
E7987)

The Non-mentıon Of Zephanıah, Nahum and

1ın the Deuteronomıstıc History

Chrıstopher Begg Washıngton

Intr  (®)8!

AMONGg the iINntr1ıguling features OT the Deuteronomistic Historv ere-
after Dtr) 15 the Tact notwiıthstanding 1ts evıdent interest 1N prophe-
D igures, the conmnplex, Jonah KOS 7 1salıah KgS 18,17-20,19)
excepted, Tails ıte the “l aseical pL  ets” (hereafter CPs) bvy

ser1l1es Otf eCcent CON:  ONs p a aCCOun: TOr the

uteronomist's Prophetenschweigen regarding the AmOS, Oosea,
remiah Ezekiel th1s Study investigate the Cası Of Lur-
ther the Deuteronomist might have Ccited bvy I but dOoes ;

e]  anı  / Nahı Habakkuk In Chis investigatıon pL points
which fairly widespread 4R the miniıstrıes Of the three

igures ell the basıc CONtent OF theıir respective books da-
L1n the Of the SsSeventh CeNTUrYVv Bl and the aCCOuUNT Of

us this desiıgnation the equiıvalent the tradıtional Jewish ate-
gOLV , the "TL,atter Prophets”.
S BEGG, Mystervy: the Absence Jeremıah 1n the Deuteronomistiıic
History, Irısh 1Ca Studies (1985) 139-164; ldem, The Non-Mentıon
AmoOs, Oosea and Miıcah L1N the Deuteronomistic History, 372 (1986) 41-53;
ıdem, The Non-mention Ezekiel Ln W Jeremıah and Chronicles (forth-
COM1LNg LN
In these contrıbutıons inspiration has een the following STAatemen Oot
F. CRÜSEMANN KLr AÄAmOS 1M deuteronomıstiıischen Geschıchtswerk, Pro-
eme blischer heologie (FS (3 VO:  - ed. H; WOLFF) , München, DÜFE
57-63, / "Die dahinstehenden Gründe (1.,e TOTYT 5 s Prophetenschwei-
gen) ınd SsSsıcher vielschichtig, und wen1lg ıne Einheit W1Le die chrift-
prophetie'. Siıe aufzuhellen 1sSt für ıne Verhältnısbestimmung der dtr Theo-
ogie ZU. Prophetie unerlässlıch un! damıt für das Verständnis dieser Theo-
logie  ”
For further precisions these points, S6  D the commentaries.



th1ıs ın (2 KÖöN 21-24 WdSs gıven final form- SM NOT. actually assı
for the A8 1ın the Ex1ile Al noted, A& 15 preciselv the JUX-
taposition Or these presuppositions S  Q glıves rıse the problematıc
Ot th1ıs study, 1;e. WhVY the Exilic Deuteronomıst whO SIV KNEewW the a
1ir ı1gures Of the prophets Ka WOTCdS mentıon +T+hem

Lın A1Ss wWOTCKkK

A, Zephanıah

begın wıth the OT ep! whOSe minıstry 1S generally dat-:  R

the earliest Of the three Here, i might NO 1YS OT that,
Varıous grounds, ONEe might well ment.ion Of Zephanıah DV the

MiSE;:; The OT the Ormer's dates AiS actıvıty "+he davs Oof
S1.  o zZeph 13 OSL. however, 1S5 ONEe OT the 1NgSs WNOSEe reign the

