeiiiiiiiiieee e 12
2.5.2 Qualifications to Kingship in Deut 17:14-15. ... e e e e e 16
2.5.3 The Limitation of @ KiNg iN DEUL 17: 1617 .ccceeiieieiiiiiiiii e e e eeeeeeeeeeteni s s s e e e e e e e eeeannees 18
2.5 4 AKING'S DUty IN DEUL L17:18-19 ..... e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 21
2.5.5 AKing's Position in DEUL 17:20 ......ccccccce e e e e e e e s s s e s s s neees 27
P2 @] o Tor 11 ] T o SRRSO 28
(O aT= o1 L= i I 01 (=TT OO PO PP PPP P PPPPPP 30

ii



iii

OTHER PARTS OF ARISTOCRACY ... ttiie ittt eeeeetiee e seeaeantee e s snteeeeanneeaeeanseeenanneeeanneeeesnsaeeeanns 30
3.1 The Law from the Priest and the Judge in DBWB-13 ............ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e e 30
0 I R I =V 5 F= 1o [ PP PPRPPTTTPURRPPN 30
O B 1] (=1 g o 1] = 11 [o] [P O PP P PP PP PPPPP O 31
3.2 0omm 13y (CoUNSEl frOmM the WISE) .eevieiiiiiiiiieee et 35
3.2.1 The Prologue to the Wise Men Sayings Prol221 .............ccoovviviiiiiiiiiin oo e 36
G 0 A I = =1 = o o 36
000 I [ 01 (T o {1 7= U1 T o 37
.22 PrOV 22:22-23 ...ttt ettt b e e e ettt h et e e b et e e nae e e e br e e e nnes 38
120 R I =1 0 <1 = 1o o N 38
I |01 (=T ¢ o] (=] 7= L] o A PP 39
G TG BN o (0 ) B e PO 40
2 T R I =T <1 = i o o F PP 40
3.2.3. 2 Nt PO ALION . . veeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeesessessesseesessessssssesssssassnnnnnnns 40
.24 PrOV 23:26-28 ....ceeicieeieeiiieee ettt e et a e e et e e e s e e e et ee e e s btee e atteeeannaeeeaarreaeenees 41
0 0 R 8 = 1= F= 11 o P 41
I [ 01 (=1 ¢ o1 (=] 7= LT o P 42
I T o (0 AV S T PN 44
07 T8 R I =T g 1 = 1o o N 44
I I [ 01 (=T 4 o] =] 7= LT ] o WA PP 44
B.2.6 PrOV 24:21-22 ...ttt ettt e e e e e e e n it e e e e R bt e e e te e e e e nnae e e e e nreeeenees 46
G 00 0 A I = 1= F= 11 o 46
TG T2 [ 01 (=T o1 (=1 = 11T o NP 46
3. 3xv2m 727 (The Word from @ PrOPhEL) ........veiiiiiiiiieiieeeeeeee ettt a e e e 49
3.3.1 SaMUEI VS KiNG SAUL.......oviiiiiiiii e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s 49
3.3.2 Nathan Vs King David (2Sa8mM 12:1-12) ...uccceeeiiiiiieeiiicciiiieeiineierrereeerereeseee s s e s s s sn s snnnnnnnnns 50
TR I R I =T g <1 = i o o F PP 50

3.3.2. 2 NI PIrEtALION . v eeeeereeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeesessessesseesessesssssssssssssssnnnnnnnns 51



iv

3.3.3 Micaiah Vs King Ahab (1Kgs 22:1-7, 14, 17,28)).........ccceviiieeeiiiieee e e eeeeeee e e e e e eeeeaaanes 53
GRS TR 0 A I = 1= F= 11 o 53
R TR I [ 01 1T 1 1] 7= L1 T o S PP 54

3.3.4 1saiah VS KiNG ANGZ (ISA 7:1-17) .uuuuieeeeeee e e e e e et e e e e e e e s e s e s e s s enansneeeeneenees 58
TR 0 Nt R I =T 0 1 = 1o o N 58
R I [ 01 (=T ¢ o] =] 7= LT ] o WA PP 59

3.3.5 Jeremiah Vs King Zedekiah (Jer 27:1-3, 6ZF14, 22) ......ccooeeiiiiiii et e e e e e 64
TR T 0 A 1 = 0 1 F= 11 o P 64
RS TS T2 [ 01 (T ¢ o1 (=] = 11T o N 65

3.3.6 AMOos VS Amaziah (AMOS 7:10-17)....ccoeuuiiuiiiei e e eee et e e e e e e e e e e eee et eeeeeaae e 68
GRS TG 10 A I = = F= 11 o 68
R T I [ 01 (=T ¢ o1 =] 7= L1 T o S PP 68

O @] aTox 11 ] o] o H PP TR OPPRPPPRRPRPPIPY 424

(O = o (= S T T SRR 40
THE IMPLICATIONS OF THE OLD TESTAMENT POWER DIVISIN ........cooiiiiiieiiiiieeiiee e 73
4.1 The Kingship Of YHWH ..o e e e e e s s s aaeaeeeeeeees 73
4.2 Humankind as God’s REPIESENTALIVES .......cceeiiiiiiiiiiieeiiitiie ettt 77
EXCURSUS . ...ttt e+t 2222ttt e 228t e a2 an st e e e see e e esse e e e ansteeeeanseeeeanseeneennnneeeannees 9.7
(O T 0 (=T G 7= SRR 82
GENERAL CONGCLUSION ....cutiiiiiiiteiitite et st snteeeeaanteeeeataeeeassseeeeaseessnseeeesnnseeesanseeeesanseeeans 82
BIBLIOGRAPHY ..ottt ettt ettt ettt ettt e ettt e e a bt e e e a ke e s eas e e e e sttt e e e nbe e e e s bb e e e e ennneeeenees 85
FN o o N I ST RRSTRR 90.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT



We Africans believe that everything has causalityis from this perspective | would like to
appreciate all institutions and individuals whoveeas a causality of this work. The list might be

very long to be mentioned on this part of the pdper have to mention a few.

| thank the almighty God for his everlasting lows fme. He provided whatever | needed, life
being the greatest of all. Thanks to my mentor PMéagnar Kartveit whom through his
constructive criticisms, this work has come to thtate. | would also like to express my
appreciations to the Det Norske Misjonsselskap (NMig Misjonshggskolen (MHS) and the
Stavanger International Church (SIC). From thesditutions | got theological education,
accommodation, invitations, social gatherings anorswip. This assured me a prosperous
academic and spiritual growth. The Norwegian Statkicational Loan Fund, Lanekassen,
deserves a lot of thanks for sponsoring my stubere in Norway. | might say without their

economical support it would be very difficult forento pursue my master degree.

Thanks to my home Church, the Central Diocese ef Bvangelical Lutheran Church of
Tanzania for giving me a permission to take myHertstudies abroad. Special thanks to Bishop
Eliufoo Yohana Sima and my fellow pastors for thupmort they showed to my family when |
was away. Last but not least, | would like to thamkwife Tumwitikege Ngosi, who stayed with
our son Paul and our daughter Rebecca. Her pragacs encouragement provided a
psychological fithess for me to continue with mydsés. | dedicate this work to my daughter

Rebecca who was born while | was in Norway for &tsid

ABBREVIATIONS



Vi
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ELCT-The Evangelical Lutheran Church of Tanzania

NCBC-The New Century Bible Commentary

NIDB- New Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible
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Chapter One

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Motivation and Statement of the Problem
My interest in doing a study on the mentioned thespeings out from observing the Old

Testament canon. In the process | observed théidraal divisions of the Hebrew Bible which
lead us to three parts: The Pentateuch (Hebrewmeaning instruction, the law, which is
translatedvopoc by the LXX and the New Testament); the Prophetsb(el® oxa: which are
further divided into Former, Hebrewnsxu- i.e. the historical books and Later, Hebrewwnx
which include all the prophets except Daniel, whistael did not consider to be a prophetic

book); finally the Writings (Hebrewars covering the rest).

A closer reading of all these three parts revdads In Israel there were people creating
the Old Testament. In other words, these peoplesas the institutions of power in old Israel. In
the Pentateuch, priests are mentioned to play atgude in Israel especially on matters
concerning the Law. In the Prophets, the histoi@alks particularly Samuel and Kings are all
about different kings working as leaders in Isr&kwever in the Prophets also we find another
institution mentioned to be functioning is that mophets. In the last part, the Writings we
encounter wisdom literature, something which ingpliee presence of wise men that are behind
this wisdom. The presence of all these people, ingrit the same time, awakens my curiosity

on how did they work together to serve Israel aat&n.

As far as this canon is concerned, the Old Testansehelieved to have some basic
concepts about human life and dignity of the irdiils and the society at large. One of the

strong features in it is a sound distribution ofdtions of power which is one of the basic

! On more explanation about the canon see J. AllSsgmin Introduction to the Old Testame8if ed. (London:
SCM Press, 1898), 13-28.



principles of most democratic constitutidrishe book of Deuteronomy might serve as a starting
point of this distribution of power due to its mbasmd humanistic character. This book contains
many ethical laws which have no counterpart elsesvirethe PentateuchThese (God's) laws
as presented in chapters 12-26 are given to maitgeaelite society, in their justice and their
ability to secure God's closeneés3he law of kings (Deut 17:14-20) is one of themed. The
closer look of this law shows that the role of thieg, the official likely to become the most
powerful is surprisingly seen to be more deempleasias Tigay says, than any other official.
Deuteronomy’s policy of limiting power to the kiniipe one expected to be the highest authority,

gives room for other officials to contribute on teadership in Israel.

Moreover, the separation of different functionsdifferent societies may differ, but to
some extent there is a common trend, i.e. thendisbtn between the legislature, the executive
and the judiciary. The only passage in the Bibléclispeaks about the duties of a king (the law
of kings) indicates that the king was mainly dothg executive duties but nothing mentioned
about legislature, judiciary or any other duty.fAsas this law is concerned, someone may come
up with questions: How was power distributed in lraelite monarchy? Secondly, what does

this power distribution imply in the modern socigtgrticularly the Church?

1.2 Aim of the Paper
The aim of this paper is to study the Old Testanpawer division between the king and the

other officials who worked beside him. Howeverstpaper seeks to look for an implication of

this power division in the Church as well.

% Norbert Lohfink, “Distribution of the Functions &ower: The Laws Concerning Public Offices in Deantemy
16:18-18:22,” inA Song of Power and the Power of Song: EssayseoBdlok of Deuteronomgd. Duane L.
Christensen(Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1993), 336-352.

® Moshe WeinfeldPeuteronomy and the Deuteronomic Sch@kford: Oxford University Press, 1972), 282.

4 Jeffrey H.TigayThe JPS Torah Commentary: Deuteronof@hiladelphia: The Jewish Publication Society,
1996), xvi.

® Tigay, Deuteronomy166.



1.3 Research Methodology
The most part of this paper is exegetical and warimethods are employed. This is taken into

account because biblical criticism “methods” areotiies rather than methods, resulting from the
formalizing of intuitions about the meaning of lidall texts® This brings an insight that one
method can not only apply but also needs to cotperith others as well. First of all, form
criticism has been very helpful to identify the gewf the text and itSitz im Leber.By this
method it is clear to what type of the text it ilan which context it was spoken, hence to bring
an understanding of it. Secondly, the structuraligicism tries to bring the meaning of the text
in the Israelite culture and by utilizing this medh the text itself is thoroughly studied for a
better interpretation. The textual criticism is ddn this paper to establish the original wording
of the texts which are interpreted. These mentiamexijetical methods are not applied to each
text dealt with in this paper except to some. Hosveindividual terms are studied semantically
with a thorough lexical-syntactical analysis foe thurpose of extracting the proper meaning of
terms among a wide range of related terms. | haweigled my own translation of texts for a

better understanding from their original wording.

For the part of the situation of the Church in Tama, a qualitative research was done
during the summer holiday (June-August 2008). Ia thethod, | conducted interviews through
conversation where knowledge is constructed inritexaction between the interviewer and the
interviewee® This method was chosen due to the culture of ibeniiewees where questions
about leadership need a deeper conversation rdtharusing questionnaires. Open questions

were used and the interviewees were able to giep é&planation$.The groups focused were

¢ John BartonReading the Old Testament: Method in Biblical St{idyrdon: Darton, Longman and Todd, 1984),
244,

" This is a German phrase which is suffering itslBhgneaning. In this paper, the phrase meansialsmmtext in
which the genre in question is appropriate. Thegevarious definitions suggested for it but thie seems to be
favorable at least to me. See also Barton, 32-33.

8 Steinar Kvale & Svend Brinkmanmterviews: Learning the Craft of Qualitative Resgralnterviewing2™ ed.
(Los Angeles: SAGE, 2009), 1-2.

° For the nature of the questions asked, see appéndi



pastors, evangelists and lay Christians. The nagnedps are the one that are either leaders in
Church or close to Church leadership and their siane genuine. However, 20npeople were

interviewed but in this paper only 5 represent theecause the ideas they gave were similar.

1.4 Scope and Limitation
Since | am dealing with power distribution betwebka king and other officials, | have worked

on the texts related to the topic. For the kingave done an exegesis of the text which talks
about the duties of the king (Deut 17:14-20). Hesve Jer 18:18 gives me an insight on other
officials i.e. the priests, the wise men and preph&or this case, other officials working
alongside the king are studied, the text concerttiegpriests, Deut 17:8-13, where the court of
justice is mentioned, some text related to the wsa in Prov 22:17-24:34 as well. Concerning
the prophets, the following ones serve as reprasees of others: Samuel, Nathan, Micaiah,
Isaiah, Jeremiah and Amos. These are chosen bedagisework with kings seems to be
appropriate for my topic since they presented tbedvirom YHWH to the kings. In this paper |
have confined myself on the leadership roles paeity the power distribution between the top

leader and those ones under him.



Chapter Two

EXEGETICAL INVESTIGATION OF DEUTERONOMY 17:14-20

2.1 Introduction
Now it is important to deal with the Law of Kingself as we read in Deut 17:14-20. In this

chapter, a thorough interpretation of the text uesiion is going to be done by employing
textual, form and structural criticisms. Howeveanh going to survey the view of kingship in the
Bible by showing examples on how kingship was peezk This will be helpful for the rest of

chapter 2 where the meaning of the text is expeotbe exposed.

2.2 A Brief Survey of Perceptions on Kingship
The issue of kingship has been portrayed both igekitand negatively in the Bible. Recent

scholarship admits that different groups viewedykhip quite differently, this brings difficulties
from what perspective kingship should be consid&téd 1Sam 8 for example, kingship is seen
not to be divinely ordained but simply a people&mnd. In 1Sam 8:4-5, the Israelites are seen
to ask for a king “such as all nations have.” Astfi this request seems to be that Israel wanted a
king in response to the challenge of the surroundiorld!® It was an imitation to what was
happening to its neighbors rather than a natudgroirom Yahweh. Secondly, 1Sam 8:7 shows
us that this request was contrary to kingship diweh, it was against Yahweh’s will. The same
is said when Gideon was refusing to rule Israel praposed that Israel was to be ruled by
Yahweh and not human beings (Judg 8:22-23). Alterinquiry for a king, Samuel is not happy

(1Sam 8: 6) because the issue seems to be bothsanpkbetrayal (1Sam 8:7) and religious

°New Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bibl¢gDB) vol.3 ed. Katherine Doob Sakenfeld, (Nashville: AbingdRress,
2008), 505.

1 Walther Zimmerli,Old Testament Theology Outli&dinburgh: T&T Clark, 1978), 86.



impropriety*? On one hand, someone may argue that this wasSaryuel’s problem since he
knew that having a king walking before Israel wonldan the end of his term of service. On the

other hand Yahweh himself says he is rejected $yp&ople Israel.

Then YHWH through Prophet Samuel gives the Isreelihe consequences of having a
king. The king is said to rule over themrsy 3%, this means he will be over the people and
giving orders to them. This is followed by a lifttbings he will do as a dictator such as taking
the best of the fields and vineyard, abusing sowlsdaughters of Israel, and taking the tenth of
the flockswy (1Sam 8:10-18). The veray “to tithe” as used here is said to be distinct fribra
tithe that supported the religious institutions (D&4:22-29, 26:12-15) based on YHWH as a
king, the tithe referred here is a tax levied upgnicultural products for supporting the royal
estates® Even if the point here is YHWH's kingship overdsl, | don't think that YHWH can
rule directly. What | mean here is that there nfogst leader (a human being) whom YHWH will
use to rule over his people. A sharp discouragemérkingship might be understood as a

negative view, not taking into consideration th&tWH uses human beings to rule.

The achievements of various kings are widely disedsn the OT. Starting from King

Saul, he was given a task of punishing Amalek fbat\he did to Israel on their way from Egypt
(Exod 17:8-16, Deut 25:17-19). The Amalekites wayebe put under the bamyn that is
exterminated to the last man, woman, child and ah{ftSam 15:3). In vv 4-9 we read, Agag,
the Amalekite king is not killed but taken alivedatihe selected livestock are spared for sacrifice
in Gilgal. This leads to what we find that he wasarged for “not following YHWH’s
commands” and because of this, Saul is twice tb®h(n 15:25,26) “he has rejected you from
being king.” This rejection of the first king paatrs a negative perspective of a king; it seems as

if Saul did not do anything good at all in all a$ ime as a king!

Another example is Solomon. In 1Kgs 11:1-13 we redat can be called Solomon’s
apostasy. From the story, Solomon is seen fallngve with many foreign women to the extent
of having 700 wives and 300 concubines (1Kgs 1ft@j the nations whom YHWH said “You

12p_ Kyle McCarter1Samuel: A New Translation with Introduction, Noéad CommentaryThe Anchor
Bible(AB), Garden City: Doubleday & Company, In@8D), 156.

13 McCarter,1Samuel158.



should not join with them and they should not jaith you...” (222 w28 Oom onla wansb ).
The verbxa as used here is the same as in Josh 23:7, 12 rgeassociating with, mixing
with.** These wives enticed him after other gods and YHW$ponds to this apostasy in v 11
“Since this is your attitude...you have not kept mgvenant and my decrees...| will most
certainly tear the kingdom away from you and givi®ione of your subordinates.” Again if this
text is regarded as a source of understanding kipga the Bible, then someone will get a
negative picture of the institution.

Many kings are portrayed as engaging themselveélseirabuse of power. Among them,
the following serve as a good example of this negaattitude. Rehoboam (1Kgs 12:1-19),
Manasseh (2Kgs 21:1-18) who is said to do evihm gight of YHWH and Amon (2Kgs 33:19-
26) who also did evil as his father Manasseh.

On the other hand the Bible also portrays a paspicture on kingship. A good example can be
that of Josiah, the reformer (2Kgs 23:1-25). Thera similarity in tradition between 2Chr 35:1

and 2Kgs 23:21 and this gives credit (Positive YitavJosiah as working for the benefit of the
nation, probably not as other kings who abused tféces. Another example in this group can
be Hezekiah who also did reformation activities KL8:1-16). This story by the Chronicler is

based on the Deuternomist source (2Kgs 18) wheteeirevaluation of Hezekiah (2Chr 35:20-

21) there is nothing like an extreme of the Deuterist to an extent of declaring Hezekiah as
the best king ever.

From this short survey it is evident that theselidab sources of kingship are either
biased or incomplete since they do not portrayllapiature of a king. Going to an extreme of
saying that kingship should not exist is not fascduse YHWH uses his creation to rule. It is
true that some kings did evil in the eyes of YHWHIt lkings are human beings who need
YHWH'’s help always to overcome evil. How can they lielped to do according to YHWH's
will, is a very important question to be discuskede. The Law of Kings is given to guide kings
to lead Israel. It is the purpose of this chapteutveil the meaning of this law. Before the

interpretation of the text itself, let us take istnsideration the original wording of the text.

14 Mordechai CogartKings: A New Translation with Introduction and Qoentary (Anchor Bible (AB), New
York: Doubleday, 2001), 326.

15 Jacob M. Mayer2Chronicles: Introduction, Translation, and Not¢éshe Ancor BibleNew York: Doubleday &
Company, Inc., 1979), 184.



2.3 Textual Criticism and Translation

V16. Beside the woren which is read in Masoretic text, the Septuagintsatti@ wordexvte
thus it reads “for himself.” The Syriac versionetfiargums and the Vulgate support the LXX.
The prosodic analysis supports the Masoretic YeXhe reading by the Samaritan Pentateuch
-nxm and the MTnx is a bit tricky. Despite the additionat™ in the Samaritan Pentateuch it is
readamar, “he said,” just like the MT. Thus, the Samarientateuch readsxn “he said” the
same asmy “he said” of the Masoretic text. The Samaritan Benich was copied from the
Hebrew'’ That being the case, | favor the Masoretic Texte wordzs5 is omitted in one
Hebrew manuscript and in some Septuagint withe$3as. manuscript readsx. There is a
serious problem in the study of the Hebrew texbetiteronomy especially the frequent change
of the second person singular and the plural foimsverbs and pronominal suffixes,

Numeruswechsgf From that point of view, the Masoretic reading aéms convincing.

V18. The Septuagint reads 6ecutepovoutor touvto “this repetition,” see also the Vulgate (the
phrase which is the origin of the name of the bpoigtead ofwim m7inn mlbuwn-nx “with a copy

of this law” read by the Masoretic text.

V19. Sebir, Samaritan Pentateuch and Targum xedd her” (feminine, referring to théorah)

instead ofia “in it” (masculine, referring to the scroll) whicls in Masoretic text. Since the
Targums are the Aramaic comments about the Hebesty tating from about 250BC to
300BC? and the Samaritan Pentateuch shows its dependentye Hebrew text, still the

reading by the Masoretic text is the original or@me Hebrew manuscripts and some

' Duane L. Christensekyord Biblical Commentary: Deuteronomy 1-2{fashville: Thomas Nelson Publishers,
2001), 380.

7 James C.BangsunBiblical Hebrew: A Simplified GrammgtJsa River: Research Institute of Makumira
University College, 2001), 244.

18 Christensenword Biblical CommentanyG. English has no distinction between the singatat the plural in the
second person, this makes the translation to bsaime. Most commentators ignore it since the ctahgee no
effect on the meaning of the text.