Deu  st descrY1ıbes ın MOST deta1ıl, Kgs PE A=23730: r  er, 1n that

aAaCCOuUunNn: the Deuteronomist does assocılate 0S1 wıth Varıous prophetic f1gu-
res, ; Hu ldah (2 KIS 22,13-20) Z and the "prophets » whO C1pate L1n the

king's covenant-making (2 KIS 2373) G.ı.ven therefore that the Deuteron  st

dOoe: substantıal Segment Oft A1S wWwOCk OS1. does 1NCOFrpOra:
"prophe ınto that presentation, HOW 15 TL that he falıls utiılıze the

figure Of the Jos1ian prophet Zephanıah 1ın thiıs cOoNNeCcCctıon E10n;, it

abstract ere YOM the question OT the compositionhistory BT HO WOT

D W SUPTF TFı Cces OtTe that al  P scholars hat the fınale OT DE
Kön 21-25 Was , least, reworked DV Ex1ilıc Deuteronomi1ist. uch f1gu-
M1g VeLY well, however, ave een famılıar A d tradıtlıons associated

AD the three earlıer prophets.
The question thiıis ‚UdYy naturall 0Oes nOt Aarıse TOY ose who regard O!

ther Or tChe three prophetic books Hellenistic pseudep1l1graphs, 1ong
postdating NX S} G: - ’ Das uch des Propheten Habackuk, Würz-
burg, 1900; idem, Das uch des Propheten Nahum, Würzburg, 1902; nn DAY, The
Search POT the Prophets, the Monist 15 (1905) 386-397, 390-391; B. DUHM,
Das uch Habakuk, Tübıngen, 1906; SELLIN, Das Zwölfprophetenbuc: AT
Leipz1lg, 1972° 332— 333 (Habakkuk); K TORREY , The rophecy Oof Kuk;
Jewısh Studies LN EMOLYV OT 3, New York, 1935.. 565-582; e MITH-
s LACHMAN, The Authorsh1ıp the Ok ÖOf epha: ES (1950) ,

be NO hat er holarship OÖOften Yralsed the question whYy Kings
has Josiah's elegation repalr TO rather than CO ephanı (Or ere-
miah) SE MS Mıcah, Zephanıah, Nahum C671 urgh, 1913 169
brings together earlıer SUrmM1lıses the poin: follows: "Zephani INaVYy have
dıed before 621 ave een absent YTYOM the cCity at that partiıcular
Juncture, nOtT have een L$LN the CcCOoNfıdence OÖof the pushıng the reform"
Mentıon should at least be made ere Otf the claim D_ WILLIAMS, The ate



might noted according varıous authors, there were 1ın
fact ONO who bus1ed themse Lves wıth the prophet's wOrds whiıch

thev wWwOULL have sub7jected airly extens1ve "Deuteronomistic redact1o0]

Why then, however, the Deuteronomist responsible fOr have La-

ken comparableI 1ın the “ Zephaniah tradition”?

attempting respond the questions, startıng
point the widely held V1LEW that the D:  Ch1ng Oof Zephanılah ref lects

1L1N Judah prior the Jos1ian1ıc Teform ONe Of the FAac-
tCOYS precipitating the reform thıs sSsupposition there ES; however, fea-
ture EL presentation Oftf 0S1. calls FTOr special attention, 1.e.
the tTact VL a S entire TEeCOTd Ot Jos1iah’s thirty-one VedL (2 KOS DE}
reign CONCELNS VenNnts OT single, e A1S e}  ch regnal KOS 2223)
VeCaL , the Of the reform. Oth:« words, the uteronom1ıs has Ng

CONCEFrNINGg Josiah s A SE@eVen' VeAaLS Of rule Just all he
Of the las twelve the C1e not1ces the ng's death Du-

rıal ın KgS 23,29-3083) L1S5 ell KNOWN , the Deu:  ST verges IN th1ıs

regard T rom the Chronicler whO narrates extens1ıve Teform aC  V1 underta-
ken DY SL1. Ln h1Ss eighth Vear ST rule, 34 , 3-7 (even he gives
tTar o  18= aCCOuUnNn: Ot the C1rCUumMsStances Of Josiah'’'s death, €
35,20-25) the LNe further Oobservatıon e, however.

Kings, A 1S the Finding Of the Tn the Tenple 15 epic the
Ole Stimulus actiıvatıng Josiah's reformatorv eal. Chronicles, DV CON-

trast, e, Josiah embarks ma7jor Teform effort prior and

independent.ly Of h1is becoming acquainted wiıth that The Oregoing d1ver-

genc1es plausible explain« ı1n OT the Deu:  ONOaM1LSTtT'S 'endenz,
T he wıshes focus ttentıon Josjiah'’s eighteenth regnal VeaL , and

the INg Of the 1ın that particular, the all-impo:
ın Josiah's l1ong reign, and PassesSs OVEe Oth: doings Of the king

Oof ephani JBL 82 (1963) 77-88, 85-88 that Dr does ın fact mentıon
the prophet ephanilah, ı A ; B reference CO prlilest that Namlle L1N

Koöon 25,18 nOom WILLLAMS ees ıdentıcal wiıth C: prophet.
SO mMOST recently S SEYBOLD, Satırısche Prophetie. Studien Z \ uch Ze -
anja SBS 120) , tuttgart, 1985, 83-93,
SO e  V Cn SCHARBERT, Zefanja un! dıe Reform des Josch1i)a, Künder des
Oortes (FS 75 SCHREINER; ed. E RUPPER'T et al), Würzburg, 1982, 237=-9254
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wnNL  Q, Chronicles LESECLVECS
The bearıng G theN discussion the utero)  s ' nON-mention

OT ephanı. 1S NOT. Tar have Cited ephanı Lın CONTOr-
with what h1s recorded WwOrds t_ pre-621 influence FOTr

reform wOould Clearly agalns the particular fOcus the Deuteronomist
wan: gıve Josiah's reign, vıde SUpIa. Othe« words, 7E 15 priımarıly
ın Order maıntaın the STATtTUS Of the discovered l1aw the Ole and
1i1cıent tıimulus Josiah'’'s TYreform activity that the uteronom.1ıs DaAS-
Ses V anı

Perhaps, however, Several further factors consideration ıNn this

gard. The uteronomist's !  Oos1ıaNn ONe CONS1S  t1Lv, from n1ıs

dispatching the Temple (2 KgS Z n1s advancing nfront

(2 Kgs S89 takes the Vis-ä-vis those The wWwOrds Of

Zephanilah, the other while they do refer the MLS Of vVvarı-
udean eadersh1p (zee Zeph 1,8-9 3,3-4) p remarkablıy NnOwhere

(apart £rOM the title, 17437 mention Judah'’s kK1ing. ephaniah's wOrds cCOuLd
then lLeave ONe wıth the iMpression that the ers OT Josiah's
able dOo thev pleased wiıthout eLrfeCt.ve roval control. The Deu’  OonomisSt,
however, might well have found such presen  on ın n£f£lict wıth n1ıs

image OT masterful O051. urther, there 15 the matter Of the ers
themselves. Zephanilah, priests prophets”" (3,4) well Varıous Ca

tegories a A OIL1LC1LALS (1,8; 4 incorrigiblyv rFrupt, Pa

OnLy for struction In KgS 22-23, the CONTFrarLYV, the er‘ C11-

cles, C» prlests KIgS 234333 indıvıduals and UuDpS ,
all depicted quite positively ‚upporters, 19} from the STArt ©

sıah h1s reform eftorts Her:t again, the uteronamıs might well have

perceived anı a ONeEe WNOSEe utteranCces conflicted drastically wiıth

h1is i1mage O: Josiah's reign.
1na. consideration 1Ss Ot 18 ideological nature. prominen‘ fea-

ture OT Zephaniah’s wOrds 1S the CONCEerNn expressed for the SONECS m1sera-
b1Lles 12 That CONCELTN 15 ONE shared by the DeuteronomiCc Deutero-

K3 SO S JONES , an Kings, Vol NCB) , Grand Raplds, 1984,
60 3-604. FOTr CONtraryvy V1ıewWw 566 , however, H, SPIECKERMANN, Juda unter
SSur Lln der Sargoniıdenzeit (FRLANT 129), Göttingen, 1982, 31=-38