19 BangsundBiblical Hebrew 244.



Septuagint witnesses regei>x “your God” instead ofriox “his God” as it appears in the
Masoretic text. First of all, if someone considirs last letterg of the reading by LXX and of

the reading by MT, s/he might notice a slight relskamce which can easily confuse the reader or
the scribe especially when the text is written bypdh May be the LXX scribe copied it wrongly
from the MT. Secondly, if we observe the grammatmanstruction of the Hebrew of this
sentence, it is all about th& Person singular “him,” something which might susfftis God”

to be the right reading. From these two argumehts/e made, | suggest the MT to be followed.
The Septuagint readsic evtoiec tavtag, “these commandmentsioxn omatn while the
LXX ™" readstac evtorac autov ra1 one Hebrew manuscript and Targum Pr. Jadthll” to

be read with the expressiarprmx1 Still the prosodic analysis shows an agreement Wi¢h

Masoretic text as the correct offe.

V20.The Samaritan Pentateuch reads “he lifts up “while some manuscripts reas-
“exalted.” For b, the Samaritan Pentateuch readgor =1 “he turned aside,” while the
Masoretic text uses an infinitive construct “to éralted.” In both cases, regardless of the
difference on letters, the meaning is the sameti@Samaritan Pentateuch reads5nn xo> Sy

“on the throne of his kingdom” fanls%mn-5p “on his kingdom” as read by Masoretic text. Since
the Samaritan Pentateuch depends on the Masoesticthe addition oke> “a throne” can

possibly be the editorial work and still the Magmréext be the original reading.

From the above textual criticism, it has been avideat various withnesses show a discrepancy
in the wording of the text. This is the main reasonthe differences in readings found in

different versions of the Bible. As it has beerveyed, the options which are suggested different
from the Masoretic text have proved not to be gjirarhis makes the Masoretic text to stand, at
least for this text to be the original wording.this paper, the translation of the text follows the

Masoretic text, thus the text reads:

V14. When you come to the land which the Lord your @&ogiving to you and you will possess

and dwell in it, and you will say “I will put ovene a king as all the nations around me.”

2 Christensenword Biblical Commentary381.
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V15. You may indeed put over you a king he whom thedlyour God will choose, you will put
a king from the midst of your brothers do not pweloyou a foreign man who is not your
brother.

V16. Only he shall not multiply horses for himselftlass heart turn aside and he shall not send
people back to Egypt in order to add horses, aad. @RD said to you, you shall never return to

that way again.

V17. And he shall not multiply wives for himself lekis heart turn aside, and he shall not

multiply silver and gold in excess.

V18. When he is seated on the throne of his kingdarshall write for himself a copy of this

Law on a scroll under the supervision of the psi¢isé Levites.

V19. And it shall be with him and he shall read imalitthe days of his life, so that he may learn

to fear the LORD his God by keeping all the worfithes Law and these statutes to do them.

V20.That his heart not to be exalted above his bretlard lest he turns aside from the
commandment to the right or to the left that thgsdmay be prolonged in his kingdom for him

and his sons in the midst of Israel.

2.4 The Form and Structure of the Text
Though to some people it might bring a questiowky | appeal to this approach, for me it is

very important to know the type of the text | analkiey with. As John Barton says, dealing with
a book of unknown genre brings an imperfect undedihg®* Form Criticism here is to help us
not only to understand but also to apply a texbediagly since its form and the social setting

will be clear.

First of all, the book of Deuteronomy has four hiegd. The first one is Deut 1:1 “These
are the words that Moses spoke to all Israel indbesert east of the Jordan...” This makes

someone right after reading this heading to peecéiat what follows is a kind of speech to all

% Barton,Reading the Old Testameng-43.
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Israelites. The second heading appears in Deut4B4d his is the Law Moses set before the
Israelites. These are the stipulations, decreedaamsl Moses gave them...” The third heading
which to some extent resembles the second oneifdfan Deut 29:1 “these are the terms of the
covenant the Lord commanded Moses to make withdtaelites in Moab, in addition to the
covenant he had made with them at Horeb.” Theselsveound like a renewal of the previous
set of laws given to Israel. The fourth headinthis one in Deut 33:1 “This is the blessing that
Moses the man of God pronounced on the Israeléésd his death.” All these headings suggest
different kinds of materials found in the bo@kHowever, for the sake of this part of the paper,
the difference of the materials in the book is adtig deal but what kind of a book as a whole is
this.

Some scholars have worked hard to assign Deutenpmasna farewell speech, but in the
wider context due to its different materials asstéenents” for office-bearefé.Beside that
suggested “form” of Deuteronomy, basing on the eots of the book (which is seen as a
homiletic instruction for the laity), th8itz im Lebens said to be a cultic celebration, perhaps
from a feast of renewal of the coven&hbeuteronomy as a law code, incorporating the direa
existing laws also gained much attentforRecently, there is a suggestion that Deuteronomy
belongs to a genre known as “vassal’ or “suzeraintgaty which combined historical
narratives, regulations and curses togethetowever, form criticism has achieved by assigning
Deuteronomy by most scholars agreeing that itsegean be a “wisdom book” with iSitz im
Lebenin the classroom or a famify.From the above discussion, | agree that Deutergrism

full of instructions which fit for the society arge. Calling it a wisdom book is convincing and

22 For more discussion on the four headings, seedRementsDeuteronomySheffield: JSOT Press, 1989), 13-14.
For Clements, these different parts suggest diftdimes and stages in the book’s composition.

2 Gehard von Rad)euteronomy: A CommentarfL.ondon: SCM Press, 1966), 22-23.
24 \on Rad,Deuteronomy23.

25 A.D.H. Mayers The New Century Bible Commentary: Deuteron¢@rand Rapids: Wm.B. Eerdmans Publishing
Co., 1979), 29-30.

% Barton,Reading the Old Testamenf)-41. This kind of treaty was common in the Antiear East especially
the extra biblical tradition, c.f. Von RaDeuteronomy21, Mayers;The New Century Bible Commenta3®.

%" Barton,Reading the Old Testameng.
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possibly the social context for teaching it wasdtassroom or family. However, Deut 17: 14-20

is a set of instructions for the quality of an idisaaelite top leader, the king.

In Deut 17:14-20, we find two main structures ngmeVv16, 17, 20a and vv18-19
explaining what the king must not do and what hetndo respectively. These two parts bring a
balance which for the structuralism approach canaded the binary opposition which is a key
of understanding the test.These verses tell us about a picture of an idiegl Who is to be the
leader of people and at the same time pleasing YHWhére are other two complementary
structures vw14-15 and v20b. The former gives damh to get a king and the later gives the
outcomes of following those conditions i.e. thegkieind his descendants to reign a long time.

This also can be said to be the climax of the L&Wings since it gives the expected goal.

2.5 Exegesis of Deuteronomy17:14-20

2.5.1 Semantic Analysis ¢f» Compared torw/ and 7w

Before going further, there is an importance ofiging the termyon “king” as used in the Bible.
This part will make a semantic study of the terrd #re other related terms in the Bible. In this
semantic study, the lexical-syntactical analysi®nsployed for the purpose of extracting the
meaning of this individual term. The questions ¢odealt with are two, namely, which words are
used to designate a king in the Old Testament? \&iwatheir possible meanings and how are

they used? The Hebrew words to be analyzed heri@e namely;on, +nl, andmun.

1.95n is a noun appearing about 2500 times and is atatshs king? It refers to a male
sovereign ruler who exercises authority over arefiterritorial area, the stafes is the

designation for a king whereas other derivativethefrooti>n denote kingship, kingdom, to be

% Barton,Reading the Old Testamefif)4-137.

2 William L. Holladay,A Concise Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Oldafeent(CHALOT), (Laiden: E.J.
brill, 1971), 198.

%0 The Anchor Bible DictionaABD) vol 4, ed. David Noel Freedman , (New York: Doubleday@2)940. CfThe
Harper Collins Bible DictionaryfHBD), ed. Paul J. Achtemeier, (New York: Harp@llids publishers, 1985), 567.
The authority said here is a political one.
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king or reign while the notion of “dominion” or “fe’ is expressed by the row».3* In relation

to the other languages, the Arabic ronkk means “to own completely” and this has been
suggested to indicate a similar basic meaning withHebrews5” When someone makes a
comparison between the Semitic languages for exanifgbrew against Akkadian, s/he finds,
Hebrew hasnelekfor “king” and sar for “official” or “prince” while the Akkadian hasarru for
“king” and maliku for “counselor.®® This is an amazing feature to be found in the Semi
languages which | might say it shows a differentdhie use of terms designating the king.
Though the office of the king is common to the Semculture it is not necessarily the

terminology used to be from the same root.

In the Hebrew Bible, the nouttn is frequently used to refer to neighboring kings to
Israel. This is clear for example for Egypt Gen2B9:Exod 1:8, Deut 11:3, 1Kgs 3:1. For
Mesopotamia, Shinar, Assyria, Babylonia, Persiag8, 10, Gen 14:1-4, 2Kgs 15:19, 20, 29,
17:3-4, 18:13-15, Ezr 1:1-2, 4:3-5, Esth 1:2, 1Kds18, 40, 14:25, 2Kgs 17:4-6, 23:39. For
Canaan, Philistia, Edom, Moab, Gen 14:2-4, 20:21,28, 36:31, Num 20:14, 21:1-3, 22:4, 10,
Deut 1:4, 3:1-2, Josh 2:2, Judg 1:7, 5:19, 8:5,112]12-13, 2Kgs 3:4-7. For Tyre, 2Sam 5:11,
1Kgs 5:15, 9:11. All these uses of the term doshatw any difference with the noun being used
by Israel itself Gen 36:31, Num 23:21, 24:7, Dentl4-20, Judg 17:6, 18:1, 19:1, 21:25, 1Sam
2:10, 8:5-9, 2Sam 2:4-7, 1Kgs 1:33, 34-37. From gerspective, one may say that even if the
concept of kingship was common to both Israel dachéighbors it is not true to say that the
term used to designate a “king” was the same t8ehitic nations because others used the root
mlk while the Akkadian for example, usedr. In the case where the term was the same,
probably one might have borrowed it from anothémrderli says when the idea of kingship was
taking its concrete form in Israel, elsewhere i@ Ancient Near East it had long been thére

my opinion, this idea is very difficult to be rulexlit. The evidence we have from the biblical

31 ABD, 40.
32 ABD, 40.

% Tryggve N.D. Mettingerking and Messiah: The Civil and Sacral Legitimatigfithe Israelite Kings(Lund:
CWK Gleerup, 1976), 296.

3 Walther Zimmerli,Old Testament Theology Outlirg,
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source may lead us to conclude that despite tliereifce in terminology, Israel used the term

71 for king whether in Israel itself or a king of otheations.

2. =1l means chief, leader, sovereijriThe leadership said here has sometimes been
specified to be military, i.e. being in front asnditary leader® The Hebrew Bible describes the
term to have different uses, that is for kings (hSE3:14, 1Kgs 1:35, 2Kgs 20:5), and for
military officers or captains (1Chr 12:27, 13:1,12B32:31). Other uses associated with the term
are like the chief of the tribe (2Chr 19:11) and tample (2Chr 31:13, Jer 20:1).

It is very interesting that when Saul is anointib@, term used isull (1Sam 9:16, 10:1).
It has been said that in the pre-exilic period,téren occurs only in the singular, for the king as
Yahweh’s choicé’ In most cases it is translated as “prince”, andised to make a clear
distinction for example for the case of Saul, higreé ordination and his “human rank.” This
occurs 10 times in 1Sam-2Kgs (1Sam 9:16, 10:1,4.2%:30, 2Sam 5:2, 6:21, 7:8, 1Kgs 1:35,
14:7, 2Kgs 20:5). This argument has even led tdeduction that the term refers to the
designated successor of the king, that is the crpmmce (cf. 1Kgs 1:20, 35), thus the resent
investigations shows the termill as a title to contribute little to the semantit¢edmination of

38

77

3.t means “anointed oné*The nounrun is derived from the verbe» which means
to anoint and it occurs 39 times in the 1Tn the Pentateuch, anointing (and the romi) is

connected to consecration rituals for the most, gand when it comes to people, it is the priests

% CHALOT, 226.
% The New Bible Dictionary\NBD), ed. J.D. Douglas, (London: Inter-varsite8s, 1962), 1035.
" ABD, 87.

% Theological Dictionary of the Old Testamg®DOT) vol.viii, ed. G. Johannes Botterweck , (Grand
Rapids:William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co. 1997%.35

39 CHALOT, 218.

“°The Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bib¢gDB): An lllustrated Encyclopedia vol.2d. Arthur Buttrick,
(Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1962), 360.



15

who are anointed for special service to Gbilhe root occurs only once in Genesis in a ritnal i
which Jacob anointed a pillar (Gen 31:13). The bobkxodus mentions about the anointing oil
(Exod 25:6) and the anointing of the tabernacleiflirniture (Exod 30:26. 40:9-11) while the
only people who are anointed are the priests (EX®d1, 29:7, 30:30, 40:15). The same is
mentioned also in the books of Leviticus and Numbgrev 4:3, 5, 16, 6:20, 22, Num 3:3,
35:25). Nevertheless, there is no use of the motihé Book of Deuteronomy. The above use of
the term gives us an impression that in the Pamthtethe one who is anointed is set apart for
God'’s servicé? In the OT, 29 times the term designates primahié/king of Israel who ruled at
that time?* Once it is referring to Cyrus of Persia (Isa 45lf@)post exilic writings it is applied
differently e.g. to the high priest who inheritegttain functions of the king (Lev 4:3, 5, 16, 6:22,
Dan 9:25). It also applies to the patriarchs whaemegarded as prophets (Ps 105:15, 1Chr
16:22). The basic form of the title “the Lord’s amted” of Israelite kings e.g. of Saul 1Sam
24:6, 26:9, 11, 16, 23, 2Sam 1:14, 16, of Davidi238:21, 19:22, of Zedekiah, the last king of
Judah Lam 4:20 is addressed in various ways depgrah the context, that is “my anointed”
(1Sam 2:35, Ps 132:17), “your anointed” (Ps 84938, Hab 3:13), “his anointed” (1Sam
12:3,5) and the “anointed of the God of Jacob” (828:1). These expressions show what may
be called the close connection between the kingGud the relation between the thSo long

as the verb gives a variety of people anointed,kirggs, priests and patriarchs, various things
also were anointed like a pillar, tabernacle andifure, this limits the possibility of the king to
be the only “anointed one.” Thus the term is natrgg enough to be applied to designate a king

when compared tmelek

In this first place, this topic has discussed @mantic analysis of the termelek In the
lexical analysis it has shown that there are dffiéwords which are used in the Hebrew Bible to
designate a king. From this range of terminologmredekdominates since it is used many times

as compared to the others imagid andmasiah Though all were used for a king mdagid and

“ Tremper Longman Ill, “The Messiah: Explorationgtie Law and Writings” ifhe Messiah in the Old and New
Testamented. Stanley E. Porter, (Grand Rapids: WillianEBrdmans Publishing Company, 2007), 15.

“2 Tremper Longman Ill, “The Messiah: Explorationglie Law and Writings”, 15.
“31DB, 360.

441DB, 360, cf. TDOT, 357.
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masiah have very little to contribute to the widely usegtm melek However, the recent
scholarship supportsielekfrom the others. This does not rule out that sonmes the king in

Israel was addressed as the anointed one or thehmsen by God. In this papenglekis taken

as the right term for “king.”

2.5.2 Qualifications to Kingship in Deut 17:14-15

At this point, we have to expound thoroughly theviaf Kings for the purpose of throwing some
light into the instructions we get from it. In Delif:14-15 we encounter the introduction to the
Law of Kings. This introductory part really statbége qualifications of a king. The opening of the
Law of Kings follows the common trend of the deatesmic laws where there is a reference to
the future and specifically taking the possessibtihe land, followed by the commandment (cf.
Deut 6:20-25, 7:1-6, 8:7-9). In these verses thagih“when the Lord God brings you into the
land...” or the like, then followed by the commandmeseems to be common (cf. Deut 12:29,
19:1, and the law about the prophet Deut 18:9-ZBg Hebrew text uses the initral both as

temporal and conditional i.e. “when” you enter &ifitithese conditions are mét.

Though verse 14 shows that kingship is just péspteemand, verse 15 shows a
permissive character (cf. Deut 12:20, 18:6-8). Tesmission to kingship is limited to two
conditions namely, YHWH'’s choicer>y mm anla ~ux 3% and ethnic kinshignlx 29zn. The
former, was conditioned to be communicated throthghprophet and not otherwi&This was
the norm in both South and North kingdoms and werigerses pointing to appointment of kings
witness (cf.1Sam 9:16-17, 10:20-24, 16:1-13, 1K§=9-39, 2Kgs 9:1-13 in contrast to Hos
8:4). If someone considers these two verses togethee may find verse 15 contradicting verse
14 because there are two conflicting phenomenaetse 14 the emphasis is put on people’s
desires to have a king and they are allowed whilgerse 15 there is a limitation to people’s

desires. The solution to this contradiction is easy but one may guess that the institution of

“Richard D.NelsonDeuteronomy: A CommentarfLouisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 20@23.

“¢ Tigay, Deuteronomy166.
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monarchy is thought (in this case) to be unnecgssad unworthy that is why it has to be

limited.

No concrete reason is given leading to the secondition of the king to be an Israelite.
May be the Bible can provide some reasons like tfigdteople feeling more secure by having
their kinsman as a king (Judg 9:2, 2Sam 5:1). T8s8e of electing a foreigner to kingship is
heavily accentuated by “do not darellhn x5 (cf. Deut 12:17, 16:5, 22:3). Nelson suggests that
this brings a connotation of something dishonorableontrary to duty (Gen 37:4, Lam 4:14).
A foreign manmz; v is distinct from an alien or sojourner. The foreigan is interpreted as the
one who passes through Israel, perhaps doing lassinet integrated into the community, nor is
he recommended to the charity of IsraelffeBrom this perspective there is no need for him to
be elected to be a king in Israel since he migimighthe foreign influences in. The good example
can be Omri and Ahab, people whose names do netebllebrew origin. Through Ahab’s wife
Jezebel, foreign influence was particularly strontsrael (cf. 1Kgs 16:31-34) i.e. the worship of
other gods apart from YHWH. Another biblical examplhich can fit in this particular
discussion is that of Isa 7:6-25 where an Arameasgn called the son of Tabeel is proposed to
be installed as a king in Judah to replace AhazZ\W¥Hrefuses by responding “It will not take

place...”

The discussion above suggests that kingship imdndhern and southern kingdoms was
supposed to be God’s choice despite the fact that people themselves who initiated by
demanding for it. This is what YHWH planned to mvene in the case of who is fit for the post.
Again, the king was supposed to be one of the lisgadbecause it was believed that an Israelite
would preserve the loyalty in monotheistic worsbfpyHWH and hence not leading people of

the covenant into apostasy. The restrictions caatas we will see in the following subtopic.

4" Nelson,Deuteronomy223.

48 NCBC, 248.
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2.5.3 The Limitation of a King in Deut 17:16-17
In Deut 17:16-17 we encounter the threefold lindiat A king shall not multiply for himself

horses, shall not multiply wives for himself andrhast not amass silver and gold in excess. The
verses are held together with third masculine dargguffixes “acquire for himself&> implying

a selfish character being prohibited.

Many scholars have tried to comment on these pitainils to the king. Their views are
summarized in this subtopic. Christensen on hie sai/s the prohibitions are all about military,
political and economic powef&.According to him, the horse stands for cavalry ahdriotry
which are all military symbols and can be compacethe modern tanks. Perhaps the warhorses
are forbidden as something counter to the ideolufgihe divine warrior while in Isa 2:7-9 and
Mic 5:10-15 horses are mentioned in the contexnfidelity. >° Verse 16 stresses the limitation
with “only” 2 (cf. Deut 12:23, 26) and the attention shifts fdgrou” to “he” signifying the fact
that the law applies to him, the kifgWe can also see how the would-be Kings Absalom and
Adonijah abused power for their own purposes (29&ni, 1Kgs 1:5) by using horses and
chariots, developing a self confidence insteadusiting on YHWH. This view of prohibiting the
multiplication of horses has been given credit elpfal for the king to be free from pride and
loss of awareness of the need to trust in YH%Bo it can be argued that the prohibition has a
religious implication as well. Another aspect which associated with the prohibition of
multiplying horses is what Von Rad calls the suppiyHebrew soldiers in return for Egyptian
horses, of which the king had been guilfcf. 1Kgs 10:28-29, Isa 31:1-3).

All these arguments do not rule out the fact thatlsraelite king was responsible for the
army. Israel had enemies who were always threajethiem as it has been surveyed on section

2.2 of this paper. Even the introduction of kingsie an effort to join power and fight the

49 ChristensenWord Biblical Commentary384.
*0 Nelson,Deuteronomy224.

*1 Nelson,Deuteronomy224.

*>NCBC, 272.

%3 Von Rad,Deuteronomy119. It is in this exchange that garrisons ofaegaries, like that in Elephantine may
have come into being in Egypt, cf. Tigdyeuteronomy167.
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enemies. On the other hand, this law seems to Israel and probably to be in danger of being
defeated by enemies. Some scholars have seenatggdand try to address the issue. One of
them being an assertion that horses are not ptetiltotally but the king may acquire only
enough horses for military needs, but none for queak use or grandedf.| doubt this
interpretation because owning personal horses fokirg does not necessarily mean
unfaithfulness to YHWH. However, having “enough $es for military needs” as suggested is a
relative term which might mean “as many horsesag tan” for a strong army. Also there is no
fixed number for the “enough horses for militaryeds.” Yet, in the OT there are various verses
which show a proper use of horses (Deut 20:1, P%-20which according to Tigay, they
indicate that YHWH must be put in the first planstead of a self confidence built on horses and
chariot$® (cf. Isa 31:1, Hos 14:4, Ps 33:16-17, Prov 21:3pm this point of view | am
convinced that the prohibition has less to do g number of horses, what is intended here is

the king to trust on YHWH and not on a strong ahmyhas.

The command not to multiply wives refers to theemarof the Middle East, which has
been a center of political power in the secondemitium B.C.E®° Israel as a chosen nation had

to be careful with this so as not to offend YHWHimiting the number of wives for a king

[...... ] would have both external and internal effec@haracteristically, the
explicit reason given is the destructive effectrsutarriages would have on the
king’s religious loyalty, pointing to the dangerfspmlitical alliances. (The reader
would certainly think of Solomon’s wives and JeZgb&lthough this is similar to
the preventive ideology of Deut 7: 3-4, it is notually foreign wives who are
forbidden, but too many wives of any sort. Royarmages were also important
within Israel as a way of consolidating politicalvger. A large number of such
marriages would increase the influence of thoseliesrso favored at the expense
of others. Numerous wives would also flaunt thespicuous wealth required to
support them. Moreover wisdom tradition warned Ising particular of the
distractions presented by women (Prov 31%3).

> Tigay, Deuteronomy167.
*° Tigay, Deuteronomy167.

*WBD, 384. For him, Solomon’s many wives were aegmnal part of the foreign policy system, as Isindeed
became “like all the nations” in direct violatiohtbe Law of Kings. Each wife represents a fornalitizal alliance
with a foreign entity.

°" Nelson,Deuteronomy224.
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Furthermore, another danger of many wives evideteé Bible is the apostasy from YHWH to
the religions of the wives (cf. 1Kgs 11:1ff, 16:33). Also, large harem would distract the king
from God’s teachings and performing his dutieso8an and Ahab tolerated and even indulged
in idolatry to please the foreign wives they mairi® cement political alliancé8. One
interesting point here is that the Law of Kings sloet suggest the exact number of women the
king should marry and their nationalities. In th& @olygamy was not a sin, something which
Africans would like because for them polygamy ighivi their culture. On the other side, if
marrying foreign wives would lead the king to idoja then what if he marries his fellow
Israelites? It is obvious that for Israelite womémgre would be no apostasy from YHWH to
other religions. Also for a patriarchal societyeliksrael is it possible for a wife to influence a
husband to such extent of turning him away from YH®\These are important things to bear in
mind when pondering this law and it might be thoubht turning away from YHWH is a
personal weakness rather than being an externakmde. Responding to the question of the
number of wives, Halakhic exegesis as cited by Yigiaggests the king to have not more than
eighteen wives while the Qumran temple scroll #émithe king to one wife (cf.
11QTemple57:17-18)>° | think what should be grasped here is that maiyesvincrease
responsibilities to the extent that the king mibket physically weak and have a short time to
serve YHWH. To prohibit him to add more probablykes him to use his time to serve the

position he has.

The command that the king must not amass (sikgerand (gold) 2 in excess refers to
the economic power. Although Moses mentions ongs¢htwo metals, this expression might be
standing for wealth in general. Again if someonéesaa closer look on this law, s/he might find
that Moses is not clear about what reasons carvateta king to accumulate wealth nor does he
mention the actions the king might take to reachdual. Probably Daniel Block’s suggestion
that Moses had in his mind primarily the accumolatof private wealth will be reached by

imposing heavy taxe¥, can offer a sound contribution. Again, | think timgention of this

%8 Tigay, Deuteronomy167.
%9 Tigay, Deuteronomy168.

¢ Daniel 1. Block, “The Burden of Leadership: the $4ic Paradigm of Kingship (Deut 17:14)2Bibliotheca
Sacra 162 July-September 2005:259-278): 268.
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prohibition is not to show that silver and gold asel. If they are bad, what can we say about
Solomon’s case when he is blessed by YHWH himsethé extent of being the richest person
(1Kgs 3:1-15)? What is prohibited here is a lust fiches which might lead the king to

unrighteous ways. Excess riches if obtained integus ways as a blessing from YHWH and

also spent according to YHWH'’s will is not a sirt laublessing to the humankind.

Up to this moment, the interpretation we get frarase three prohibitions is that Moses
did not intend to prohibit the king from purchasingrses, or marriage, or the accumulation of
silver and gold in general. What was prohibited¢hs act of turning away from YHWH by
trusting the strength of the army with an abundasfdeorses and chariots. For the case of many
wives, the king should have enough strength ane timserve YHWH rather than multiplying
wives to the extent of spending more time with th&wor the case of silver and gold, what is
prohibited is the abuse of power for the king’ssomal gain. It should be remembered that
“personal gain” was a problem exercised by Samelis that made Israelites to claim to have a
king. The Hebrew Bible reads (1Sam 8:3}7 x wn meaning, “they turned aside after a
private gain” shows clearly that something went ngreespecially the noumz which means
“illegal profit.”® In other words | may say, the sons of Samuel tisedffice for their personal
gains, office abuse. Moses gives the strict praibmibut he uses a threefold repetition of the
prepositioms, “for himself” meaning that leadership is for thake of the majority, the citizens
and not for personal gain. All in all, the kingjisst a person used by YHWH but in reality, it is
himself who is the King of Israel. After these regions, there is a move explaining what the

king is supposed to do.

2.5.4 A King’s Duty in Deut 17:18-19
Verses 18-19 appear to be like a move away fronatheglimits to a king’s positive duties and

from the general circumstances of his rule to heciic situation of his accessihThis part

will try to discuss these duties given to the kingdetail. Here, two duties are going to be

81 CHALOT, 45. Cf. McCarterl Samuel156.

62 Nelson,Deuteronomy224.
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expounded namely (1) To write himself a copy o$ thorahlnxia m73ma malunry 50 anslh and
(2) The Torah to be “repeated” constantly by thed<in oral recitatiom x921. Also, these duties
are said to have two purposes, to learn to fear YHaKd “all the words of this Torah... to do

them. Therefore it is the intention of this partitscuss these purposes as well.

In the Ancient Near East, writing is seen to beoesded with royal figures. The
following examples may illustrate this: In the anittgraphy of Idrimi, king of Alalakh it ends
like this, “I wrote the achievement of my statutet the people [read it] and ble[ss m&jn
Hammurabi’s code also we find the king boastingifbte my precious words on my stef4.In
Deut 17: 18, it is not the King himself who willacinitiates the act of writing but it is his duty,
the first duty given by YHWH. This is the oppositethe culture of the king willing to write and
in my opinion in Deuteronomy what is to be writiemot personal and no elements of boasting,

though the idea of a king to write is common.

Writing a copy of this Torah being the first dutl/tbe king, this law seems to cast the
king into the Torah arch-read®rAs soon as he seats on his throne, the king isos&ul to write
for himself a copy of this Toral{im7 mlun) and he has to study in all the days of his Iifleere
are various reasons suggested to the process &intpenaking his own copy. Philo as referred
by Tigay says that the reason is the fact thaattef writing makes a more indelible impression
than hearing it read aloi2On the other side there are different translatliesin 11QTemple,
the reading is “they shall write for him” instead ‘the shall write for himself.” Even the
Masoretic reading “he shall write for himself” gramatically may mean “he shall have
written.”’ In spite of these arguments, as | have shown atfimra the historical perspective the

king to write for himself was not strange and | emmvinced that he was to write for himself.

83 “Babylonian and Assyrian Historical Texts,” Traasld by A. Leo Oppenheim (ANET, 558).
% “The Code of Hammurabi,” Translated by Theophil&idek (ANET, 178).

6 Jean-Piere SonneThe Book Within the Book: Writing in Deuteronothgiden: Brill, 1997), 71
% Tigay, Deuteronomy168.

®Tigay, Deuteronomy374.



23

Block, pondering this act of the king copying therdh for himself he goes beyond the
memorability concern as referred by Philo. For hhme act is also sacred for the following
reasons: 1. It involved copying a sacred documaattdlaims to have been uttered by Moses by
the command of YHWH (Deut 1:5; 4:5, 14; 6:1; 2618- 2. It involved copying a document
that was stored next to the most sacred objectrael's possession, the ark of covenant. 3. It
involved copying a document in a sacred settinghatcentral sanctuary in the presence of the
Levitical priests, who served not only as the cdistios of the document but also as witnesses
and guarantors on YHWH'’s behalf that the king woultpy the entire document without

addition or omission and that he would be truéheotorah that he was copyiffy.

The “duplicate,” (the wordnllun derives from the rootwn meaning to repeat, to do
again) implicity requires a standard copy,aitio princepsfrom which the transcript is to be
made®® This resembles what Joshua did, (Josh 8:32) heewapon the stones a copyuf) of
the Torah of Moses, which Moses had writtem (-wix) before the eyes of the sons of Israel. The
translation of the prepositionp%s, “under the supervision of” is said not to mears@setimes it
has been understood, “at the dictation of” or “lag’ if the transcription was achieved by the
Levites’® Sonnet denies strongly the oral transmission bylL#vites or instrumental mediation
of the Levites in the act of copying to be brougtid a play; instead they appear as the ones
whom the standard copy emanates, the ones in clurgee Urschrift.”* Basing on what is
explained in 1Sam.3:1 “Now the boy Samuel was rtenisg to YHWH unders=5 Eli,” the
proper meaning of the word can be deduced. Weirdayd, keeping what is known up to now
from the role of the Levites, divinely appointed @asstodians of thevritten tablets in the ark
(Deut 10:8)"? The Hebrew Bible witnesses that this specific fiomcof Levite priests was in

reference to the already written Torah (Deut 1738, 9, and 26). This brings an idea that a

®8 Daniel I. Block, “The Burden of Leadership,” 272.
%9 SonnetThe Book Within the Book4.

© Sonnet;The Book Within the BooR4. The NEB uses the worgt “from the mouth of” instead ofen cf. Jer
36:18. The NJPSV translates “he shall have a céflyimteaching written for him on a scroll by thevitical
priests.”

" Sonnet,The Book Within the BooK4-75.

"2 Weinfeld,Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic Schéal
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custodian is not necessarily to be the writer. Tomh did not originate from the Levite priests.
Also they were not original writers. Therefore, #ieg copied the already existing Torah and the

Levites just supervised him.

Reading silently seems to be not common in angiquihe copy = ) of the Torah
(mnn) was to be repeated constantly by the king in @aitation. The word-> means to call, in
its specific meaning of “to read®The tradition of reading is evident in the Peniatewhere
Moses has been the reader (Exod 24:7). Moses bHenipp leader of Israel at a time, there was
nothing strange to see another Israel leaderiatea(the king) to be associated with reading. The
reading was to be done aloud because

[...] the reception of a written message in ancienesirmcluded a fair part of orality,

since the record was read aloud. “One normally mexlitthe words of the text and

preferably voiced them aloud, not only in readihgnh but even in composing them or
copying into writing. Reading was somehow resummecthe voice of the word$.

Apart from Moses, Joshua also is asked tain “meditate on” the Torah (Josh 1:8, cf. Ps 1:2)
day and night. This means the idiatmm:n expresses a kind of meditative low-voiced recitatio
and betokens the Hebrew Bible’s familiarity withlilguy reading”> From the above
discussion, it can be said that for the king wgtfor himself a copy of Torah would make him

familiar with the words in it hence to open the dtmwthe knowledge about the Torah.

There are two main reasons mentioned as to wh¥itigehas to do all these. The first
one is to learn to fear YHWH ${ymrx mx% =ml%). The theme on the fear of the LORD is
written in Deut 10:12-22 and it can be summarizetha sense of walking in YHWH’s ways by
loving and serving him whole heartedly. It is ndve time to have a closer look on the wertl
(to learn). The Hebrew:% in gal form means to become accustomed, learn tandcurs 24

times in the OT? As one of the twelve words for teaching in the @Thas an idea of training as

8 CHALOT, 323, cf. SonnefThe Book Within the BooK6.
" Sonnet;The Book Within the BooKy.
S Sonnet;The Book Within the Book7.

8 Theological Lexicon of the Old Testament v¢T.BOT), eds. Ernst Jenni & Claus Westermann, @dakusetts:
Hendrickson Publishers Inc., 1997), 646. The rddhe word occurs 94 times in the OT and in mosesaPsalms,
Deuteronomy.
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well as educating in daily life in different spheiée the training of animals, training for battle
and teaching and rehearsing sofigs. Hos 10:11 Ephraim is taught like a heifer byoke and
goad. However, the principle use of the verb id vilektrated in Ps 119:12, 26, 64, 66, 68, 108,
124, 135, and 171 where the refrain “teach me gbatutes or your judgments” is repeated.
While Greek uses two different words for “to leair€. povbavw and éudeokw “to teach, each
having its own content, Hebrew uses the same mmobdth words because all learning and
teaching are ultimately to be found in the fea¥biWH (Deut 4:10, 14:23, 17:19, 31:12, 18).

The word-»% qal is said to belong to Deuteronomy and Psalm&i1Be typical verbs
for observing the law “to learn to fear YHWH " The learning which is said here is not limited
for a period of a certain time but it is a continagrocess in the life of a person concerned. The
terminology for “fear” in the biblical Hebrew is mounnx=+ (Jonah 1:10, Prov 1:7) and its
cognate isem (Ps 19:9) both derived from the vext (Ps 130:47° The LXX translates the

Hebrew wordax~ by the Greek worddoéBera, “reverence,” “respect,” “piety” (Isa 11:2),
although they sometimes usé®oc, which is the most common Greek word for “fearPr
1:7a)®! The expression “fear of the LORD” has become #mmiliar way of describing the
religion of post exilic biblical Judaism. The bitai religion is the total sum of

[...]the law to love God absolutely and exclusiveBe(t 6:4-5), but this love, precisely

because it is absolute and exclusive, imposes upan a demand which is never devoid

of fearful dimensions. Thus the love of God in 8teemgDeut 6:4-5) is never separated

from the fear of God (cf. Deut 6:2, 13, 10:20, 3with 11:1, 13, 22, 19:9, 30:6,16),
because absolute love means total surrefider.

These two words which appear here i.e. fear anel éog quite different if someone just thinks of

their primary meanings. Fearing something harnikkel & bomb cannot be associated with loving

" Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament veI'®OT) ed. R. Laird Harris, (Chicago: Moody Prek380),
480, cf. TLOT, 646.

®TLOT, 647.
8pB, 257.
81pB, 257.

82 DB, 258.
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it at all. On the contrary, to run away from itaswise idea. On the religious point of view,
fearing is the same as loving and loving God be®othe source of accepting His instructions
and this is what is said “fearing YHWH.”

The second reason for the king to study the Tosaloi“keep all the words of this
Torah...to do them”anwy5...nxilla m7inm 02753-my =iwb0 The rootamw occurs in numerous
Semitic languages such as Akkadian, Arabic, Phoamitother§® The basic idea of the root is
to exercise great care over, but in the Hebrew I@Tvierb-»w in its Qal form is used to mean
“to keep safe,” guard, presei¥eThe verb can appear as it is in a sentence anibe combined
with another verb. When it is in conjunction withagher verb expressing action, it acquires a
meaning “to do carefully” (Num 23:12, Deut 4:6, p:therefore Deut 11:32wv> on-nmw can be
translated “be careful to do” i.e. perform carefidll the statutes and ordinances and Num 23:12
1275 =mux is read “speak carefully or faithfullfIn Deut 17:14-20 particularly verse 19b it has
been suggested that it is a programmatic text glagea redactor to serve as a model, a kind of a
mirror in which the various kings of Israel may skemselves reflected and judge themselves by
its light2® This gives credit to the Mosaic Law as a norm,tsdie observed parallel to the fear
of HYWH. Thus we can say the king is supposed teole the law carefully so as not to violate
it. All these duties discussed in this subtopic @rming to help the king to behave really as the

leader of the citizens. The following subtopicdrte disclose this.

8 TLOT, 1380, TWOT, 2414,
8 TWOT, 2414, cf.The New Interpreter's Dictionary of the Bibi@IDB), ed. Katherine Doob Sakenfeld,

(Nashville: Abingdon Press, 2008), 489, TLOT, 138Be translation of a variety of terms from thistrgs usually
indicating a protective rolewu indicates guarding and watching over.

8 TWOT, 2414, TLOT, 1381.

8% TDOT, 293.
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2.5.5 A King’s Position in Deut 17:20
Verse 20 starts with the worg>25, meaning “not” or “except” and this is to show tthiais

trying to describe something about the previouse®particularly in this case the results of a
king studying the Law of God. Now let us see theawt of the previous instructions to the king
to the Israelite society at large. This verse hasnbexplained to follow well on verse 17 to
explain why the king should not multiply his wealfhif this argument is true, then Nelson’s

idea that vv.18-19 represent later supplefffenight be true also.

Reading it from one angle, the Law of Kings poiots the duties mentioned above to be
aiming at preventing the king from exalting himsalfove all Israelites. His heart may not be
exalted [[»2250m) above his brothers. This warning reflects wha been going on throughout
the book of Deuteronomy when YHWH warns Israel twtforget him after being wealthy
(cf.Deut 6:11-12, 8:11-17). Forgetting YHWH mearisobbleying him because of affluence,
while in these verses it means ignoring his exieaut of pride and reliance on one’s own
power. Giving away to pride, the king would repéanself and in the midst of people, the
depravity that threatens the people it§&IPride in many cases has been associated with the
multiplication of possessions i.e. Deut 8:13 “Antlem your herds and flocks multiply=6-),
and your silver and gold multipliect5~+), and all that you have is multipliedaf-).” Hos 13:6
reads “when | fed them, they were satisfied; wheytwere satisfied, they became proud; then
they forgot me:{nzw 1275y 225 o waw ).” Enjoyment and satiety, which may cause apgstas
and abandonment of the true ways of YHWH, are iteast characteristic of the literature of the
eighth and seventh centuries during which Deutargnoame into beind’ The same also we
read in Deut 6:12 though here the wording is déiférbut forgetting YHWH has been associated
with pride caused by a successful life in this wWomBut from the other angle, even if these
prohibitions are followed, still someone might éxhalmself simply because of his natural

behavior. It is true that material things can ma&meone proud of, but proud can be a behavior

8" NCBC, 274.
8 Nelson,Deuteronomy225.
8 SonnetThe Book Within the BopR1.

% Moshe WeinfeldDeuteronomy 1-11: A New Translation with Introdantand Commentary,ol.5, (Anchor
Bible, New York: Doubleday, 1991), 354.
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developed by someone even without excess matairajs as well. In such circumstances, the
limitations mentioned above do not work.

It seems that this idea of “forgetting YHWH” wasnamon in the northern kingdom to
the extent of bringing a considerable influenc®euteronomy as well. Even if this is true, what
is of interest here is the point that the king weguired by the law to show a good relationship
with his “kindred” not as someone who is abovelsihelites. This would bring more freedom

among the members of the society.

2.6 Conclusion
This chapter set out to exegete the Law of KingpasDeut 17:14-20. In order to achieve

convincing results, various methods have been gmpldhroughout the process. In the first
instance, the survey of perceptions on kingship $taswvn that kingship was viewed both
positively and negatively. In a certain contexg #ing was praised and seen as a blessing from
YHWH while in others it was the opposite. This lafected the OT books as the sources to be
biased either in the positive or negative dirediofhis complicates the study of kingship to a
student.

The form and structure approach to the book of &emomy has revealed that the book
is full of instructions which are aimed to Israslasociety. To assign it as a wisdom book seems
to be convincing. These instructions or teachingghtmhave a classroom or a family as their
social context. Israel as the family of YHWH is tree aimed. However, the text in question has
the structure of the instructions on what the kamgst do and what he must not do. This gives a
picture of an ideal king who is expected to liveading to YHWH’s commands. The range of
meanings on the terms identifying the king in th& kas shown that the ternys is much
acceptable by recent scholarship over others.

The exegesis of the text has revealed that the dfaings gives two qualifications for
someone to be a king namely, he must be chosenHWH i.e. through a prophetic message
and he must be among the Israelites and not agstra@ontrary to the Ancient Near Eastern
way of leadership, The Law of Kings prohibits thedgfrom being in charge of war (horses) and
he also no longer symbolizes power and prospefitjeostate (wives and possessions). The king

is no longer a supreme judicial authority and he éaen no right to appoint judicial officials.
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Instead, a king has to write a copy of the law, abstudent of the Law and an obedient
constitutional monarch on the same level with aadyrcitizens (not above them) and under the
control of the Law. Therefore it might be concludédt this law limits the institution of
kingship not in a position to be used freely by YHWor the benefit of his people but rather, the
holder must live in a strong limitation becausentight be tempted by his harem or wealth to an
extent of turning away from YHWH or “to lift up hiseart above his brothers.” However, my
own evaluation has shown that the king may owrsdmand excess silver and gold and still use
them according to YHWH’'s will because the problesnniot in material things but rather
someone’s behavior.

As it has been surveyed in ch.2, there are impbsagments of leadership like judiciary,
counsel and ethical affairs which are not attridute the king. How were they exercised in the
aristocracy is the pending question. The followakgpter will try to explore how these parts
were carried out in the OT. However, in Jer.18:emcounter three expressions which might
serve as the point of departure in the discussidheoother parts of aristocracy. These are “the
Law from the priest”6=n nmin), “the Counsel from wise meniés{mm nsv) and “the Word from

the prophet” 2 =21). The verse reads from the New American Bible ioers

"Come," they said, "let us contrive a plot agaidstemiah. It will not mean the loss of
instruction from the priests, nor of counsel frome twise, nor of messages from the prophets.

And so, let us destroy him by his own tongue; etarefully note his every word."

This is a response of people to Jeremiah whom rijegted and were sure still there would be

strong institutions of revelation namely, the lostion, Counsel and Word.
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Chapter Three

OTHER PARTS OF ARISTOCRACY

The king did not work alone. The limitation of pawte the king went hand in hand with other
parts of aristocracy to function effectively togathwith him. This part will try to explore
different duties performed by other officials agfasim the king. Its main purpose is to show how

other offices functioned to complement the kingféce for the wellbeing of Israel as a nation.

3.1 The Law from the Priest and the Judge in Deut7:8-13

3.1.1 Translation
V.8 If a case is too difficult for you to judge laeten one kind of homicide and another between

one kind of civil suit and another and between kind of assault and another cases of litigation
lie unresolved in your gates then you shall risé yaou shall go up to the place that YHWH your
God will choose.

V.9 And you shall come to the priests the Levited # a judge the one in charge at the time and

you shall inquire and they shall declare you thesien.

V.10 And you shall do according to the pronouncemnteat they declare to you. From that place

which YHWH will choose you shall be careful to dbthey instruct you.

V.11 According to the message of the Torah that teach you and according to the ruling that
they tell you, you shall do. You shall not turndesifrom the pronouncement that they will

instruct you to the right or to the left.

V.12 And the person who acts with presumption biylistening to the priest, the one standing to
minister there to YHWH your God, or to the juddeattperson shall die and you shall purge the

evil from Israel.