1 On IS feature, S en SICRE, on l1os Pobres de Tierra”, Madrıd,
1984, 315—-336
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12-26 andı,„, e the storical OSL1. 22,15-16. But then,
TE L5 worthv OF NO that Lın hiıs extens1ive accoun: (2 Kgs 23,4-25) OT the

Measures undertaken DV S71 inmnplement the prescr1ıptions Oof the

£fOounNd in the TempLe- ident1ıfied scholarshıp wıth ( SsOome form Of) Deutero-

the Deuteronomıst makes reference the king’'s putting ınto effect
OT ONO ' S "humanitarian  ” L1aws. Tnh1is observatıon ests, 1n

however, that the Deuteronomist would NOTt. have TOound ephaniah's WOrdS wıth
tChe:  a emphasis the disadvantagı Judah particularly sympathetic (a 11-

ke consıderatıion help explain h1s non-mentıion OT S: y und Micah)
None OT the above considerations, taken 1ın isolation, sufficient

aCCOuUnN: TOr the Wteronomist'’'s ure TOTrT Zephanıah n1s

WOCkK Taken CONCErFT, hNowever, thev CONS rather formıdahble constel-

ON OT tfactors miıliıtatıng agaın: ready utiılization ST thiıs figure DYy

B. Nahum

15 clearly historv, NOT OT the cıen Ne:  D Eas LN general, but Of

the ONE natıon Israel. Already from point Of V1LEW then T 15

surpriée find the Deuteronomist Leaves UMNMENTLON Nahı whOse wOrds

Stand £rOom those OT MOStT Of the ın the1ir fOocus, NOT. Israel, DBut

ONn foreign CL, Niıniıveh. th1s all that neecds sald the subject,
u  u the extended segment Kön 15,19-20,11 ON nOtes the atten-

t1ıon gıven the destrover OT the Orthern Kingdom and 1Life-
threat s ex1istence. Why then, 1E might ask:ı should the Deutero-

noMLST not have made OT figure annOounC1iNg the Overthrow Of the nation's

archfoe, especlally S1NCe O1NGg have provided the basıs fOr ONeE Of
A1L1Ss charac  1Ss5 prophecy-fulfillment schemas (one micht that

h1ıs O1NI this would have PFrOVL| the uteronomist's readers wıth EC—

1LVe hint ÖOf hope- 4> Israel's es being destroved,
cOuL NOT ONE 100k TOY 11ıke fate for Judah's annihilator, Babylon?

13 ÖOn Th1Ss feature OTt DEr, S G.V.RAD, Deuteronomıumstudien FRLANT 587
Göttingen, 1947, 52-64; W. DIBTRICH; Prophetie un! Geschıchte FRLANT
108) , Göttingen, 1972, 22-206, 58-63.
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responding above question, wOuL« attention NOTEWOL-

Chy ea the Deuteronomist'’'s presentation subsequent the reference
N the aCcCcOoun: Of ezekiah's healıng 1ın KgS 20,1-11. Thereafter,

the Deuteronomist's onLy ment.iıon Oft Assyrlia 15 the S1Ng and Oobscure allu-
‚LON Neco's gO1LNIg me against) the K1Ng OT Assyria” KgsS BED

Othı words, the uteronom.1s has, effectively, NIg SaYy the
whole MOMEeNTOUS COULSE Ot Syria’'s h1iSstory subsequen: sarh:  n’'s AdCC@eS$S-

LON (see KgsS ’ VEl though that history- a the Assyrian ta-
tion makes cClear- nsiderable J  z fortunes notw1ith-

standing, well, hA1s earlier attentıon the "Assyrian actor" Lın the
natiıon’'s history The OFregoing Observatıon however, pOoS1LtL-

COrrelatıve. following the narratıve Of KgS 20,1-11 whiıch
terminates the "Assyrian sequence”" Kgs 1519207174 ther: S: the aCcCcount
Gr Merodach-Bala« SV , KgS 20,12-19 wıth 1 iıntroduction OT the