V.13 And all the people shall hear and they shedirfand they shall not act presumptuously

again.
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3.1.2 Interpretation
Preceding the Law of Kings in Deuteronomy is thaghdCourt of Referral” using Tigay’s

term® It is said that time to time in fulfilling theiruties, the Israelite judges faced cases which
were difficult to be solved. This also happenedhea time of Moses in the wilderness, where
there were difficult cases and Moses himself, aléapder functioned as a court of referral (Deut
1:9-18). Moses summons his fellow Israelites wihit# tollowing words: “And the case that is too
hard for you bring to me and | will hear it” (Deltl7). According to Exod 18:24-26, the hard
cases were to be brought to Moses or to those lomegppointed to work on his behalf (Exod
24:14).

In Deuteronomy 17:8 we find the same instructicat the difficult cases to be taken “to
the place that YHWH your God will choose” that ésthe central tribunal. This central tribunal
has the central authority with the following ofis namely the Levitical priests and the judge.
In laying the institution already constructed by dds, one thing to note, in (Exod.18:6) the term
mp, “hard” is used while the law in Deuteronomy udles verbxbs, (niphal) “too difficult to
decide” (Deut 17:8). Carmichael reasons that thien t€»s, is often found in reference to
YHWH'’s extraordinary acts of Judgment...in the lighft Aaron and the people’s failure to
acknowledge YHWH's true nature in Exod %¥4f this is correct, then the Levitical priests aad
judge are divinely ordained to judge on behalf 6fWH and any judgment they give should be
regarded as final. Three types of cases are meutiam this verse, “homicideat, “blood”
whether murder or manslaughter), a “civil suit4,(“lawsuit,” concerning theft or damage) and
“assault” ¢, “physical injury,” inflicted by one person on aher). This included also all
matters of criminal and civil la®? These are cases which are difficult to judge evenpur
current world especially the murder one. They nted highest authority. In the wilderness,

Moses as the top leader was responsible, buti®cése not a king as a top leader but the power

°1 Tigay, Deuteronomy163.

92 Calum M. Carmichaaelaw and Narrative in the Bible: The Evidence of Eriteronomic Laws and the
Decalogug(lthaka: Cornell University Press, 1985), 96.

S WBC, 374.
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is given to Levitical priests and a judge. This neathe king himself can be judged by the
Levitical priests if he does something wrong arsbany competition among them, the king was

definitely a looser.

Who exactly are these priests given this authotity¥.9 we encounter a very debatable
expressionemsn ounsn (priests the Levites) which has been worked oudliffgrent scholars at
different times. The question is about whether ghiera distinction between the Levites and
priests or the two of them are used synonymously954, G. Ernest Wright published an article
to refute the view that according to Deuteronontiyl_evites are qualified to work as priests and
that the two terms are used as synonyhtdis main argument based on the P and D sources is
that when the Deuteronomist writes about priestsgél8:3-11), it means the altar clergy.
However, when it simply writes of Levites (Deut 12; 18, 19, 14:27, 29, 16:11, 14, 26:11, 12,
13), it refers to members of the tribe of Levi wdid not serve an altar but whose function was
to give religious instructioft, Later his ideas were challenged by J. A. Amerttwo argued that
Deuteronomy confers the priestly office on the wehtrlbe of Levi and associates Levites with
priestly rights and duties (cf. Deut 18:6%8)However, all Levites were thought to possess the
priestly status and that Levites were usually cotete with sanctuaries before the policy of
centralization cam&. Having the same view with Amerton, Raymond Abbsesuthe two
expressions in (Deut 18:6-8)m owa nwb andmim b omyn to justify the view that the term
“Levites” means altar priest8.For him, the use ofw and-ny in Deut 18:7 does not imply the

performance of distinctively priestly service by thevites.

The debate does not end up there, Rodney Dukenisidering the relationship between
priests and Levites sees two questions to be waskeshmely, what evidence would be needed

to prove the thesis that in Deuteronomy there gxistdistinction between priests and Levites or

% G. Ernest Wright, “The Levites in Deuteronomygtus Testamentum 4 No(J8ily 1954): 325-330

% Wright, “The Levites in Deuteronomy,”325-330

% J. A. Amerton, “Priests and Levites in Deuteronghyetus testamentum 12 No(/pril 1962:129-138): 138
" Amerton, “Priests and Levites in Deuteronomy,” 138

% Raymond Abba, “Priests and Levites in Deuterondrgtus Testamentum 27 No(Jaily 1977:257-267):265.
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that all Levites were at least potential prieSt$%e responds to these questions that even in the
material where a technical distinction is made leetvthe offices of the priests and the Levites
i.e. P, Jeremiah and Chronicles still sometimesd®&iare called “Levites” as in Deuteronomy
for the reason that they belong to the tribe ofil(efs Jer 33:21-22; 2Chr 29:3-16). Also in this
material the people of the tribe of Levi, which hhadeived a special “priestly” calling, are called
“Levites” without any technical distinction beingate between members (cf. Num 1:47; 2:17,
3:12; 35:2, 6, 8; Josh 21:3, 8; 1Chr 16:4, 37;r222h5-8).

Given these two evidences he concludes that alkéeware priests or potential priests in
Deuteronomy® From the above discussion, it is quite evident iNaight fails to prove his
argument on how religious instructions and altavise as duties were done by different people.
It should be understood that the Levites had neritdmce of their own as compared to other
tribes of Israel. That means they were altar sésyaand also gave religious instructions. | am
convinced to agree with the view that the termse§is” and “the Levites” are used analogously

and there is no enough evidence to support thedisin between them.

Vv 10-13 are mainly about the authority of this itoof appeal led by the priests and a
judge. This is a very important part which has ansbcontribution for this paper. The key
phrase for explaining a Levite in Judah which welfin the Hebrew Bible especially the book of
Deuteronomy is the Levite “in your gatesi-fuz), the expression which symbolizes the
jurisdiction matters which were taking place in thikage gates. In Deut 16:18-18:22 we find
that the institution of clan elders is eliminatadnh the national judiciary and replaced by
“judges and magistratest-fewn owow).l% This is the recent work, in line with scholarselik
Alexander Rofe” and Moshe Weinfeld; it suggests$ tha Hebrew termew may be translated
not simply as “magistrate” but as “scribe” from ti@und that these terms designate roles that

are official in nature and subject to the centuaidjical authority'®* Basing on the command in

% Rodney K. Duke, “The Portion of the Levite: AnattiReading of Deuteronomy18:6-8]burnal of Biblical
Literature 106 No. 21987:193-201) : 199

100 hyke, “The Portion of the Levite,” 200.

191 Mark Leuchter, “The Levite in your Gates: The Deronomic Redefinition of Levitical Authority.The Journal
of Biblical Literature 126, No.8007: 417-436):420.

192 euchter, “The Levite in your Gates ,” 420.
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Deut 16:18 where people are needed to recognizauterity of a royally appointed figure who
can serve as both adjudicator and scribe, it has beggested thatwwi owew refers to a single

typological figure, the local Levite§®

However, what can be deduced is that,sthev owow of Deut 16:18 and thessn oumon
of Deut 17:8-13 appear to be drawn from the sams&kolass, the local Levites of Deut 18:1-8

as illustrated below:

Deut 16:18 mww 523 15 100 oo 0wy

You shall appoint judges and magistrates in allygaies
Deut17:8  Tmwwa nam 7.7 )b o

If a matter is too difficult for you...such disputesyour gates.
Deut 18:6 TOWY TRD PR KDY

If a Levite leaves any of your gates...

Once someone reads these verses together, thecatigoti which comes is the one Leutcher
mentions that the same individuals are repeatedgtioned as “the Levites in your gates” as
elsewhere in the Deuteronomic matetfdlWhat differs is just the context in which they are
mentioned. Again if we take a closer look at Deut8113, there is a chiastic structure which

binds the system of judgment as follows:

A v.8 local dispute too difficult to be judged

B v.9 appeal to the judge and the Levitical priests ovumon

C vv.10-11 generation and instruction of new naldegislation

B” v.12 appeal to the judge and Levitical priestst oumsn

193 euchter, “The Levite in your Gates ,” 420-421.

194 euchter, “The Levite in your Gates ,” 422.
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A" v.13 local implementation of new legislation

This passage puts the Levitical priests at the donréhe whole process of making and
establishing the law in Israel. The priests ar@aasible in teaching or instructing the law also
they are having an administrative role serving eiva priests in Jerusalem as well. This
administrative role is evident in Deut 2It5w% rbx mm 9n2 o2 > where the termmw is
deployed to address the administrative role of ltkeitical priests-> This is a new role of
Levitical priests which is still sacral, ministegimo YHWH and securing divine blessing through
administering the law. The king is clearly not abdke law; the passage denies the king’s active
participation in matters of supreme judicial auityorAs we saw in section 2.2.3 of this paper,
the king has to copy the law, not alone but in glhesence of the Levitical priestssn ounsn

who are the law givers, teachers and administrators

3.2 oom ney (Counsel from the Wise)

Another part of aristocracy is that one of the wigen who received the divine wisdom and were
in a position to advise and instruct the king owHho act wisely. Before going too far, it should
be clear that YHWH alone knows where wisdom hasaliede, he is its Possessor and its
Sourcé® (cf. Job 28:20-27; 12:13a). This kind of wisdone (the wise men sayings) is collected
in the book of Proverbs especially Prov 22: 17-24a8d Prov 24:23-34. In this paper, a general
overview of these wise sayings will be studied @&lation to the main topic and their
interpretation is expected to give an input totth@c of discussion. However, not all verses are
going to be discussed in detail but a sampling ahes will represent the others due to the

limitation of pages of this paper.

195 Cf. RSV, NAB, KJV and NIV Bible versions all trdage the verb showing an administrative role.

19| eonidas KalugilaThe Wise King: Studies in Royal Wisdom as DivineeRéon in the Old Testament and Its
Environment(Lund: CWK Gleerup, 1980), 92.
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It has been thought that Israel’s wisdom literathes an offshoot from a much older
Egyptian literary tradition especially the teachioiyAmenope™®’ Amenope was immediately
linked with the section of Proverbs 22:17-24:22npioig to the argument that Israel’s wisdom
literature was not a native product but a foreigpartation'®® This might be true at least when
someone considers the outline of presentationatfwisdom to be borrowed from Egypt, but the
content differs. It is beyond doubt that Israehasociety had its own kind of wisdom. However,
it is not my intention to debate on the origin sifdel’s wisdom but my major aim is to show how
the counsel functioned as an office to help the kimhis duties. It has also been thought that
Prov 22:17-24:22 and 24:23-24 resembles Prov 1-Ramt to some extent especially when
someone thinks the kind of instruction characteseoted in theml® Generally it can be said

this part of proverbs is about the instruction gite someone by an elder.

3.2.1 The Prologue to the Wise Men Sayings Pro¥7221

3.2.1.2 Translation
V.17 Words of the wise. Bend your ear and listemjowise words, and apply your heart to my

knowledge.

V.18 For it is well that you keep them in your lgelet them settle together on your lips.
V.19 That your trust may be in the Lord, | makenthenown to you today, even you.
V.20 Have | not written to you the day before yeddy with counsels and knowledge?

V.21 To let you know truth, words that are religlite bring back reliable words to the one who

sent you?

197 R.N. Whybray The Book of Proverbs: A Survey of Modern Stiidgiden: E.J. Brill, 1995), 6. The publication
by E.W. Budge of the Egyptian wisdom text in 1923he source of this idea. The text was known a&sT&aching
of Amenope (Papyrus 10474 in the British Museum).

198 \Whybray, The Book of Proverbs.

19 Whybray, The Book of Proverbg8. cf. Roland E. Murphyorld Biblical Commentary Vol.22: Proverbs
(Nashville: Thomas Nelson Publishers, 1998), 169.
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3.2.1.2 Interpretation
This title “Words of the wise” appear both in theasbretic Text and the LXX which

incorporates it in v.17aloyoic codpdv mapaParie oov olc kal Gkove éuov Adyov, “to the words

of the wise, lend your ear and hear my word.” ThE INerary reads: “Incline/bend your ear and
hear the words of the wise.” In verse 17 genenaklyencounter an opening invitation, with an
emphasis on “ear” and “heart” which resembles Pxdv2; 5:1 would be typical of any teacher,
just as it also opens the first chapter of AmenesidbFor a better understanding, Bruce K.
Walkte suggests verses 17 and 18 to be interptetgther because they are bonded together
syntactically by the subordinating conjunctien(because) and by the pronoun “thet: These
verses image the learning process where the cardt@ngans are mentioned i.e. ear, heart, belly
and lips.

The ear ) is the exterior organ responsible for collectingirs waves and for this
case, information/wisdom and the heatt>] is the interior organ that directs the whole body
(Prov 4:20-27).What can be seen in this prologuanisnvitation to listen to the words of the
wise and store them in the heart by memorizing tearmoe they are important and can provide
guidance. It is rather a four steps move i.e. heannemorizing, reflecting and speakifglt
can be assumed that this part can serve as tleluation of the whole book and it is from a
wisdom teacher addressing a pupil. The contenhefrbaterial is “words of the wisekon
127) and the addressee is just “you.” In the widertert) “you” can be any person but since the
wise men instructed the king, this implies thasthe/ords were for a king.

V.19 is said to give a “theological motivation” ftite teaching of wisdom, the increase in
trust in YHWH?™'2 After the prologue, the emphasis on purpose ndftsshom the addressee’s
role in the learning process to that of the sabe,wise man, i.e. he aims at concretizing a

relationship with Israel’s covenant keeping Godh&l your trust may be in the Lordjmean

110 Murphy, World Biblical Commentaryl 70.

M1 Bruce K. WalkteThe Book of Proverbs Chapters 15-8&rand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing
Company, 2005), 221.

112 Richard J. CliffordProverbs: A Commentarfouisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 1999§.2

113 Walkte, The Book of Proverbs Chapters 15-323, cf. Tremper LongmanlIProverbs(Grand Rapids: Baker
Academic, 2006), 416.
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mm2) maintains the main clause of v.19b and entditd tsrael's God inspired his sage in
writing them and teaching them as wefl. YHWH in this verse is in the center, as in Prov 1
“revering YHWH is the beginning of wisdom,” placirape’s trust in YHWH is the goal of
teaching. The phrase “l cause you to knoww(in), cf. Prov 1:23 is said to represent the
addressee to take an active part in an activenalieation of the wisdom and the word “today” (
o) refers to each day in someone’s life becauseshte have wisdom always in his tongue
(cf.Heb 3:13; 4:7 with Ps 95:#J° This verse brings an impression that trust in YHVg¢Ha
lifelong process.

V.20 is a bit with an uncertain Hebrew term readu (the day before yesterday) by MT
(Ketib), owbu (officers) by (Qere), while the LXX readgpioodc meaning “three times.”
However, there has been a suggestion of the redthirty” and this is said to be originating
from the “thirty” sayings of Amenemop&® This is an introduction that the following teadhiis
identified as “thirty sayings” characterized by ianpng advice and knowledge.

V.21 shows us that the final purpose of teachingdain is that the one that learns to go and
speak them to the ones who sent him. This bringe al notion of a messenger, the role
considered to be extremely important (cf. Prov 80:23:17; 25:13}!" Walkte comes with an
idea that through these sayings, the king ensinasthe entire chain of command within his
administration will be honest, making its decisiom the basis of truthe{p), not distortion,

intrigues, and misrepresentatitifi.

3.2.2 Prov 22:22-23

3.2.2.1 Translation
V.22. Do not rob the poor, because they are poat d® not crush the needy at the gate.

114 Walkte, The Book of Proverbs Chapters 15-223.

115 Walkte, The Book of Proverbs Chapters 15-223.

118 Murphy, World Biblical Commentaryl69, cf. Clifford,Proverbs,206-207
17 ongmanlll,Proverbs 416.

118\Walkte, The Book of Proverbs Chapters 15-224.ew» is ahapax legomenoterm but an Aramaic cognate and
the use of its denominative verb in post-Biblicalfew shows that the term has the sense of rigdtice, rectitude
and aptness not just truth or pace as the NIV kntes
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V.23. For the Lord will defend their cause and adsjpose who despoil them of life.

3.2.2.2 Interpretation
This prohibition is in line with the general bildicconcern with the poor, expressed in the law

codes (Exod 22:20-26) and elsewhere in the bodRroverbs cf. 14:31; 17:5. From Prov 22:2
“Rich (=wv) and poor =) have this in common, the Lord is the maker ofrthal,” it is quite
evident that the poor are the fact of life. In &ite wisdom literature, the poor become the
concern due to their origin that they were credged HWH and to oppress them is like a curse.
Grammatically, v 22 stands as a witness to this fBo not” (5x used with a second person
jussive) shows an urgent personalized prohibitiondntrast ta> when used with the imperfect
which expresses legislatidff. This means the negative command has been pemetali

specifically and not to be taken for granted.

The word “rob” gn) is interpreted by Milgrom as taking somethingnirgomeone else
by unlawful force and to continue forcibly and gkly to withhold it from its rightful ownet?°
He further notes that the Tannaitic law distingash: “to rob” andaxn “to steal” the difference
being that robbery is committed openly by forcelevtineft is by stealth (cf. Lev 5:20-26 where
the robber, in contrast to a thief is always idtiie) ** The illegally seized objects are evident
in the Bible like a well (Gen.21:25), a donkey (D28:31), a spear (2Sam 23:21, 1Chr 11:23), a
field (Mic 2:2), houses (Job 20:19), flocks (Job24

Verset B elaborates verset A by picturing robbing poor as crushing them and by pointing to
the rich merchants who manipulate the economyaloots with just as corrupt magistrates who
drive the poor justice when they plead their casthé gate-fw) (cf. Exod 23:1-9; Exod 22:21-
22, 25-26; Lev 19:13; Deut 27:25; Ezek 18:7ff.; Nid-11)'* The gate-) refers to the place

119B K. Walkte and M.P.O’Connomtroduction to Biblical Hebrew SyntagWinona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns,
1990), 567.

120 3 Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16 (New York:Doubleday, 1990), 335.
2L Milgrom, Leviticus 1-16336.

122\yalkte, The Book of Proverbs Chapters 15-280.
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where justice was dispensed and can be compartgk toontemporary courts of law. It is the

place where any difficult matters to be solved lbartaken to at any moment.

The preposition “because®s| in v.23 introduces us to the reason to the pitbibin
v.22. The robbers might cheat themselves that éineythe most powerful people in the society.
The good news we get is that the poor have a pootabe Lord himself-() will defend their
causefam 2). This means, the poor may bring their cases t8W¥Hwhen they are oppressed
and he is ready to fight on their side. He is retdgive the poor whatever they lack (cf. Deut
10:17-18; Ps 72; Isa 1:23; 10:1-2; 11:4; 25:4; 9@8; Amos 2:6; 4:1; 5:12; Mic 3:11; Prov
15:25). However, v.23 concludes by revealing YHWHidgment over the oppressors and his
advocacy for the poor and the mistreated ones.sélggng discussed here instructs the king on
how to treat the poor in a good way and also itioas him on how he can be judged if he
mistreats them. The following saying instructs kivgg on how to behave on matters concerning
wealth.

3.2.3 Prov 23:4-5

3.2.3.1 Translation
V.4. Do not wear yourself to acquire wealth, hameugh sense to stop.

V.5. Will you let your eyes fly on it? It is gonerfit grows wings for itself and flies to the sky
like an eagle.

3.2.3.2 Interpretation
Though this saying from the wise men is often cdésdone that has a rather specific parallel in

Amenemopée? still it has a great resemblance with the Law afgé especially (Deut 17:17b)
where there is a limitation to wealth.V.4 is pratiilg someone to become physically weary by
toiling (v i.e. in the objective sense of the bodily toiling)make himself rich~(zv=5%). This has

a deeper meaning when the weéreh “stop” is used. Walkte says the word refers to huma

withdrawal from or cessation of a particular aggivprobably “refrain from” in the sense of “not

23| ongman I, Proverbs 424.
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even beginning to do somethinf* (cf. Num 9:13; Deut 23:22-23; Amos 7:5). This isique
because it is warning directly against the richedhe basis of wisdom. It should be clear that
the Bible teaches that when wealth is obtainedutjiinanodest ways, it is a blessing (Prov 3:16;
8:18; 10:22; 12:27; 14:23, 24: 22:4; 28:20). Whétamed by the ways contrary to God’s they
become a curse (Prov 10:2; 11:4, 18; 20:17; 22:4).

V.5 gives us the reason to why a person shouldpend a lot of his energy for wealth.
The Hebrew text is in disorder for example, thgitiy of the eye” {»v =wn) is an impossible
expression and the “ithf) has no antecedefft The first “fly” is suggested to be the scribal
insertion from the nearly identical form “flies” tite end?® Walkte comes with a different idea
that “eyes” is a figurative language used to regmeshe son’s character (cf. Prov 15:50).
Walkte’s point is good according to the interpretathe gives. On the other hand if “flying” is
considered to be a poetic language, still the glaysgyes “flying” on wealth can be interpreted
as the act of having too much concentration on tweéth any case, what we can learn here is
that wealth does come, often go. This saying hpgmple to put riches in a proper perspective
that it is not something which stays forever. Tlagisg which follows warns about sexual

affairs.

3.2.4 Prov 23:26-28

3.2.4.1 Translation
V.26 My son give me your heart and let your eyeseole my ways

V.27 For a deep pit is the harlot and the woman isleostranger a narrow well

V.28 For like a robber she lies in wait, and addfaithless men.

124\Walkte, The Book of Proverbs Chapters 15-2340.

125 crawford H. ToyCritical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book miverbs (Edinburgh: T.&T. Clark,
1988), 429.

126 Toy, Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book i@rbs,429.

127\walkte, The Book of Proverbs Chapters 15-234].
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3.2.4.2 Interpretation
V.26 stands as a kind of introduction to the desicnn of the character of a harlot in vv.27 and

28. To give someone your heatt)and eyesy{) means to give him your mind and intentigh.

It has an intensive meaning of “rely absolutelynoyadvice and so do not oppose your opinions
to my mature judgment® This may mean, even if the son has a right tdbidy, still he can
hand it over to the safekeeping of his wise fatfidéis is a very important move in a learning
realm since as McKane comments, once a teachatsabkgeauthority over the mind of a pupil,
there is an assurance of shaping a pupil’s wajf@t¥ | think McKane's idea brings us a half
way of the whole process of learning. For the ottadf, the teacher’s authority has to stimulate a
student’s independent thinking, i.e. a student aB® to be given freedom to think for his/ her
life as well. For me it is also very dangerousdfmeone remains passive, waiting for someone

else to think for him/ her. This may bring an imgsi®n of colonizing someone’s mind.

In v.26b, Kethib reads “approvesti¥-n) while Qere f:1zn) and LXX read “observe” If
the LXX and Qere are followed, a more intensive migg emerges that the pupil’s powers of
observation on what is taught and its consequeacesharpened too. This implies that these
words are given by the sage (wise men), the santikkoase in 7:24. The word “way>{7) is a
metaphor for the course of one’s life and derivesnfthe idea that life is a journey, with the
beginning, middle and ertd" If someone reads the book of Proverbs, this metagpbems to be

common especially in Chapters 1-9.

The reason to why the son should handle his hedreges to his father is to be protected from
the unchaste woman, the harbad(or n=r) which in the text it appears wittn=:. The last term

is literary translated as “strange woman.” Toy say is a married woman, in character a harlot

128 Ty, Critical and Exegetical Commentary36.
129illiam McKane,Proverbs: A New ApproacifLondon: SCM Press Limited, 1970), 389.
139 McKane,Proverbs 390.

131 ongman IIl,Proverbs,429.
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(cf.Prov.7:5, 10}*? He expands the notion by saying that these limeeeduce the two classes of
unchaste women, the unmarried and married but ahee slestructive character is in th&th.
This kind of a woman is compared to a wehla) having the same extra-linguistic referent as

“deep pit” ().

Walkte suggests that a well and pit are figurayivesed to represent the prostitute’s
bodily orifices®* but this idea has been refuted by some scholaosembourage the literal (i.e. a
deep pit and a well) use of théfi.Walkte’s idea is good but it is not strong espiéciahen we
think of instructing someone so that he can sea#mger of unfaithful women. Interpreting the
deep pit or a well as a prostitute’s orifice may make someone to realize the right way to act.
Since the nature of this saying is a counsel,endlitinterpretation fits here. Even if the Bible
witnesses both uses of the terms i.e. figuratiyBlpv 5:15) and literal (Jer 2:6; 18:20, 22), still
the literal use of the terms (i.e. a deep pit arwdel) brings sense in terms of how dangerous
they might be. | agree with the scholars who erageithis use as the correct interpretation.
=82 is elucidated by Jer 38:6 where the prophet wagled into a disused wel£) in which
there was no water and his feet sank in a muddipmotThe prostitute then is like a deep pit
with a narrow diameter in which the one thrown ifgels a thorough confinement while his feet
have no foundation to step on. No hope to escafgssithrough ropes from outsitfé The i2)
leads to Sheol as we can see other references tor (Isa 38:18; Ezek 26:20; 31:14, 16; 32:18,
24, 25, 29; Ps 28:1; 30:4; 88:5; 143:7).

V.28 gives an addition idea that a prostitute isordy a pit but also an active danger like
a robber 4rm). This means the prostitute ambushes men likéolberodoes to seize some goods.
The techniques used by this kind of a woman ardeeniin Prov 7:6ff especially v.12 “at every

corner she lays an ambush.” By using this techsicglee adds the faithless mefi( o2

132 Toy, Critical and Exegetical Commentary, 437

133 Toy, Critical and Exegetical Commentary, 437

134 See the discussion on the terms in Walktee Book of Proverbs Chapters 15-360-261.
135 Murphy, World Biblical Commentaryl77, cf Toy,Critical and Exegetical Commentas37.

136 McKane,Proverbs,391.
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o+ma). The faithless here may refer to “unfaithful ttiWH’s law (cf.Prov 2:22; 11:3, 6; 13:2,
15; 21:18; 22:12), or untrustworthy (25:19). Clifflosums up this saying i.e. v 26-26 as a
condensed version of chap.7 with its emotional tatimy son” to beware of the foreign woman
(7:1-5), her traps (7:21-23), and her intent to #uel youth to her list of victims (7:24-2%.
This proverb warns that sexual relations are dquaarly difficult temptation even for those who
are standing firm on the right path. This resembhesLaw of Kings where a king is required to

take precaution on sexual relations (cf.Deut 17sb/that he might not be led astray.

3.2.5 Prov 24:3-4

3.2.5.1 Translation
V.3. By wisdom is a house built, and by understagdi is established

V.4. For by the knowledge are the chambers filléth &ll precious and pleasant wealth.

3.2.5.2 Interpretation
This saying by wise men consists of “sentences”thade sentences are said by McKane to have

no element of instruction in thetf Crawford extends this view that the saying hasehrouns
namely, wisdom r(3or), understandingnfian) and knowledgenrg-) which are synonyms, all
expressing practical sagacity, without referencentwal and religious qualitiés? This view
may be correct depending on which ground these s$webolars stand on giving their
interpretations. For me, the context we have h#dmva us to interpretrf-r) as the divine
wisdom therefore to say that the sentences havhemereligious nor instructive qualities
becomes a weak argument. These nouns link the énses and more than that, the same agents

137 Clifford, Proverbs,213.
138 McKane,Proverbs,396.

139 Toy, Critical and Exegetical Commenta®42.
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were used by YHWH when he “establisheg3)(the world (Prov 3:19). Thus as YHWH did, so
do humans need the same elements for building theurse” ¢ra). This also proves that the

saying has instructions in it.

There are different opinions on how the word “hdyse:) should be interpreted whether
a physical building or the household. Toy insisigt tit is not a family/household but a physical
building and its erection signifies a domestic pemence and prosperit§ Some scholars say
the way it is used here it means both the building the househoff’ Toy’s idea is even

expanded by McKane when he says:

Here however the original intention of the sentewes to lay down the lines of
domestic prosperity and there was no thought afgusnagery metaphorically or
proverbially...the sentence asserts that there ataiceantellectual virtues which
are the foundations of domestic wellbeing, and ssuanes that the proper
consolidation of one’s household is a necessaryequisite of a more general
prosperity. The acquisition of “strength%26) in the community is inseparable
from the strength and harmony of the “house3)( This includes wealth, rooms
well filled with furnishings and the money to exgsethe ideal of gracious living
tangibly. It is more important to hang on to thetl@aess of this sentence than to
emphasize its metaphorical possibilitfés.

In the Hebrew Bible, wisdom is used both to buildatenial things (Prov 3:9-10; 8:22-31)
and metaphorically (Prov 31:10-31) and this migbkt the cause of the debate. Those who
advocate the dual use of the term have thoughivitier sense of it while others have taken its
narrower sense. May be a combination of the tweasgecan contribute to the use of the tetm
In v.4, the “chambers filled" %2 o7m) refers to the house i.e. the chambers of the dyous
though it can also mean the inmost part of a hubeamg (cf. Prov 7:27; 18:8; 20:27). However,
| agree with Murphy*® who suggests the two sentences to have two mozefram material

building where practical knowledge is needed tol¢iss tangible quality of knowledge that truly

140 Toy, Critical and Exegetical Commenta®42.
141 Clifford, Proverbs,214, LongmanlilProverbs,436.
42 McKane,Proverbs,397.

143 Murphy, World Biblical Commentaryl.80. For him, though he agrees that the form ofs/8saying, still the
couplet provides the motivation in v.4, makingngent to carry out the implication of the sayingus the wider
sense of the use of the term is evident in reladtahe trend which seems to be common in the lobékoverbs.
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makes the “house’n(z) livable. The good example being Prov 31:15, 2id @7. From the
above discussion, this saying from the wise meghtes two things: first, wisdom brings the
resources and it makes easier the whole processnstructing a good house building. Second,
in the deeper sense it has to do with those whaifivthat house i.e. house relationships. The

next subtopic is a general instruction on feathefltord.

3.2.6 Prov 24:21-22

3.2.6.1 Translation
V.21. My son fear the Lord and the king, do nobasste with those who rebel against them

V.22. For destruction from them will rise sudderdnd the ruin from both who can know?

3.2.6.2 Interpretation
There are some textual problems which are suggestég worked out. The expression “my

son” (:3) is said to have a strange position and it distutie rhythm of Hebrew so it is
suggested to be omitted as a scribal inseffibthe expression “who can know#=¢ =) that
appears suddenly also seems to destroy the flothefsentenc&® To some extent when
someone reads the text, it is evident that theeelask of flow of the verses but since nothing is

suggested in the BHS, | am going to treat thedsit is.

Apart from this, Walkte asserts that the phrase oy fear the Lord and the kingf>¢»
12 maxer) (cf. Prov 1:8) connotes that the father’s lovetis son prompts his admonition to
subject himself to God’s rule and the Lord’s aneihtregent on earth who effects his rule
dispensing life and deatfl® This expression is very strange as one reads aledf Kings in

Deut 17:14-20 and 1Pet 2:17 in the New Testamerg.ds if this saying from the sage is putting

144 Toy, Critical and Exegetical Commentar49.
145 Toy, Critical and Exegetical Commenta#49.

146 \Walkte, The Book of Proverbs Chapters 15-287.
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the king in a higher position, contrary to the Laf\Kings. Various reasons have been given by
scholars regarding this. Hausmann as cited by Muig@dmments that king and YHWH are
characterized here rather as “Greats” to whom oust pay equal attention because one never
knows when they will allow a misfortune to overtake one who is not acting properly toward
them?*” This seems more terrifying and the one who femdoing so because of seeking good
fortune and not love. Probably Walkte is convinciigen he argues from the intensive religious
angle that the identification of the king with YHWshows that the sage regarded the king’s
throne on earth as a legitimate representation af’ssthrone in heaven (cf. Matt 17:24-27;
22:21; Rom 13:1-5; Titus 3:1; 1Pet 2:13-17; cf. hSH0:27; 2Pet 2:10; Jude 8%® In other
words, the king who is said here might be assunoettet a godly one who would reflect
YHWH'’s kingship. This verse wants to teach us tfedring YHWH and the king is good
especially when it is done for the honor of theitlewate authority. Contrary to that i.e. going

against them and even plotting to overthrow thdle for personal interests may lead to danger.

The word “because™y) in the beginning of v.22 is trying to show whatldéws is the
reason for the admonitions of v.21. The reasonetr the Lord and the king is to avoid
“destruction” @) and “ruin” (=) from both of them. There are some examples of Hwev
disaster came “suddenly&xnz) on those who rebelled against the legitimate (2&am 18:7, 8;
20:1, 2, 22; 1Kgs 2:22-46; Eccl 8:2-5; Acts 5:3@).3There is an ambiguity on translation
whether “the destruction on them or from them” ite2 third person plural suffix to be translated
as an objective genitive, “the destruction inflcten them (rebellious) or “the disaster from them
(YHWH and the king).” This has led to differentrisdations as we witness from the following
versions:

XV Proverbs 24:22For their calamity shall rise suddenly; and whawath the ruin of them
both?

NAB Proverbs 24:22For suddenly arises the destruction they sendttamduin from either one,

who can measure?

147 Murphy, World Biblical Commentaryl82.

148 \Walkte, The Book of Proverbs Chapters 15-287.
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NAS Proverbs 24:22For their calamity will rise suddenly, And who kme the ruinthat comes

from both of them?

"B proverbs 24:22for suddenly disaster will loom for them, and wkiows what ruin will

seize them and their friends?

NRS Proverbs 24:22for disaster comes from them suddenly, and whasenthe ruin that both

can bring?

RSV Proverbs 24:22for disaster from them will rise suddenly, and vkmws the ruin that will
come from them both?
As far as the different Bible versions cited abawe concerned (except the KJV), on one hand it
is evident that since YHWH and the king are widatgepted as the highest authority, they are
likely able to punish all who rebel against thehyd the disaster originates from them. On the
other hand when someone observes the king’'s limitatio judiciary authority, it becomes
difficult to assert that he can also punish someameasily as YHWH can. And that is where the
third person plural suffix to be translated as #jective genitive as does the KJV becomes
possible.

The phrase “who knowsy¢» =), a rhetorical question, can be analyzed in twaugs.
In its first place, there are five occurrenceshi@ hon-wisdom literature (2Sam 22:22; Esth 4:14;
Joel 2:14; Jonah 3:9 and Ps 90:11). In these aaees, the door is opened for the benefit of the
human being to be saved. The second place is tter Gve occurrences, In Eccl 2:19; 3:21;
6:12; 8:1 and in Prov 24:22 where the door of dawais closed. This second use is a strong
denial which can be compared to the expressiorotreknows.**

These are some of the sayings by wise men whickdalected in the book of Proverbs.
It is said that when Isaiah, Jeremiah and Ezekieks of the wise, they too referred to advisers

in the courts of Judean king¥. Isaiah might have meant the political counseldrKimg

149 3.L.Crenshaw, “The Expressiam yodean the Hebrew Bible,Vetus Testamentum 86986): 274-288.

1501pB, 855.
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Hezekiah when he spoke of the wise whose counselr@sastance with the expectations of the
aid from Egypt (Isa 29:14; 29:15; 30:1-5; 36:4-&thaugh YHWH’s counsel was there (Isa
31:1-2). However, the use of the word “counseft) in Jer 9:23-9:22 strengthens the argument
that these wise men are king’s counselors.

As far as this understanding of wise men as adviebthe king is concerned, it can be
deduced from the above interpreted sayings, al@bstiportant areas of life are touched and
the king seems not to be able to lead in a goodwithout these counselors. Nevertheless, the
king depends very much on these counsels to makeugadecisions in Israel. If this is so, then
the wise men are very important people for leadprghlsrael. In other terms, they were the
ones leading Israel and the king was just theréollow their instructions. Let us now see

another part of aristocracy, the prophets.

3. 3X"2im 127 (The Word from a Prophet)

The work done by the prophets is a very wide fieldbe discussed in this piece of work. | will
limit myself in the relations of the prophets to¢s and here only six among prophets will be
surveyed briefly namely: Samuel, Nathan, Micaiaaidh, Jeremiah and Amos. These are the
prophetic figures whose relationship and respolitsiio the word of YHWH {1 =27), their

response and proclamation of it, is very crucialnfy paper.

3.3.1 Samuel Vs King Saul

As the first example, Samuel speaks to Saul sgcretpresent to him “the Word from God”
(e°5% =27) in 1Sam 9:27. This is the moment when Saul wasetanointed asx and the word

of God is for him alone so the servant is askeaweel ahead. No one but Saul alone is allowed
to see and hear what Samuel is going to say atiek aame time, Saul is asked to keep this as a
secret (1Sam 10:16). The reason for this Israelg monarch and his subordination to Samuel is

said to be the “waiting until people have accef@adl.™*

Again, Samuel appears to King Saul to present ftbed from YHWH” (7 =27) in
1Sam 15:1. This came in different faces like ingions of what to do (cf. 1Sam 15:2-4) where

151 yle M. Eslinger Kingship of God in Crisis: A Close Reading of 1Sahi412 (Sheffield: ALMOND, 1985),
317.
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King Saul is instructed on how to fight the Amateki On the other hand, mainly the word from
YHWH came to warn especially when there was a didemce of YHWH's instructions. The
good example of warning is 1Sam 15:22-23 especiall@b “Since you have rejected Yahweh's
word, he has rejected you as king.” These wordshaoevn to Israel’s first King Saul despite of
their painful taste.

Another interesting Samuel’s prophetic messaghasih 1Sam 28:16-19 where Saul is
in crisis and he wants a word from YHWH but he daideget as a result he consults the witch of
Endor. Samuel (though a ghost) here is truly fer ldst time, acts as a prophet, and with his
message utterly confounds the tongue of the sopehsa” In these verses the prophetic role
appears when Samuel reproaches the king by stgeissinl6 that:
sy o 7owe e mbsm meaning, the Lord has turned away from you and bex®me your
enemy. This is a crush Samuel offers to Saul bygomg him face to face with the bitter truth he
had sought to ignore and evdd&The nourmy “enemy” fits excellently here to show that Saul

and YHWH are never friends anymore but in war.

3.3.2 Nathan Vs King David (2Sam 12:1-12)

3.3.2.1 Translation
V.1 And the Lord sent Nathan to David and he cam@rmn and said to him; “Two men were in a

city one rich and another poor.

V.2 To the rich were exceeding many sheep andecattl

V.3. But the poor man had nothing but one littleedamb which he had bought. And he brought
it up and it grew up with him and with his sonaté& of his morsel and drank from his cup and

lay in his bosom and it was like a daughter to him.

1%2\W.A.M. Beuken, 1Samuel 28: “The Prophet as HAMMER WITCHES, " Journal of the Study of the OId

Testament vol,§Amsterdam C: Katholieke Theologische Hogescht@r8), 3-17.

133 Uriel Simon,Reading Prophetic NarrativegBloomington:Indiana University Press, 1997), 74.
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V.4. And a traveler came to a rich man and he sheréake from his sheep and from his cattle
to make for a wanderer who came to him and he &okwe lamb of a poor man and he made
for a man who came to him.”

V.5. And the anger of David was much kindled onren and he said to Nathan; “As the Lord
lives that man who did this is a son of death.

V.6. He will repay the ewe lamb fourfold as a capssnce because he did this matter and
because he did not have pity.”

V.7. And Nathan said to David; “You are the manstlsays the Lord God of Israel | anointed
you to be a king over Israel and | delivered yaurfrthe hand of Saul.

V.8. And | gave to you the house of your master ti@dwives of your master in your bosom |
gave you the house of Israel and Judah and ihtmisbeen little, | would add to you much more.
V.9. Why have you despised the word of the Lorddbing evil in his sight? You have killed
Uriah the Hittite with the sword and have takenwaife to be your wife and have killed him with
the sword of the sons of Amon.

V.10. And now the sword will not turn aside fromuydhouse until eternity as a consequence
because you despised me and you took the wifeiahlihe Hittite to be your wife.

V.11. Thus says the Lord, behold evil is rising mpmu from your house and | will take your
wives in your sight and | will give to your felloand he will lie with your wives in the sight of
this sun.

V.12. Because you did secretly and | will do thiattar in the sight of all Israel and in the sight

of the sun.”

3.3.2.2 Interpretation

Nathan is another prophet who brought the message YHWH to the king. In 2Sam 7 which

is the same as 1Chr 17 we find the word of the L(@ret -27) comes as a revelation to the
prophet (2Sam 7:4, cf. 1Chr 17:3) so that he caorteto the king what YHWH says (2Sam
7:17). This is a message of peace but on the dtaed when king David sinned, the tone

changed (2Sam 12) where we read the Nathan peritopél some Hebrew manuscripts and
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Pesh. inserkain, “the prophet” after Nathan. The LXX also adds therd “prophet” after
Nathan. | think the reason is to identify the Natkdo was sent to King David.

Prophet Nathan describes to David an incident,-22which happened between the poor
man and “his little ewe lamb” and on the other handch man with “his flocks and herds.”
When the rich man was supposed to give a banqueatiécompassion™g¢r) upon his “flock
and herd” and instead he takes the lamb whichifiedhe poor man’s bosonmpsin 1pman).
Because Nathan doesn’t mention nafméfavid flew into a rage against the man and said in
5-6:

“...as the Lord lives, the man who did this is a eérdeath! He shall repay for the lamb four
times over f°'nva--x) because he had no pityst x5 =ux 5p)” in accordance with the regulation
of Exod.21:37 which is also followed even in thewN€&€estament times by Zacchaeus the tax
collector (Lukel19:8). This is the reading by the ddeetic text but instead of “four times”
(nv2mx) the LXX reads “seven times'erfzanmidoiov). Though the supporters of LXX link
éntamAdolov to Prov 6:31 in a context similar to that of thetBeba episod®? still the MT is
valid since for someone who is accused to violaeliaw, the only way to show repentance is to
do according to the Law. Since the Law demandsuatfmes repay, | am convinced that David
usecknyamx as we also see elsewhere (cf.Deut 12-26).

The words “As the Lord lives=¢nr) imply that David was taking an oath that that man
has no means to escape the death penalty for vehdidhand according to thBorah since he
himself was “that man” he had his verdict (1Kgs4®): by pronouncing it himself. What is
interesting here is that after the king passesjutigment over himseff® Nathan the prophet
comes with the word from YHWH( 127) in v.7 that “That man is youti(xn nnx). There is a
suggestion that Nathan’'s statement was followedhyid’s response “l stand guilty before

God” originally and the verses 7b-12 are the latiition'®’ Even this might be true; the main

!4 Simon,Reading Prophetic Narrative413

133 R.A. CarlsonPavid The Chosen King: A Traditio-Historical Appaiato the Second Book of Samuel
(Stockholm: Almqgvist& Wiksell, 1964), 154.

1%6 CarlsonDavid The Chosen Kind 58.

157 Hans Wilhelm Hertzberd,and Il Samuel: A Commentarft.ondon: Trans. J.S. Bowden, 1964), 258, cf. Urie
Simon,Reading Prophetic Narrative423. It is said that in the original version, Ddigireply follows immediately
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point here is that the prophet adds a new dimengiohis rebuke, rather than repeating in
explicit terms what he has already expressed iatljrén the parablé® This rebuke is entirely
devoted to castigating his sin against God: “Whyehgou despised the word of the Lord by
doing evil in his sight?” (v.9). Again, it has twdimensions, first, it adds a theological dimension
to David's sin against YHWH and second it heightémgravity*>°

In normal grounds especially the society which ties“honor and shame” tradition, a
top leader is always honored and it is very diffiginot impossible at all for anyone to rebuke
him for any sin he commits. Despite this fact, &have seen, the prophet here has a mandate to
correct the king. For me, this brings an implicatibat being a top leader doesn’'t mean being
above YHWH'’s law. The sins committed secretly canplt into light regardless of the rank of
the one who committed. Acting like this, the propten be interpreted as a faithful co-worker of

the king since that rebuke led to the king’s repece.

3.3.3 Micaiah Vs King Ahab (1Kgs 22:1-7, 14, 17,28)

3.3.3.1 Translation

V.1. And they dwelt three years without war betwéeam and Israel.

V.2. And it came to pass in the third year Jehokhtiking of Judah came down to king of Israel.
V.3. And the king of Israel said to his servani3p‘you know that Ramoth-gilead belongs to us?
And we are keeping silence from taking it from band of king of Aram.”

V.4. And he said to Jehoshaphat, “Will you go witle to the battle at Ramoth-gilead?” And

Jehoshaphat said to the king of Israel, “I am jikst you, my people are like your people my

horses like your horses.”