Baby lonians whoO, 1ın T presentation thereafter (2 KIgS 21-295) Y ST AaSsSue

the ole Of Ju KeV Gegenüber One might SUggesSt then that, fOr the

Deu  MNOoMLST, ther:« qu1ite Stages- and R>
onlan ON the historyv he narrates re| the peri  zatıon Ot historv
evıdent elsewhere n Dtr) The former stage glıves WAVYV the latter, 1n the
Deuteronomist’'s presen  on, the Oof Hezeki. reign, there-
af: the Deuteronomist Simply dismisses Assyrlıa from h1is PUrvView 1n
ncentrate all attentiıon the Baby lonian-Judean TAEAYaCTION. such ELG
sentatıon, however, Nahum h1s predictions, reflective thev OT As-

SYrla’s ına. half-century, have place.

A Habakkuk

The final prophet fOYr consideration her‘ L1S5 Habakkuk WhOS!| preaching 1S

generally dated to the last OtT the sSseventh Century B,

Nahum, Habakkuk NeVerLr ment.ıons Syrıa such, his WwOrds focussing rather
the NMeNaCe Of the "Chaldeans”" (Hab 1, 6;) F'rom that point Oof V1LeW then

14 On the significance of Kön 0,12-19 structurating element wıthın
D whole, sSe  D E BEGG, Kings 20:12-19 Element Of the Deu-
teronomistic History, 48 (1986) 27-38,
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erenCe A1Ss WOCdS wOuLd 19)9)  1ate 1N the "Babylonian segmen
vide Supra) OT 15 4 n therefore nonetheless, the uteron  st

makes OT the PEr SON Oft Habakkuk? Here, wısh myse. SOME

pOiNtSs about the prophet's wOrds recent.ly OLWar M.

JOHNSON , 1 TS ST all; depicts Habakkık "disillusioned Deu:  ONOML.:
WwhOSe observatı]ıon OT n1s nation's pLight ın the period Oollowing Josiah's
death iınsıstent questioning (see especlally T OT Deutero-

nomy's COrrelatıion Ot prosper1ty right behav1ior DV the people The Deu-

OnNOMiSt, however , wıth n1ıs conviıction, reaffirmed throughout his wWwOrk,
that MNONE Of the words Of Deuteronomy- er O pPromise threat- PE
“tTall thev (see JOS 23,14-15) wOould surelyv have found this
feature Of WOrdS Ooffputting. In on, ther:« 18 the mMmatrLter Of
Habakkuk's Ö divergent perspectives the Babylonians. The former,

pOIiNtS Out, character1ızes thıs people Ln express1ve Of fear

animos1ity (see 1,5-11, 13-17) 17 The uteronomist, the contrary,
she elsewhere, throughout KÖöN 20 ,12-25,30 refrains £rOom CY1-

t1C1SM OT y lon and , 1L1N fact, inculcates implicitly "pro-Babylonian"
STANCE In this reSspeCct then, the Deuteronom1iıst WOULLd have found the
WOrds of Habakkuk- and the figure those WOrdS- ideologically proble-
matıc, and S| erstandably, opted gıve place ın
h1ıs wWOLCk

Conclusion

The above rerlectıons attempt provide anSsSWwWeLrs question
about the igures Of Zephanlah, Nahum Habakkuk has received Vırtu-

ally attentıon Lın Prev1ous scholarship. such , suggestions NeCecs-

sarılyv partial and tentatıve. 15 hoped, however, that cChev Ww1ıll, the

least, the search FOYr E  Far and L adequate ONnes.

15 The Paralysıs orah lın Habakkuk 4 , 35 (1985) 257-266
16 Ibid., 264
} Lb21.d.5 1

See The Signifiıcance ÖOf Jehoiachin'’'s Release New Proposal Ör
COMiNg ın OT