V.5. And Jehoshaphat said to the king of Israet€elSI pray today the word of the Lord.”

Nathan’s accusation with no intervening verbiages Blso makes the prophet’s reassuring “you studltlie”
v.13b come immediately after the death sentenddXtheid passed on himself (v.5), thus annulling it.

18 Simon,Reading Prophetic Narrative423.

1%9Simon,Reading Prophetic Narrativeg23.
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V.6. And the king of Israel gathered the prophdisua four hundred men and said to them,
“Shall I go to Ramoth-gilead to battle or shalefrain?” And they said, “Go up for the Lord will
give in a hand of the king.”

V.7. But Jehoshaphat said, “Is there not here ph@bof the Lord beside that we may enquire of
him?”

V.14. And Micaiah said, “As the Lord lives | wilpsak to him that which the Lord will say to
me.”

V.17. And he said, “I saw all Israel scattered oer mountains as the flock which is without a
shepherd and the Lord said these have no mastéelatreturn a man to his house in peace.”
V.19. And he said, “Therefore hear the word ofltbed, | saw the Lord sitting on his throne and
all the hosts of heavens standing from his rigiidhand his left hand.”

V.28. And Micaiah said, “If you indeed return ingoe the Lord has not spoken in me,” and he

said, “Hear all you people.”

3.3.3.2 Interpretation

It is suggested by Hens-Piazza that this is maiméystory of Ahab’s deatti® However, | am
very much impressed by her idea of dividing thisngtin three parts, (vv.1-4), (vv.5-28) and
(vv.29-38)'% The first part is about the plans for a battlehvtite Arameans where the two kings
of Israel and Judah are concerned, the king otldraing the dominating figure (vv.1-4). These
verses first establish a link back to 1Kgs 20:1e4Becially when the three-year truce between
Israel and Aram is mentioned, which also datesetrents'®? There are two questions in which
Ahab identifies the problem, conceives the plan estdblishes an alliance. The first question is
in v.3 where Ahab speaks to his servants with aorleal question about returning Ramoth-

gilead, a territory once belonging to Israel. Thestion is:

%0 Gina Hens-Piazzd-2 Kings (Nashville: Abingdon, 2006), 212. In her litegalalysis, Hens-Piazza divides
1Kings 22 in two parts while vv.1-38 serve as ingt part which has to be read in conjunction vtfite larger
narrative begun in 16:29 which brings the extengedrd of Ahab’s reign to a close.

181 Hens-Piazzal-2 Kings 212.

182\/olkmar Fritz,1&2 Kings: A Continental CommentargMinneapolis: Fortress, 2003), 218, cf. Hens-Riaz-2
Kings 213. Israel have been at peace with Aram foetlgears, but that peace is about to be interrupteshab.
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“Do you know that Ramoth-gilead belongs to us, amdare keeping silent to take it from the
hand of the king of Aram?”

It is not certain to when and how Ramoth-gileaditg which was a district centre in
Solomon’s administration (4:13) came under Arameantrol!®® The nature of this first
question is not blame to Aram but for him “to beeqtl The word fur) in Qal is “to keep silent”
e.g. Ps 28:1; 107:29; in Hiphil, it can be accusaf{Neh 8:11), but mostly it is intransitive (e.qg.
Isa 42:14; Ps 39:3f* However, the preferred translation is the one Wigcdenoting the general
inaction!®i.e. “we do nothing” (NAB, NEB, NJPS, and NRSV).

In the second question, King Ahab is speaking togKiehoshaphat who came down to
him from Jerusalem. The question is:

“Will you go with me to battle at Ramoth-gilead?”

The word “with me” () is read “with us” {6 fuwr) by LXX™" . The question shows that
Jehoshaphat is given a free choice whether toAbab or not. Gray comments that this free will
is an evidence that Jehoshaphat was a member,itheegker, of a free alliance rather than a
vassal with obligatory commitment® Jehoshaphat's reply “I am (ready) as you are; sopfe
are as your people; my horses are as your horsea”’receptivity to Ahab’s plan and Hens-
Piazza adds that this is a sign that Israel andhlade also enjoying peaceful relatioffsThe
same formula is used in a different context in 2K$)§ where it expresses the same
unconditional support, meaning Jehoshaphat actespport Ahab goods, soldiers and unity
of purpose®® Piazza's conclusion might be true on only one #ide the two kings agree to go

for a battle but on the other hand Jehoshaphattraggept the plan for fear of the consequences

183 Cogan,1Kings489. This is very strange because earlier, Ahalrél@ased Ben-hadad, his prisoner in the battle,
on the agreement that the northern territories @bel returned (1Kgs 20:34). Ramoth-gilead was iraportant
because it was the border city between Israel aathAFor more discussion on this see Hens-Pidz2&ings
213-214.

164 Cogan,1Kings,489.

185 John Gray1&2 Kings: A CommentaryLondon: SCM, 1964), 448.

1% Gray,1&2 Kings 449.

%" Hens-Piazzal-2 Kings 214.

188 Hens-Piazzal-2 Kings 214. cf. Fritz1&2 Kings,218-19. For Jehoshaphat, there is no need of maiian
evaluation first, he just accepts without any ctods.
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that would happen if he refuses. The fact thaterse two different kings is there, and one is
totally not concerned with the issue rather thamghere to support the other. Going together
for a battle is not enough to verify that peace thase but what | can say, at least for this matter
of battle, the kings agreed.

Following the protocol for any battle in Israeleth was a need to consult YHWH as one
can read from Judg 20:27-28; 1Sam 14:36-37; 25; 385/-8; 2Sam 5:19. In V.5 we read
“inquire/seek the Word of YHWH todayf{r =27mx or> xwm1). The verbu-= (literary “to
seek”) is said to be a regular one and it meansdtwult an oracle*®® The Hebrews»> means
“now, at once, first of all”; (cf. Gen 25:31; 1S&n?7; 1Kgs 1:51). Then in v.6 the king calls the
prophets for consultation. Though they are not tified specifically, their number i.e. “four
hundred” resembles the prophets of Asherah thatdhime king summoned to Mount Carmel
along with the “four hundred fifty Baal prophetsK@s 18:19-20)."° Ahab’s question to these
prophets is direct to the point:

“Shall | go to battle against Ramoth-gilead, orlishiefrain?”

These prophets affirmed Ahab’s plan by promisingiory. Hens-Piazza notes that the absence
of the oracular formula “Thus says the Lord” initheronouncement identifies that they are
prophets of a god other than YHWH.This idea is good but it cannot be taken as alosiu.
The absence of the oracular formula is better tatderstood as a sign which creates doubt
about the authenticity of that prophecy. | am amguike this because the best proof for any
prophecy is whether it happens or not, thus it bansaid it was a true or false prophecy
respectively.

V.7 is a bit interesting because it takes us orep durther. According to MT
Jehoshaphat's question is translated: “Is thereanother prophet of YHWH here?” But the
LXX and Vul. omit the word “another”, thus the qties is read: “Is there not a prophet of
YHWH here?” this is done intentionally to diveset400 of being prophets of YHWA This is

189 Gray,1&2 Kings,449.
10 Hens-Piazzal-2 Kings 214-215, cf. Grayl-2 Kings 449.
" Hens-Piazzal-2 Kings 215.

172 Cogan,1Kings,490. According to other early writers, these warspected to be “False prophets” cf. Josephus,
Ant. 8:402.
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followed by the second prophetic consultation whhab summons Micaiah for a word from
the Lord @ =27). The messenger who went to Micaiah tried to @rphdhat other prophets told
the king and probably convince Micaiah to agredliem. Micaiah responds differently in v.14
that “As the Lord lives; | will tell him what thedrd tells me.” This reply is also seen in the
Balaam narrative; cf. Num 22:38; 23:12, 26; 24:13.

Micaiah's prophecy is evident in v.17 where he espnts the word of YHWH received
as a perfect vision “I saw*rtxn). The Arabic cognate of this verb means “to think™perceive
intellectually” as well as “to see” physicalt{? But for Micaiah, | think it was not a matter of
seeing physically or a normal thinking. What he gais a vision from YHWH that is why he
reports it as a message from YHWH. Micaiah sawelssaattered like sheep without a shepherd,
and here it was Israel’'s army that was destindoettbome the proverbial leaderless fibéicf.,
e.g., Num 27:17; Jer 23:1-2; Ezek 34:1-6; Zech 1BHis is a prophecy of doom showing that
there was no success as other prophets told tlgebkininstead a serious destruction. Again in
v.19 he insists by “hear the word of the Lord¥(-a7 vnw) that “I saw” mxn) a scene in the
heavenly court. YHWH directs human affairs from hiyal throne and here particularly the
outcome of the battle is to be decided'6hThough Ahab did not accept Micaiah's prophecy
and decided to go for the battle, Micaiah sealedpnophecy by strong words in v.28 “If you
return safely, YHWH has not spoken through me.”sTiBia criterion by which a true prophecy
may be recognized; cf. Deut 18:21-22.

Vv.29-38 show how Ahab went for the battle and heddhere. This happened as
Micaiah prophesied and it is evident that the 4@dexfalse prophets while Micaiah was the true
one. Though the passage is mainly about true dse feophecy what | want to show here is the
relationship between the king and the prophetHervarious decisions to be made according to
the “word of the Lord” g:1 =27). The prophet came with a warning to the kingtoajo to battle

for the sake of his life and Israel.

13 Gray, 1-2 Kings 451.
17 Cogan,1Kings,491.
175 Cogan,1Kings,492. God here is seen plotting how to entice AloaRamoth-gilead so that he will fall and be

destroyed there. At the divine assembly, a spiribes forward volunteering to be a deceptive foncthé mouths of
the prophets. They will counsel Ahab to go for tlealeceptively.
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3.3.4 Isaiah Vs King Ahaz (Isa 7:1-17)

3.3.4.1 Translation
V.1. And it came to pass in the days of Ahaz sodatham of Uzziah king of Judah that Rezin

king of Aram and Pekah son of Remaliah king ofdsi@ame up to Jerusalem to war against it
but they were not able to wage war against it.

V.2. Now the house of David was told Aram has stialpgyal to Ephraim so the heart of Ahaz
and of his people was shaken as the trees ofdltedre shaken by the wind.

V.3. Then the Lord said to Isaiah go out you andrygon shear-Jashub to meet Ahaz at the end
of the aqueduct of the Upper Pool on the roadedMasherman’s Field.

V.4. And say to him, “Watch and be quiet do notrfead let your heart not be timid from these
two smoking tails fire brand for the fierce angéRezin and Aram and son of Remaliah.

V.5. Because Aram has planned evil against yourdtphand the son of Remaliah saying;

V.6. Let us go up in Judah and tear it apart anildito us and make the son of Tabeel to reign
as a king in its midst.

V.7. Thus says the Lord It shall not stand andhatlsnot be.

V.8. Because the head of Aram is Damascus anddgbad bf Damascus is Rezin, and for sixty
five years continually Ephraim will be shatterednfr people.

V.9. And the head of Ephraim is Samaria and thel lné&amaria is the son of Remalia if you do
not stay faithful that you will not be confirmed.”

V.10. And again the Lord spoke to Ahaz saying

V.11. “Ask from the Lord your God a sign to youkas depth or high above.”

V.12. And Ahaz said, “I will not ask and | will noést the Lord.”

V.13. And he said, “Now hear house of David Isitild from you to weary people that you
weary also my God?

V.14. Therefore the Lord himself will give you @sj behold a pregnant young woman will bear
a son and they shall call his name Emmanuel.

V.15. He will eat cheese and honey to know to teged and to choose good.

V.16. That before the boy will know to refuse eaild to choose good the land whose kings

loathes you will be left from the surface.
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V.17. The Lord will bring upon you and upon youropk and upon the house of your father
days which have not come from the days Ephraimetiiaside from upon Judah, with the king

of Assyria.”

3.3.4.2 Interpretation

The event which is the context of what Isaiah pegpd is the attack planned against Jerusalem.
This happened when Rezin of Syria (Damascus) peesu#@ekah, ruler of the kingdom of
Samaria to ally him in an attack on Jerusalem wighpurpose of forcing Ahaz to join their anti-
Assyrian coalition. Verse 1 of this text puts somean a position of being able to date a

prophetic message which is presented here. Bleopputs this as follows:

The overlap between 7:1 and 2Kgs 16:5 suggeststhianarrative core of the
passage may have drawn on an alternative versitimecdccount in History in a
manner somewhat analogous to Isa 36-39 (cf.2Kgs3130:19) and Amos7:10-
17 (cf.2Kgs 14:23-27). 2Kgs15-16 provides a brogdgspective on the sequence
of events, one that covers the reigns of Pekair3Zars32) and Hoshea (ca. 732-
722) in Samaria and Uzziah (ca. 783-742), Jotham74{@-735) and Ahaz
(ca.735-715) in Jerusalelff.

It is not clear to how the information about theaelk came to the Davidic court but we are told
that the “house of David™f1 m2), i.e. the king and his courtiéfé were shaken. The suffix in
v.2, onaa5 (his heart) is specifically to Ahaz, then the heat his people. It should be clear
here that the word “shaked) is used differently in the Bible. One shakes whk#re is drunk
(Isa 29:9; 24:20; Ps 107:27); while blind peoplsoathake (Lam 4:14). The imagery used by
Isaiah shows that trees shake when there is stwomd) blowing; it demonstrates a cause of that
shake i.e. there was a kind of a threat which ntlaeéing to shake.

According to 2Kgs 16:2, Ahaz was only 20 yearswlten he became king. Thus at the

beginning of his reign as king, Wildberger commehtswas certainly still very dependent upon

176 Joseph Blenkinsoppsaiah 1-39: A New Translation with Introductionda@ommentaryThe Anchor Bible,
New York: Doubleday, 2000), 229.

1730hn OswaltThe Book of Isaiah Chapters 1;3%rand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing @any,
1986), 198.
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the advice of the people in the palace, particylaid relatives and they even forced him to carry
out their decision’® In normal circumstances, this argument might be tsut what | want to
insist here is that, this was the time when YHWHided to intervene and calm the situation.
This part when Isaiah is commanded to meet KingzAtia the highway to the Washerman’s
Field has been argued to be a later redactiontlri=avhich serves at the outset to contrast Ahaz
with Hezekiah (36:2§”° Despite this strong argument, Childs comments that historical
setting was a genuine feature of the encoufiter.

Again it is not clear how YHWH conveyed his wordn{ =27) to Isaiah whether by
dream or vision. There has been a thought aboutetheon of Isaiah to be asked to go with his
son especially when someone considers the nameea$dnaw =xw which literary means “a
remnant will return*® The name might have significance for Ahaz bus itéver specified what
that significance was. Isaiah seems to calm thengddng using the conventional formula of
assurance “do not feaxyl'n-5%, to this, he adds his confident assertion thatzAes no reason
to fear his two enemies what remains is just smoiddirebrands (v.4).

The prophet comes with two strong words to commtaedking i.e. “Take heed™fun),
“and be quiet” ¢puwm). The former is probably put for the purpose débkshing assonance with
the later:®? These positive commands are followed by the negathes “do not fear’xfr-sx)
and “do not faint” §--5x). This means Ahaz feared something which washeret the dangers
which he thought were present did not exist atkatlowing the reality, Isaiah gives Ahaz the
practical command from YHWH:{r =27) not to fear. On the other hand, the act of Alwetear,
is a sign of lack of faith in YHWH because faithYHHWH removes fear of the heart (Prov 3:25,
26 NIV):

Have no fear of sudden disaster or of the ruin ¢thattakes the wicked, for the Lord will be your
confidence and will keep your foot from being smiare

178 Hans Wildbergersaiah 1-12: A CommentaryMinneapolis: Fortress Press, 1991), 294.
179 Brevard S. Childdsaiah (Louisville: Westminster John Knox Press, 2001), 64

180 Childs, Isaiah, 64.

181 Oswalt, The Book of Isaiah Chapters 1;3909.

82 Edward J. YoungThe Book of Isaiah: The English Text with Introdret Exposition and NotegGrand Rapids:
William B. Eerdmans Publishing Company, 1965), 272.



61

It is from this reality that Edward Young commetitat being a theocratic king and of all people,
Ahaz had to be calm and depend upon the true Rilkkre theocracy®® Ahaz might be blamed

for what many see as lack of faith but we have #dsthink of his human nature. In normal
circumstances, a person is likely to fear whendweg difficult situations like this. This is the
main reason for the existence of the offices likat tof the prophet where the word of YHWH

was supposed to come to encourage people in suetiens through prophets.

Furthermore, the plan was to replace the legitirbesteidic kingship with a puppéetxar-

12 (son of good for nothing) v.6. This also receivedeaponse from Isaiah that “It will not
happen and it will not succeed®n x5 oppn x5, Here, the evil which Aram had planned was
proving failure. The plans of human beings are@od’s and it is only God’s plans which stand.
This is exactly what is said in Prov 19:21 “Many #éine plans in the mind of a man, but it is the
purpose of YHWH that will be established.” Thusidgaused the formula which is familiar to
the wisdom writings (cf. Prov 21:30; Job 8:15).

The final statement which Childs calls it a climek this oracle comes as a direct
challenge to Ahaz for a response in faith to thempse of the divine support (v.&* The
prophet here plays with words, since “believe” ldighil of »x and “be established” is a Niphal
of the same rootyx). The root idea is “to be firm” and the wordpleguld be brought out by
some translation as “unless you hold firm (in faitbu will not be made firm (in life}®° Basing
on the divine covenant made with the house of D&&hm 7:12ff), Childs extends this idea by
saying Unless Judah, the people of God, understitgselsas a theological reality-a creation of
God and not merely a political entity-the statelwiive no future existenc&What this

prophecy wants to explain is that true securitpegher found by maintaining friendship with

18 Young, The Book of Isaial®72.
184 Childs, Isaiah, 64.

18 Oswalt, The Book of Isaiah Chapters 1;383. Some commentators make a point that thisegrof faith is
given a first priority here by Isaiah. But thisoisly so if one accepts the hypothesis that OT #@ithnot develop as
the Scripture suggests; for as early as the Exofitie Bible has Moses challenging the people tiebein

YHWH and this same word, the Hiphil @k is used of the Israelites response to YHWH afterRed Sea crossing
(Exod.14:31). In fact from the very beginning of WiHH's revelation, the issue had been whether huneamglk
believe what YHWH says, thus it was not new todbai

188Childs, Isaiah, 64.
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strong nations nor having a strong army but bytimgsYHWH only. No matter how many and
how strong might be your opponents, if YHWH is auy side, no reason to fear because he is a
reliable security.

The following section which comprises vv10-17, gyia sign to Ahaz is a continuation
of the previous section for faithfulness to themize YHWH gave to the house of David. Here,
it would be expected Isaiah to initiate the prockss it goes the other way round. YHWH
himself invites Ahaz to request for a sign. For yn&rday, a sign is only an indication, but for
ancient Israelite understanding, it was the begimpnthe down payment, thiepepwr (earnest
money) for what actually was to begin to take pf&é@ut Ahaz refuses to ask for a sign for the
fear of testing YHWH (v.12). The Hebrémw does not only mean “request” but also “demand,
require.*® It is common for YHWH to put a human being to test (Gen 22:1; Exod 16:4;
Deut 13:14; 33:8; Judg 2:22; 3:14), but for a hurbaimg to test YHWH is a rebellious character
(Exod 17:2; Deut 6:16; Ps 78:18; cf. Mark1:12ff atsdparallels). Therefore according to the OT
Law, Ahaz is right to refuse to test YHWH. Thoutjis seems to be a pious character of Ahaz,
Isaiah’s response in v.13 sees it as wearisomednigyocaused by lack of faith (cf. 2Kgs 16:1-
4).

In vw14-25 a sign is given, and it has caused awdekvhether it is an indicative of
salvation or disastéf? This part uses very controversial words that nemeh attention.
Starting from the word “sign’nfx) is interpreted differently in the prophetic cospas compared
to the Priestly source of Pentateuch. In the priplo®rpus,mx means a special event, either
ordinary or miraculous special for confirm the prepic word**® while in Priestly source e.g.
Gen 9:12-16 it might mean differently. The Hebrew is used deliberately by Isaiah instead of
the covenant namer. Young suggests that by such a use, Isaiah wariigng to the fore the

mighty and omnipotence of the one who is giving shgn®* In this verse also we encounter a

187 wildberger,lsaiah 1-12,304. However, it was less frequently provided asessage to counteract the suspicion
that something was not going to happen,

18 wildberger,saiah 1-12,305.
189 wildberger Isaiah 1-12,306.
190 Childs, Isaiah 65.

1Young, The Book of Isaial84.
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common birth announcement “Behold! a maiderbx) will conceive and bear a son, and she
will call his name Emmanuel.
Gen 16:11, the messenger of YHWH says to HagaroBelgou are with child, and shall bear a
son; you shall call his name Ishmael.
Judg 13:3, the messenger of YHWH announces to tfeeoff Manoah: But you shall conceive
and bear a son, then in v.5 Behold, you shall dercand bear a son, he would be the one who
would begin to free the Israelites from the conwblPhilistines (cf. Luke 1:31). The same
formula is said to be in the Ugaritic Text (Nikkdihe 7)!°? It is a formula which has four
elements namely: 1. A clause which begins with ‘@dh (m:m) announcing the pregnancy and
birth, 2. A clause in the perfect consecutive inging the mother on how to name the child.3. A
clause introduced by “because?)(giving a reason to why this name is to be gived 4. The
importance of the son including extraordinary ddeglss going to perform.

The translation of the worek5y is even more controversial. Its Greek translatigrine
LXX mapbevoc (virgin), Vulgatevirgo and its subsequence in Matt 1:23 has raised ateleb
among the scholars. Hebrew has an independentfteranvirgin namelys>na. Childs disagrees
with Jerome on the root of the noun that it is frthm be concealed” but for him, it is from
homonym meaning “to be full of vigor,” to have rbad the age of puberty, thus the noun refers
to a female sexuality ripe for marriadn the OT there are some verses which use the term
75y to mean a virgin (Gen 24:43; Exod 2:8; Ps 68:26])evh some other places it just means a
married woman (Prov 30:19), Williamson argues gjhpthat it can never refer to a woman who
had borne a child some years beftfe.

This controversy makes the (NRSV) too broad siriceanslates the term as “young
woman” which is general and tries to balance theeexes discussed above. However, the

significance of the sign itself has led to a distms whether identifying Emmanuel with Jesus,

192 Childs, Isaiah, 66.

193 Childs, Isaiah 66. For Childs, the emphasis does not lie oninitgas such and, in this respect, differs from th
Hebrewnbea

1% H.G.M. Williamson Variations on a Theme: King, Messiah and ServarhéBook of Isaiah(Carlisle:
Paternoster Press, 1998), 103.
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or by implication with any other figure more thavotor three years into the future. Blenkinsopp
comments:

Most critical readers of the Bible have also comeatcept the possibility of
plurality of meanings, what Bubber called the ‘it interpretability” of biblical
texts, as they are “recycled” in different intetatéze communitied®®

On his side, Sawyer adds that this identificatibEmmanuel with Jesus and the young woman
with the Virgin Mary came to have great significarin Christian theology and iconograp'i.
For this possibility of plurality of meanings, tdéescussion is still open since none can claim to
be authentic. The sign of Emmanuel is evident tdvie edged if one takes a closer look of
v10-17 i.e. both salvation and disaster. For tholkenbelief, the sign is one of destruction
(v.17) but for those of belief, the sign of Emmanassures YHWH's presence in life for

salvation (v.16).

3.3.5 Jeremiah Vs King Zedekiah (Jer 27:1-3, 62714, 22)

3.3.5.1 Translation
V.1. In the beginning of the reign of Jehoiakim swnlosiah king of Judah this word came to

Jeremiah from the Lord saying,

V.2. Thus says the Lord to me, “Make to you chand yokes and set them on your neck

V.3. And send them to the king of Edom and to thregkof Moab and to the king the son of
Amon and to king of Tyre and to the king of Sidona hand of the messengers who came to
Jerusalem to Zedekiah king of Judah.

V.6. And now | gave all these lands in a hand obiddhadnezzar king of Babel my servant and
also the animals of the field | gave to him to semm.

V.7. And all the nations will serve him and his s@nd son of his sons until the time of his land
comes also many nations and great kings will skiwve”

V.12. | spoke all these words to Zedekiah kingwdah saying, “Bring in your necks in a yoke

of king of Babel and serve him and his peopleve.li

19 BlenkinsoppJsaiah 1-39234.

19 3.F.A. SawyerThe Fifth Gospel: Isaiah in the History of Christity, (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1996), 66-70.



65

V.13. Why will you die with your people by the swioand by famine and pestilence as the word
which the Lord spoke to the nation which will net\ge the king of Babel?

V.14. And do not listen to the words of the progheho are saying to you saying you will not
serve the king of Babel because they are prophgdigs to you.

V.22. They will be brought to Babel and there thel be until the day | visit them declares the
Lord and | will bring them back and restore thenthis place.”

3.3.5.2 Interpretation

Chapter 27 of the book of Jeremiah comprises tbeetons, namely: Jeremiah’s warning to the
foreign ambassadors (vv.1-11), his appeal to Zadekhe king (vv.12-15) and his appeal to
priests and all people (vw.16-22). The whole v.Imssing in the LXX, while the MT is
presumably modeled on 26:1 (cf. 28'1)V.1 intends to put forward the period which thieet
took place. The MT reads i ns5en muixna “in the beginning of the reign of Jehoiakim” but
this is said to be impossible given the mentiorzetiekiah in vv.3 and 128 V.2 shows the
symbol Jeremiah was told by YHWH to use in ordecdovey the message.

The words here translated “chains®ém) and “yokes” ) are better to be explained.
Many versions translate the watdom as cords or traps and this has no problem becaege t
are instruments used to tie the yoke pegs. Thexsgons differ in allocating the meanings of the
second term: Vulgate gives “chain€aena$, Targums “yokes”;(), Syriac “yoke” singular
(=), while the LXX translates “collars’kforotc).**® What might be said from this verse is that
Jeremiah wore this yoke with a pair of pegs anccti@ns to tie the pegs showing that all people
must submit to Nebuchadnezzar.

197 Robert P. CarrollJeremiah: A Commentaryl.ondon: SCM Press, 1986), 526.

1% william L. Holladay,Jeremiah 2: A Commentary on the Book of the Projaetmiah Chapters 26-52
(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1989), 115. For ldajathe main reason of the name Jehoiakim to appéais
verse is an erroneous copying of 26:1 since theréeav Manuscripts and the Syriac version whichl rearrectly
the name of the king, Zedekiah.

199 Holladay,Jeremiah 2119-120. For a clear discussion on the yoke, @bttBchumacher gives an illustration of
the plow and yoke used by the Palestinian Arabaeast the end of the Y&Century, see on p.120.
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There has been a debate on the item Jeremiah Wabyto&y HWH to send to the kings
mentioned in V.3. There is a wide agreement thatwiordrm5w should be read and that the
grammatical object which should be supplied is “sage” or “word.*® This view is supported
by the LXX- which reads«@l dmootereic) but its textual significance is doubtful. The wor
ornowt (and you shall send them) as read by the MT inimlies that YHWH is telling
Jeremiah to send other “yokes” by the ambassadoeath of the kings mentioned. Though in
v.2 there is no mentioning of other yokes madedygmiah, | agree with Holladay when he says
that Jeremiah matched an action to the word heserding to the king®*

In v.6, YHWH identifies himself as the one who gdfie power to Nebuchadnezzar to
take control of kingdoms. This can be interpreteat to rebel against Nebuchadnezzar would
mean to rebel against YHWH. The LXX does not hawe introductory phrase “but now I...”
(> mnpv) and foraben msoxn 55 nx has a textfjv yiiv) which according to McKane it differs
not only qualitatively but also quantitatively frothe MT2°* Thus Holladay comments, the
reading “the earth” is preferable to the MT readiftbese lands” which refers to the
omnipotence of Nebuchadnezzar over everything ot eacluding wild animals-Gin mr-nx)
cf. Exod 23:11; Hos 2:14, not to specific natiéfsThis shows how majesty the lordship of
YHWH is. The reason to why YHWH does this is notegi but | think, he does just to fulfill a
specific purpose he has.

Nebuchadnezzar is here used as YHWH’s servantas read by the MT. The LXX
reads differentlypovicier adte by which its Hebrew is1ay> meaning “to serve him.” This has
raised a discussion among the scholars. There &gument thadovictelr adtw is an inner
Greek phenomenon, a misplaced doubletpgfileosfur ot and that the LXX lacking any

representation ofay preserves an earlier stage of the Hebrew textMiEA* | agree with Tov

20william McKane, F.B.A. A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Jeremig@dinburgh: T&T Clark, 1996),
686.

201 Holladay,Jeremiah 2120. For the reading by the MT, Jeremiah seemsatcera yoke for each king as well as
for himself. He puts each yoke on his own neckthed gave it to the appropriate ambassador tottakis king.

292 McKane,A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Jeremi8i/.
23 Holladay,Jeremiah 2121.

204 McKane,A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Jerem89.
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as quoted by Carroll that the MT here reflectsdfiginal text rather than the LX3° However,
the MT reading “my servant” fits the context of &eiah’s prophecy since it is the time when
Nebuchadnezzar was used purposely by YHWH.

Verse 7 is lacking in LXX. Sometimes it has beeketaas a late expansion (cf.25:12, 14).
Basing on the expressions “to him and his son aisdsbn’s son” ¥a-12mx1 namw), i.e.

Nebuchadnezzar with his successors, Thompson astnoeg)ly that:

...Iit is not impossible that it was original, but wdsopped in the Hebrew text

lying behind LXX because Nebuchadnezzar's son wgerseded in 560B.C.

when his line ended, even though the referenceetiubhadnezzar and his son is

simply a stereotyped formula, a figure of spe®€h.

In v.12ff the speaker of “I have spokem’-f-) is Jeremiah himself showing that he has
delivered the “word from YHWH” {>m» =27) to Zedekiah and the foreign kings. The word
“these” (5xn) possibly refers to the words he spoke on vv.5These words are not originating
from Jeremiah himself but from YHWH (v.4), but hargds as a prophet delivering tixe from
YHWH to the kings. The warning is given about Irstey to prophets who prophesy “falsehood”
(spw). These are called false prophets who, accorainthbmpson, their prophecy was contrary
to those of Jeremiah, they were not sent by YHWH Zedekiah’s rejection of YHWH’s true
word through Jeremiah in preference to the worthese false prophets spelled his banishment
and destructio”’’ These false prophets had been castigated mang @s@ne can read from
(Jer 23:15-40) and this is the core of Jeremiatoplpecy in ch.27 (cf. vv. 9, 14, 16 and 17).
V.22 gives a hope for the future though the vesshish are still in Jerusalem will be taken to
Babylon, the Babylonian empire will not last forevand a time of re-gathering and
reconstruction will come. In Babylon they would @&m until YHWH would “give attention”
(p2) to them. What can be said about this chaptehas, the nation of Israel stood under

judgment from YHWH and this is what Jeremiah wast de prophesy. Later, beyond the

2% Carroll, Jeremiah 527.
208 3 A.ThompsonThe Book of JeremialiGrand Rapids: William B.Eerdmans Publishing compad 980), 533.

2 Thompson The Book of JeremiaB35. This was the fate of Zedekiah who after Hisnapt to rebel against
Nebuchadnezzar (2Kgs 25:1) was captured in 587BeBuchadnezzar blinded him after slaying his safigrb his
eyes, and took him in chains to Babylon where bd Kgs 25:3-7).
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judgment, YHWH promised restoration. Jeremiah stbiod before King Zedekiah to present

the “word from YHWH?” (= 121) as he was required.

3.3.6 Amos Vs Amaziah (Amos 7:10-17)

3.3.6.1 Translation
V.10. Amaziah Priest of Bethel sent to Jeroboang kihisrael saying, “Amos conspired against

you in midst the house of Israel the land is nd¢ &b contain all his words.

V.11. For thus Amos said Jeroboam will die by thersl and Israel to go into exile it will go
away from above its land.”

V.12. And Amaziah said to Amos, “Go, flee away he tand of Judah and eat bread there and
prophesy there.

V.13. And do not continue again to prophesy in Bettecause it is a sacred place of the king
and it is the house of kingdom.”

V.14. And Amos answered and said to Amaziah, “| wasa prophet and | was not the son of
the prophet that | was a herdsman and a dressgcamore trees.

V.15. And the Lord took me from behind the flockdathe Lord said to me go, prophesy to my
people Israel.

V.16. And now hear the word of the Lord, you argirsg do not prophesy against Israel and do
not speak against the house of Isaac.

V.17. Therefore thus the Lord says your wife widl b prostitute in a city and your sons and
daughters will fall by the sword and your land viaé divided by the line and you will die on the
unclean land and Israel will go into exile awaynfras land.”

3.3.6.2 Interpretation

In v.10, Amaziah who is a high priest of Betheld®a message to the king of Israel, Jeroboam
Il that Amos is “conspiring” -p) against him and the country is no longer in aitos of

tolerating this outspoken behavior. Amaziah wasgéa with supervisory functions at the state
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sanctuary (cf. Jer 20:1-2 and 29:38)The original meaning ofip is to bind (together) (cf. Gen
38:28; Prov 3:3; and Gen 44:30), and it is simitatAkkadianrakasu(to bind, conspire) and
rikiltu (“conspiracy”)?® According to Israel’s understanding, not everyameuld conspire.
Hoffman says, the expression -wp seems to refer only to the local residents in ti#eBand
not to the stranget® (cf.1Kgs 16:16, 20; 2Kgs 10:9; 15:5, 25, 30). Teuscept is also familiar

in my languageswabhili. A local resident who conspires against the gawemt is known as
haini while a stranger who goes against the same gowshm known agaidi. These two
terms cannot be used interchangeably. So, Amosseaa as someone who was betraying
“within the house of Israel>g¢-z» ma 39p2). This was sad news for the king since Amos seeme
to be accused of planning to overthrow the goveninf® use the modern term) and the king
had to fear.

Although it is not easy to trace the direct indiiga against King Jeroboam himself
except once in 7:8, Paul comments that the ordcharms was interpreted as undermining the
dynasty?** From that reason the country can no longer “coitéi=n5) “his words” §=2-).
Wolff interprets the use of the verb “to contaiki>(Hiphil), Amaziah looks upon the country as
a huge container only to hold a limited measure {&fgs 7:26, 387 For that case it cannot
contain Amos’s words, i.e. his prophecies.

In v.11, Amaziah reports what Amos said. Thesetarethings reported i.e. Jeroboam
shall die “by the sword’atna) and “Israel shall surely be exiled®> =%:). These are just the
consequences of Amos’s oracles but there are redsading to these punishments which are

not reported by Amaziah. What is not reported isnemore importaft®i.e. first, the nature of

2% Hans Walter Wolff,Joel and Amos: A Commentary on the Books of thpits Joel and AmpgPhiladelphia:
Fortress Press, 1977), 310.

209 shalom M. PaulAmos: A Commentary on the Book of Anfbinneapolis: Fortress Press, 1991), 239, see als
Wolf, Joel and Amos310.

210y Hoffman, “Did Amos Regard Himself as a Nab\&tus Testamentum vol gIR77): 209-212.

211 paul,Amos,239. For Shalom, the phrase “I will raise agathsthouse of Jeroboam with the sword” is not meant
to incite an insurrection but were referring to thehcoming divine punishment upon the dynastyéitheless,
they could easily be taken out of context and imnbelly reinterpreted.

212\\olff, Joel and Amqas310.

23 paul,Amos,240
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the oracles as “the word of YHWH G+ 227) and not just mere “words of Amos3ify =nx 113).
The second important thing not mentioned by Amaiglthe fact that the punishment is a
consequence of sins of the people. Amaziah shosveresponsible character by not mentioning
these things which would demand his response aghaphiest. In other words, he is diverging
from his responsibility and throws accusations too% the prophet.

Vv.12-13 represent Amaziah's attempt to chase awmps. He addresses him as a
“seer” (wr), a term which is very interesting. It would bgegted Amaziah to address Amos as
a “prophet” ¢21) but why a seer? Cripps argues that 1Sam 9:9 iespia reference to Samuel
that at the late period at which the book of Sarmad compiled, he that is now called a prophet
was beforetime called a seer, a term which is @msym?** If this is true then the term is
legitimized and there is no problem as it also i@gpto Gad in 2Sam 24:11, when he is called
the “seer” of David (cf. 1Chr 21:9; 2Chr 29:25). $ome cases, the two words (“seer” and
“prophet”) are used interchangeably as we can thatlGad is also called a “prophet)
(1Sam 22:5; and in 2Sam 24:11, both titles arergteehim i.emm andxezs.

The tradition of kings to have men at court who evealled “seers” is very common in
the book of Chronicles. In 1Chr 25:5, Herman waeer for David; 2Chr 9:29, Jedo was a seer
for Jeroboam I; 2Chr 12:15, Ido for Rehoboam (irh2@3:22 he is called a prophet); in 2Chr
19:2 Jehu the son of Hanani for Jehoshaphat (ins1¥g7, 12, he is called a prophet); 2Chr
33:18, some men for Manasseh and 2Chr 25:15, Aségrnan and Jeduthun for Josiah. On the
contrary, Amaziah wants to keep the “seer” awaynfi®ethel, the king’s sanctuary>¢-vapn)
which may also refer to the “royal palace” thathis residencen(z) of the king®*® Instead, Amos
is told to go and prophesy in the land of Judah‘“a@adl your bread there&> ow-5ox). Judah is
said to be Amos’s own native habitat. For an iroesible government, the “word of YHWH”
through the prophets was always a threat. Asking#\to flee away was Amaziah’s thought that
may be the government would be free from the distuces.

214 Richard S. CrippsA Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the BooRwios (London:S.P.C.K, 1969), 230.
For him, possibly seers, as such, died out asrthighpts {x+21) added seeing to the characteristics of their work

215 paul,Amos,243.
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In vw.14-16 Amos replies Amaziah that for him, lgeia “prophet” :21) is neither his
will nor something hereditary but it is rather YHVgHprecise commission. Wolff puts the idea

in this way:

First of all, Amos decisively excludes his own mersas the issue (in three short
nominal clauses, each with the subject “BiN)), and then no less emphatically,
he focuses attention upon the one under whose réytlstand all concerned in
three longer verbal clauses, of which the first fvave YHWH as their subject
i.e. 7:15a, 15b while the third introduces the “daf YHWH” (mm =27) i.e.
7:16a°'°

By such a “reply” fw), this verb at times also is used when someoneepdying to an
accusation, for example, Prov 15:28; Job 9:3, IMp# wanted to assure Amaziah that what he
hears does not originate from him as a persondiber, YHWH is the origin of those oracles.
To stop it means to stop YHWH and this for Amosngpossible. Probably the idea Amos had in
his mind was “he must obey YHWH rather than men’Addts 5:29.

Then Amos moves from a defensive language, hisjsdification to an offensive
language, pronouncing an oracle of judgment. Inpttegaration for his last word, he summons
Amaziah to “hear” ) in v.16a. As in Amos 4:1; 6:13, the prophet gsoshat has been said
before by using the words “you sayih§ nnx), then he uses the messenger formula (v.17a) to
introduce the verdict of punishment (v.176€)In v.17, Amaziah’s punishment will be to suffer
the judgment which will fall upon the nation as hale. When the nation goes to exile, he will
go too. His wife shall become a public harlet( ="va) meaning that she will publicly be
shamed (cf. Ezek 16:17; Isa 13:16; Zech 14:2).hdiss will be slain and his own property will
be divided up and taken out by victors (2Kgs 1784 2:4; Jer 6:12). He himself whose work
was to protect the cult and people against alleamabess (Lev 10:10), will be carried away to die
in the land that is unclean because of the fordigities (1Sam 26:19; Hos 9:3-17; Ezek 4:13).
Mays concludes that even if all these will happenothers, Amaziah’s priesthood will be

brought to a terrible and final eftf.

218 Wolff, Joel and Amqs312.
217 James Luther May#\mos: A CommentayyPhiladelphia: The Westminster, 1969), 139-140.

%18 Mays,Amos,139-140.
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3.4 Conclusion
The whole of this chapter was analyzing the roletber parts of aristocracy i.e. the priests, the

wise men and the prophets. The analysis has shHmtnhte priests and the Levites are analogous
terms. These were at the core in the whole prookssking and establishing the law in Israel.
They were responsible in teaching and instructiveglaw also they played an administration role
of priests in Jerusalem. In other words the priestgrolled the legislature and judiciary offices
in Israel, the king himself did not have this ascekhis power division placed the king and the
priests themselves under the law and not abovecause none of them was the source of the
Law. This part also made clear that the sourcaelidraelite laws is YHWH himself because the
law discussed here is therah.

The wise men serve as another part of aristocraoy keceived divine wisdom from
YHWH so that they can advise and instruct the longhow to act wisely. These were wisdom
teachers who were responsible to teach pupilsh&set wise men, the king himself was a pupil
who studies divine wisdom. YHWH stands above assthece of wisdom on how to live wisely
in Israel for both the king and the society at éargheir counsel occupies all important parts of
leadership to the extent of the king to be depenhderthem, a trend which leads me to the idea
that these wise men were leading Israel indireatig the king was just there to do what they
instruct him.

The third part was that composed of the prophdieyTtame with the word from YHWH
(mm =27) to the king. The survey has shown that prophetoime cases were consulted to give
what YHWH says about a certain action which wasuabo take place like a war in the case of
Micaiah with King Ahab. They said what YHWH was tingting the king. In other places, the
word from YHWH came through the prophets as an eragement to the king like how Isaiah
spoke to king Ahaz. In most cases the word fromMW came as a warning to kings who
proved to go astray ethically. This is what happeits Nathan and King David, Amos with
Amaziah and King Jeroboam. When it came to theeisfuwarning, the prophets were very
much hated and they were accused as if those wegds their own. All in all, YHWH was in

reality the source of those words.
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The other parts of aristocracy clarify how leadgrsh Israel was handled. This brings a
holistic nature of leadership where the king worketh all parts and the parts themselves were
intrinsically connected and interdependent. As darthis analysis is concerned, this power
division in the monarchy has an implication bothl$oael and to the modern Church. The

following chapter will try to show this implication

Chapter Four

THE IMPLICATIONS OF THE OLD TESTAMENT POWER DIVISIO

4.1 The Kingship of YHWH

The power division between the king, priests, wigan and prophets aims at not giving power to
only one person but different people while YHWHatghe top as the source of power and this is
all about his kingship. These different offices gd@ament each other for the glory of YHWH
himself. That is to say, the Old Testament poweisdin shows that YHWH himself is the king,
priest, wise and a prophet. It is beyond doubt thaery king demands exclusive loyalty from

his subjects and in this respect YHWH is no differd& he key stipulation of Israel’'s constitution
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is exclusive loyalty to YHWH ! As we have seen, the survey of power divisionstasvn that
there was a much opposition for earthly kings toobee “masters” over other people. Power
division opened the door of democracy by which Kimgere in a position to be criticized when
they did something wrong.

Klein suggests the root of this attitude to be aomd in the first commandment and the
theology it implies i.e. since YHWH was the king trael, it would be wrong to grant
sovereignty to any other pow&f. The first commandment as we read in Exod 20:3:says
You shall not have other gods before my face.

There has been a wide debate about the translattien>y and this has risen a wide variety of
translations like “beside me”, “to my disadvantidg®ver against me” and many othérs.
However, the following passages in particular steowimilarity with the first commandment:
Exod 22:19; 23:13; 34:14; Deut 13:2-5; Ps 81:10fgksas the first commandment is concerned,
various conclusions have been reached on the tiiealamplication of this commandment as
Patrick says it protects YHWH'’s sovereigifyMartin Luther in the Large Catechism interprets
a god as that to which we look for all good andavirich we find refuge in every time we need.
This means even a human being with prestige aneépthat can be depended upon might fall to
the prohibition of this commandment. Klein adds,notheism and its legal codification in the
first commandment undercut the pretensions of aayhly rulers especially the unjust and
oppressive one? This also offers no excuse for those earthly suleho credit themselves as
champions of leadership. Hand in hand with thisséhparts of the canon which show a positive
view of rulers of this world (cf. Rom 13; 1Pet) silib be treated with much care so that they
cannot be the source of oppression. On one haag,dfe in tension to the first commandment
but on the other hand earthly rulers may use tleejustify their wrong doings.

The kingship of YHWH is expected not to end. Ex&dl8 reads:

219 George V. PixleyGod's Kingdom(Maryknoll: Orbis, 1981), 27.

220 Ralph W. Klein, “Liberated Leadership: Masters &wdds in Biblical PerspectiveCurrents in Theology and
Mission 9 No. §1982: 282-290): 282.

221 For the mentioned debate see: Brevard S. Clitiisgus: A Commentaryl.ondon: SCM Press LTD, 1974),
402-403.

2 pDale PatrickQld Testament Law(Atlanta: John Knox Press, 1985), 43.

22 Klein, “Liberated Leadership,” 283.
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The Lord will rule as king forever.
Klein summarizes the kingship of YHWH in this way:

Whatever else divine kingship might mean or comentan, it connoted right

from the start that set of liberating and savingpas by which Israel had been set

free and through which she had become a peopkellbailed YHWH as king

because he had saved them and initiated their
Once YHWH is not feared, earthly kingship has gastay to the extent of being criticized as
something that is dangerous for the people. Sademunces it in 1Sam 8:11-17. Solomon also
faces the same problem (1Kgs 11:1-13), Ahab withiisue of Naboth (1Kings21:1-19) and
Jehoiakim (Jer 22:19). Their main problem is the arentioned by Wolff that it is the lust for
power which destroys the best in [ff8.According to this evil side of the kings, the ndeda
supreme king is evident since YHWH as a king issjpasate in the concern for the weak and
oppressed; intolerant of social inequity.

YHWH'’s kingship is also evident in the Psalms 43, 96, 97, 98 and 99. These Psalms
have been classified in tH@attungof Enthronement Psalni& The reason to why they are
characterized as such is their unique content (dowpto Gunkel’s terms) which evokes praise
of YHWH as king and the cry of enthronemettts(m).??’ These Psalms present two different
concepts of the establishment of YHWH as king.tFPss 93, 96 and 97 show YHWH's rule to
be resulting from his defeat of his divine adveesrchaos and the abyss, in the creation event
and second, Pss 47, 98 and 99 center YHWH'’s rubm s activity as the Divine warrior who
defeats the nations and establishes the TwelveeJiilp Canaaff® Taking as an example, Ps
47:1-3, the verses read:

1. To the choirmaster, a melody to the son of Corah
2. All the people clap your hands, raise a sho@dd a sound of a shout of joy.
3. Because the Lord the most high is to be feag@at king over all the earth.

224K lein, “Liberated Leadership,” 283.
225 Hans Walter Wolff Anthropology of the Old Testame(f®hiladelphia: Fortress Press, 1974), 193.

2% eo G. Perdue, “Yahweh is King over All the Eartm Exegesis of Psalm 47Restoration Quarterly 17 no.2
(1974:85-98):85.

22" Herman GunkelThe PsalmgPhiladelphia: Fortress Press, 1967), 36.

228 3.D.W. Watts, “YahwelMalak Psalms, Theologische Zeitschrift XX1965): 341
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The clapping of hands{wpn) and the shout of a sound of joy=(>pa ) are the cultic acts
which people are to perform during the coronatibram Israelite king. The clapping of hands
indicated the joyous acclamation of the people eamiog the new king who had just been
proclaimed king in the temple (2Kgs 11:12; cf. N&ah9; Isa 55:12 and Ps 98:8). In synonymous
parallelism with the clapping of hands comes thiiccehout indicating a joy. The termmn is

the imperative issued to the people who are toaimocGod as kingf® (cf. Ps 95:1; 98:4; Num
23:21). Wagner on his side suggests the imperativto be an indication of a creedal statement,
a confession of faith in a God who acts in the &vefhistory (Ps 98:4; 105:43; 107:25§.

V.3. starts with the hymnie introduces the reasons to why YHWH should be pdaise
YHWH is said to be the Most High and should be \ugred because he is “fearfulk-@:). There
are various Psalms which show the characteristicsSHWH, power and actions like (Ps 66:9;
114:8; 135:21). Fear of YHWH is also common in @E due to the nature of YHWH and it can
be simply understood as honoring him. The word Mdigth (»5v) is also a very interesting
attribute of YHWH (cf.Ps 7:18; 83:19; 97:9) thenldaved by the term “king” {>»). This
according to Perdue shows a great Canaanite irdtusimce it resembles the high god of the
pantheon, El, who was described both as king anst Migh?**

As far as YHWH's kingship is concerned, what carshil is that this kingship is based
on the salvation acts he has been doing througth®uthistory of his people Israel through
various offices like those of kings, prophets, giseand wise men. So long as the interpretation
of texts on these offices has revealed YHWH tohsesource of everything, it is correct then to
say, these acts are performed by YHWH himself andldvnever be performed by any human
being. Those who appear with different officeswwsed as YHWH's instruments.

Arguing like this doesn’t mean that human beingseatremely evil and do not have anything to
do in terms of leadership. Though they are weak ®ot created them for a purpose. The
following subtopic will try to show how humankinérm play its part in response to the power

division in the Old Testament.

22 perdue, “Yahweh is King over All the Earth,” 92.
230N E.Wagner, 4 in the Psalter,¥etus Testamentum(X960): 435-441.

Zlperdue, “Yahweh is King over All the Earth,” 9%héTfact that El Elyon is worshiped as a creatdrazfven and
earth in Gen 14:19, 20 may indicate Yahweh is reizagl implicitly as a creator in Ps.47.
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4.2 Humankind as God’s Representatives

The fact that God is a supreme king does not rutetlee different positions we have as human
beings to work in this world as God’s co-worker$ie$e positions we have demand us to be
faithful and just since we are representing Gothis world. It is a great honor we are granted as
mankind. Back to Genesis, man was created in thgeénof God as we read Gen 1:26:

And God said let us make a man in our image adikemess and let them rule over the fish of
the sea and birds of the sky and the cattle amadl the earth and in all animals that creep on the
earth.

This verse introduces a very peculiar creation ahnThe verb “let us make#y) as Von Rad
says, it shows that God participates more intigaseld intensively in this than in the earlier
works of creatiorf>? Again, the word “create”xfa) occurs three times in v.27 and its use
receives its fullest significance for that divineativity which is absolutely without analogs.
The noumsbs in most cases means “sculpture, plastic imageytstaflSam 6:5, 11; 2Kgs 11:18;
2Chr 23:17F%* The term also is used in the Bible to signify theages of gods (Ezek 7:20;
Amos 5:26; Num 33:52 molten images). Though thitimes much to only material likeness, the
term has more than that i.e. man is placed on dart®od’'s image as God’s sovereign
emblem?® Man seems to be really only God's representatbtenmoned to maintain and
enforce God’s claim to dominion over the earth @8a6-8; 55:11). As far as this understanding
is concerned, someone may grasp to why even thghetic oracles begin with the formula
“Thus says the Lord” and proceed to speak as if (Sadirectly speaking to people. Thus the
Church should make sure it delivers God’s messagenat otherwise, this will make it to be

confident and help the society around.

232 Gerhard Von Rad3zenesis: A CommentarfLondon: SCM Press LTD, 1972), 57. For him, theation of man
is introduced more impressively than any other gdetw work i.e. by the announcement of the divesotution.

23 Gerhard Von Rad3enesis57. The triple use of the term in one verse magardhat the goal of creation aimed
from v.1 on has been reached by the creation afdéernor of the creation.

234 Claus WestermanGenesis 1-11: A Commentainneapolis: Augsburg Publishing House, 1984)5.1

#35\on Rad,Genesis 1-1160. So too argue M. Buber, K.L.Schmidt as we iea/estermannGenesis 1-1,1146.
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The likeness to God consists in both spiritual iqpand external form, especially when
someone considers Philo’s statememt eikor Aéiektal katd tov e Yuxne fyendve vour.23e
From these arguments | can say the creation of mdn& not only the climax of God’s creating
activity but also the best of it. Having this ungtanding in our minds, let us now reflect on our
call and vocation. Here the Old Testament priesise men and prophets can serve as a good
example since they did understand that they wdledchy YHWH himself to serve the mankind
and not by their personal initiatives. Amos 7:1&ds
V.15. And the Lord took me from behind the flockdahe Lord said to me go, prophesy to my
people Israel.

The wise men on their side received divine wisdaowmf YHWH and offered it to the
community as we read that wisdom originates from\WHhimself. Job 12:13a reads:

With God are wisdom and might.

Any career was understood as God'’s call and fagragm doing it was responding to what God
asked him to do. This is a great challenge to ther€h today since when we come to discuss
even Church’s ministries, the language which dotemais that of “job descriptions,”
“professional tracts,” and “career choices.” Thau€h has let the culture of the “call” disappear
and has failed to encourage the voicing and heafn@od’s call as a result it has been very
difficult to differentiate it from any secular insttion.

Being God’s representatives in this world doesrdam that we should live as isolated
individuals in this world. To be part of the comnityris a good way of representing God whom
we preach that he is a creator of the world. WeGd's new and trusted creatures called to live
a sensitive and caring life to peopfé.We need to be the today’'s Sarahs and Abrahams,

Rebekahs and Isaacs, Zipporahs and Moses’s brigmals blessings to the nations.

B8 \WestermannGenesis 1-11149.

%7 Klein, “Liberated Leadership,” 290.
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EXCURSUS
Let us now move from the Old Testament to the cursituation of the Church in Tanzania

especially the Evangelical Lutheran Church of Tam&entral Diocese (ELCT-CD). This
being my third year of service in this Church gsasator, | was also born and grew in that area,
thus my experience and the research | did from-2ugrist 2008 are of great importance in
what | am going to discuss. Through various inmma with pastors, evangelists, theologians
and various lay Christians, the information | g@tsna kind of accusations to the leaders for what
is called authoritarianism style of leadership. llladu calls it as lack of democracy in the
Church.2® What is interesting is that, everyone at his/keel accused the leader. For example,
pastors accused the bishop, evangelists at theegaigpn level accused the parish pastors, and
the lay Christians accused the clergy in generahfkind of leadership which gives power to one
person only>® Although it might be not fair to jump directly tmnclusions, at least this was an
alert to me that such kind of leadership existthan Church. Also, answering the question who

exactly exercises it was a bit difficult since gvkrader at his/her level seems to be a victim.

The above situation led me to the second stepmberg the constitution of the Church
in which the issue of leadership might have beerarty stated. The Diocese follows the
Episcopal system. The organization chart showsthieabishop does not work alone; there is the
assistant to the bishop, the secretary who isxbeuwive officer, the treasurer and secretaries for
different departments like women, youth, planning aonstruction activities. It is stated clearly
in the constitution that the Diocese runs its dabtivities through resolutions from various
constitutional meeting®? And it is not only one person who is responsiliethis but power is
to be delegated to different officials of the Dise&" These meetings range from the diocesan
level, districts and parishes where in all theseetings, the members are clergy and lay
Christians. However, there is a constitution cortesitwhich conducts its meetings regularly to

see if there are some parts of the constitutionab®e amended and the suggestions are brought

238 |nterview with Yohana Magandu, 20.06.2008.
239 Interview with Winjuka Makala, Anastazia Gwao, Zdayo Mangi, 15.07. 2008.
240 The constitution of the Evangelical Lutheran Chuné Tanzania-Central Diocese (2003):19.

41 The constitution of the Evangelical Lutheran Chuné Tanzania-Central Diocese (2003):19.
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to the highest meeting i.e. the General Assemhblafiproval. In addition to these statutes, the
diocesan leaders are given freedom constitutionialighoose their own counselors in case they
need any kind of advice for leadersffpThis freedom is good only when this is exercised i
positive way but also there can be the other siddeocoin of the constitution where someone
might misuse that freedom and choose only thosassars who please him/her and not for the
betterment of the Diocese. In the same way, hasirgpnstitution written does not mean all
people are acting according to it. But at firstiisita good step for an organization to have rules

which govern them.

It is beyond doubt that having a constitution foraaganization like a Diocese is a good
idea since it defines many things which are supptsde governing the Church. When | paid a
deep attention to the constitution of the ELCT-C&aine to realize that it is a great treasure for
the current Church and the coming generations. dgihdliere might be some problems as | have
stated, there is a room for amending it so thagit fit to the demands of the majority. Once
there are problems on leadership as the one pooutdh this part, it is easy for someone to
appeal to the constitution to see whether theresamae duties which are not clearly stated. For
the CD, the constitution itself as a document migdnot the problem for the dictatorship which
has been identified as a great problem. It analgegies clearly but it is not followed. Again if
the problem is with one person, that could be paighlt with but for the CD it seems everyone
at his/her level violates it. Then my question waémt can be the source of this problem and how

to solve it?

There are two main reasons for this problem of destdp namely, the culture of the
natives and the influence of colonialism. Geogrealhy, the CD covers the whole of Singida,
part of Tabora and Manyara political regions of Zamia. In this area, the Nyiramba, Nyaturu
and Nyamwezi ethnic groups live. This might mearsivaf the clergy and lay Christians are
from these ethnic groups. Historically these ethgrisups were led by chiefs, known msemi
(singular) orwatemi (plural). This term is common for these ethnic up® though their
vernaculars differ i.e. they do not speak the sdmmguage but they share the name for a

traditional leader. These traditional leaders wamg/ much honored and whatever they decided

242 The constitution of the Evangelical Lutheran Chuné Tanzania-Central Diocese (2003):29.



81

was regarded as the final say. For them, beingeamimeans prestige and power, all people are
under him, he is the person who commands and pedyelg. Contrary to that means betraying
the whole society and this must be followed by aighiment and sometimes being killed. For
the side of the people, they had to obey everythinigh is commanded bytemi.There was no
room to ask why or any kind of reasoning rathenttaing what the leader s&itf. To sum up
about this traditional leadershimtemiwas there to give orders and the people were tloere
respond positively to what they have been commanéigidough this system does not exist now,
it has been passed to this generation and becoowenkthrough oral tradition. In connection to
that, the custom of honor and shame is the onehageals this type of leadership. It starts from
the family level and spreads to the whole soci€he father for example is to be honored by all
the members of the family. The elders are to beotexhalways, and the chief must be honored
by all members of the society. The family membeesteained daily about this custom and are
expected to practice it. Though he realizes howdetatorship is, Ng’enyi compares a religious

leader to antemj thus they deserve honor always regardless of thiegtdo’**

For me as a researcher, this particular way ofHde affected the minds of the people
when we come to think of leadership today. Someleewhen they are elected for leadership or
allocated to different places to work, still in itheninds think as if they are a kind wlatemi.On
one hand they stand giving orders even if the domisih doesn’t allow that system of
leadership. On the other hand, people feel asif Hre under antemito the extent of not even
daring to criticize any wrongdoings by top leaddrsey just receive orders and complain in an
underground way.

Apart from this traditional leadership, the coldréea in Africa was another cause of this
kind of mentality since it introduced the mastervaat relationship between colonialists and
Africans. Though it is not my intention to explamore about colonialism, what | want to
highlight here is the way colonialists relatedte hatives, something which has to a large extent
affected the minds of people. This kind of relasioip made someone in a higher position to feel

as superior to the others thus to give orders aw&n the other hand, those subordinates,

23 Interview with Zebedayo Mangi, 15.07.2008.

24 Interview with Stephen Ng’enyi, 06.08.2008.
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though they might not like the system, they havemaice rather than submitting themselves to
the masters. A good example can be seen from pris@rools where teachers are honored as
masters. Once he/she enters a class, the pupistbastand up and greet him/her as a sign of
honor and the teacher is the one to give them derdo sit down otherwise they will remain

standing®*

These are some reasons which for me, they haveilnaied as sources of the problem
which is evident now in the Church. For anyone wiseds to improve the situation in the
Church, there is a great need to address the mgtecof the problem; otherwise it will be
difficult to solve it. It is true that dictatorship not always the only way of leadership. In th2 C
where the problem has been evident, to blame orsopeas a victim is not fair since the root
causes of the problem have nothing to do with daglérs we blame now. We need a model to

make us learn how to run our Church and for merttudel is the Bible itself.

Chapter Five

GENERAL CONCLUSION

In the introductory part of this paper | put forddahat my aim is to study the power division in
the Old Testament and to find the implication isha the Church. This study has surveyed
various Old Testament texts especially those ohesteingship in Israel and other parts of the
aristocracy which all together have given a consible contribution to reach the goal targeted.
In connection to the texts surveyed, different etegl methods have been utilized for the
purpose of establishing the original wording anchding out the proper meaning of the texts
rather than imposing my own meanings.

| started by the exegetical investigation of Den@my17:14-20. This is the only text in
the Old Testament which is speaking about the kinggrms of qualities and duties. The close
inspection of this text has revealed that thereevepiecial qualifications to kingship. Though it is
people themselves who wanted to have kings as #éatiom to other neighboring countries, the
Israelite king was supposed to be YHWH’s choicevali as an Israelite by nationality. This

gives an insight that the Israelite kingship wasanteo be bound to the covenant relationship

245 Interview with Anastazia Gwao, 15.07.2008.
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between YHWH and Israel. This king was to be limhiteot having excess horses, many wives
and excess silver and gold. This limitation aimechaking the king to be dependent on YHWH
and not to trust on his humanly abilities. Also mavives were thought to be having different
religions which would lead the king to apostasyrfréHWH to the religions of the wives. This
large harem would even affect YHWH'’s teachings ie king hence destroy the covenant.
However, an Israelite king was not expected to bgnabol of prosperity as other nation’s kings
and this is the main reason to limit him from exce®alth.

In connection to that, the king had a duty of wagtfor himself a copy of the Torah in the
presence of the Levitical priests. Hand in handhwidpying the torah, he was supposed to repeat
to read it continuously. For a king to write fontself a copy of Torah would make him familiar
with it hence to open the door for the knowledgét.of his was aimed to discipline him to fear
YHWH in all his life. In a religious point of viewthis has a great meaning for the king to love
YHWH by accepting his instructions. This would héte king to do the Torah carefully and not
to violate it. From this point of view, an Israeliking was identical to the normal citizens since
he was a student of the torah as others and he tlemeght to be above other Israelites. The
general overview of Israelite kingship in the Bilideboth positive and negative. In some cases
we find it is explained positively and in other east is negatively. Though these views
complicate the study of kingship, still we can reaomething worthy from kingship.

The king was working with Levitical priests, wiseem and prophets according to
Jer.18:18. The Levitical priests were in chargethed High Court of Referral. These were
divinely ordained to judge on behalf of YHWH himsahd the judgment they passed was
regarded as final. The law used was ffa@rah (the Law of Moses) and th€orot (i.e. they
interacted with the Israelites and responded taltily questions of the people). As a result they
used this experience to define the moral conductidtael. To put this in a summary, the
Levitical priests made and established law in Isr@eaching and administration roles are also
rendered to them. This is a very sensitive padridtocracy while the king himself was neither
above the law nor participating in matters of saprgudicial authority.

The wise men received divine wisdom from YHWH wisothe origin of wisdom and
instructed the king on everyday live, how to actely and live well. These wisdom words of the

wise men are collected in Proverbs22:17-24:34. ifterpretation of them shows that through
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this wisdom, the king was advised in many aspeanteghe root of this wisdom is in reverence
and commitment to YHWH. The last segment is thgtrophets. These received the word from
YHWH (mm =27) for three purposes. First, the word from YHWH eatu instruct the king in
various matters he was supposed to decide as erl€ktkre was an importance for a wise king
to ask to the prophet about what YHWH says befaking an action. Second, there were times
when the kingdom was threatened by enemies ankirtgeand his people were shaken, thus the
word from YHWH through prophets came as an encamemt for the people. Third, the word
from YHWH came as a warning to kings especially whigere was something wrong ethically.
This put the relationship between some kings amghets to be in tension and some prophets
were even threatened to be killed.

The power division between the king, priests, wisen and prophets did not mean to
make a king inferior to the others but rather rotgive all authority to one person. Giving
authority to a single person is something whiclklasgerous especially when we consider our
human nature. The interpretation of the varioussteealt in this paper has shown that with this
power division, YHWH was the one who enabled eaatt pf the aristocracy to perform their
duties. The king did not work without any help frondHWH, so do priests, wise men and
prophets. This being the case, the good relatiprizbiween these parts is also evident. The king
needed to be helped by priests, wise men and pi®pisewell. Any kind of negligence of one
part was dangerous and the king was on risk ofhdpsin other words, the king needed both
vertical and horizontal relationship to performreatly his duties. The interpretation of the wise
sayings has shown that wisdom covers all areafigocektent of covering the work done by
priests and prophets. This doesn’t mean that tse wien replaced prophets and priests but they
brought a different focus which was complementaith ihe other perspectives as well. They
both belonged to the court of the king or in ottegms, they worked in the same office so the
relation between them was obvious there. NeversBeMe do not see any clash between them
either and this is the evidence of a good relalignbetween them. However, they had the same
source of the message i.e. YHWH. It is HYWH himsedifo is on top of all parts of aristocracy
controlling everything which is taking place indst. The human beings are representing him in
this world, thus each member of the aristocramalked to be a free, responsible and governor of
creation in YHWH's stead.
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The Evangelical Lutheran Church of Tanzania, Cémracese has something to learn
from this Old Testament power division. The Old faesent power division puts clear the
separation between the executive, legislature aahidiary duties. This is a nice division which if
followed in the Church; it might help to reduce thsblem of authoritarianism which is
threatening the Church. However, someone mighteatiyat the Church of Christ is not a state
and there is no need of imitating this power domsiAccording to this interpretation of these
texts, power division is instituted by God himsk¥f giving each of his creation something to
contribute for the society. From this point of vithwe Church should, even if not exactly as it is
in the OT, but at least not grant all authorityolwe person. One important thing with power
division is that it brings the collective responliy and reduces hatred which is a threat
especially in the Church. Therefore, the Old Testatnmshould be allowed to interact with the
culture of the people and illuminate them. The C€huronstitution also should be set in a way
that power is divided to different officials whogtether with the top leader will enhance the
mission of God.
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APPENDIX
A. Questions
Introductory Questions
» Can you tell me about power division in this Chrch

» What really happens in the situation you have noaetl?

Probing Questions
» Could you say something more about leadershipignGhurch?

» Do you have examples of what you have said?

Specifying Questions
» What do you do when a leader behaves in the wayhgwa explained?

» How do you feel about it?
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Indirect Question

» How do you believe that other people are awaré®ftyle of leadership in the Church?



