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°Literary Critical Studies ofeut

Ome Criteriological emarks

Knut Holter aV nger

In the lıterary cerıtical study ofDeuteronomy, chapter has played, and ST1 continues play,
important role hıs chapter inviıte ıt readers methodological consıderations

the crıter10l10gy of lıterary ceritical readıng of text, and in recent yYCars there several
scholars who ave chosen USC thıs partıcular chapter the extual asıs for dıfferent kınds
of methodologically orıented lıterary critical studies of Deuteronomy. In the present artıcle
would 1ıke focus the criter10logy of SOMNC of the posıti1ons of these 'en] lıterary
crıtical contributions.' First, wiıll] briefly outlıne three dıfferent approaches In the 'en!

lıterary critical study ofeut Ihen, nl INOTC eritically TeVviIeWw the three major eriteria of
these lıterary critical studıies. fınally, ll make SOINC few cComments for the future
of such studies.“

ree different hlıterary erıtical approaches eut

The lıterary crıtical approaches eut roughly be dıivided into three STOUDS, (1)
atomıistıic approach, which emphasızes lıterary dıversıity of thıs chapter and reads it

miıxture of ften Tagmen! SOUTCECS layers, (2) A  » holıstic approach, 1C| emphasızes
lıterary unıty of thıs chapter and reads it sophisticated andwell organızed and

(3) VIG media, block approach, hıich acknowledges lıterary dıversıty of thıs chapter,
but recogni1zes the dıfferent "h:  I ın longer thematıc unıts, rather than in shorter fragments.

For broader SUrVCYS of lıterary cr1ıtica. studies eut 4, cf. C BEGG, Literary
Criticısm of eut 4,1-40. Contributions Continuing Discussion", ETh 56 (1980) 0-55,
and KNAPP, Deuteronomium Literarische Analyse und theologische Interpretation.
Öttingen (1987/) 3-20 (GTA 35}

For the sake of convenlıence 111 estrict examples eut 1-40, and in the following the
term "Deut An refers to 1-40 in thıs chapter.
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1.1 Ihe atomıiıstıc approac

From research hıstorical pomt of VIeW, the 1Irs SIOUD 15 the majJor OIMNGC, the

dıfferent atomistıic approaches hich ave dominated Old Testament scholarshıp in general,
obviously ave made influence also its readıng of Deuteronomy. For

there has een maJor tendency am on scholars take thıs book mıxture of dıfferent

SOUTCCS layers, and much attention has een gı1ven O0Se kınds of textual features 1C|

beliıeved reflect the or0 of the book, the so-called textual C

duplıcatıon, contradıction, thematıc terminological varlıatıon, and nNnOot east the change of

number between second-person sıngular and plura|
As far eut 15 concerned, the maJor contribution ollowıng thıs tradıtional lıterary

critical lead, 1S 111IMA study from 1975 but MITTIMANN has obvıously both

predecessors C MERENDINO (1969). and SUCCESSOTS C 1982)."
11 1MANN investigated eut 1,1-6,3, seekıng establısh ıts lıterary and hıstory
of composıtion. He finds homogenous Grundschicht, addressing Israel in second-person
sıngular, which 1s expanded, fırst by narratıve layers usıng second-person plural, then by
three layers using second-person sıngular, and finally by SOINC .  nıcht klassıfız1erbare

Ergänzungen".“ Fıve of these layers, that 1S all eXcept the Grundschicht, then attested also

In eut TIhe fırst, addressing Israel in second-person plural (VV. la. 10aß[from
E 22-2390 aCQ|[:  — 93] aßbax 263), refers "t.he decrees and laws yOu follow in

the land that yYyOu crossıng the Jordan pOSSeESS” (v. 14), but it also points Out the result of

disobedience, Y  you 11 quickly perısh TOom the (v. 263). hen second ayer,
Iso thıs addressing Israel In second-person plural (vV. 39 D F1 a
hıs ayer focuses upDOoNn the poss1bılıty of apostasy, experienced past (v 3a),
possible future (vVv. 26b-28), and especlally wıth regard idolatry (VV. 15-18 These

major layers then, according INOTC agmentary supplemented Dy
layers addressing Israel ın second-person sıngular, and finally Iso by SOMIMEC minor fragments.”

Deuteronomıum 1,17-6,5 literarkritisch und traditionsgeschichtlich untersucht.
Berlın (1973) 135128 ‚W 139), MERENDINO, Das deuteronomische Gesetz. Aıine
literarkritische, S - und überlieferungsgeschichtliche Untersuchung. Bonn (1969) 57-60
(BBB 31 and Aspekte der Geschichte deuteronomistischer Theologie. Zur
Traditionsgeschichte der Terminologie und ZUr Redaktionsgeschichte der Redekompositionen.
Dıss. Jena (1982) 1238-141
For 9cf. ITTMANN, Deuteronomiıum 1.1-6,3 (1975) 183-184



Ihe holistic approac
In TINOTC recent YCAars such atomistıc approaches ave een challenged by INOTEC holıstic

approaches. As far eut 15 concerned, the ma)jor contribution followıng thıs lead, 15

BRAU study from but Iso has both predecessors he 15 especially
inspıred by LOHFINK 1964),' and, certain degree, Iso SUCCESSOTS A

1981),* ci. Iso [NOTC recent commentarıes, those by CHRISTENSEN

(1991) and EINFELD 1991).”
BRAULIK focuses uDONn features bındıng eut together, and he finds that the

chapter 15 unıty Much of the attention 15 also ere g1ven those kınds of textual features
1C| by the atomıistic approach taken textual'reflecting the growth of the

Ihe *WO layers addressing Israel in second-person ingular. 0acX Iıncluding 17 N]
21bByö 25a0 WI  ‚OU SD] 31 36abe& [wıthou CJ for DA 38-43 45

46aß-49 23bß-24. 25bB. 32-343a. 35 36bß 3 /a only CJ for D]
Fınally, the As  nıcht klassıfızıerbare rgänzungen": 2a 21abex. 34b comparıson
between ese ıterary eritical indıngs of MITIMANN and C OSe of SIAHL, Lturns Out
sShow correspondence far the majJor lınes concerned, althoug! there of COUTSC dIc SOMIMNC
mınor dıfferences 1 IMANN'’s first ayer then corresponds wıth hat STAHL 1nN! fo be
majJor legal redaction 10aßb. DL 1-23a. 25a 26-28), 1.e. layer focusıng
especılally uDON the law, ıle MANN's second ayer corresponds ıth hat STAHL
IN! be major theological redactıon n A 23bC [?] 2  S 1?]), 1.€.
ayer deepening the understandıng of God The er layers ttested In eut DtrN? (vV

40), (vvV 9-10at 31 wiıthout C] for DA 38), DitrTh) (vV.
23bß 25bB. 2-34a 36bß 37 CJ for 39); cf. STAHL,
Aspekte (1982) 116-118, 1R

BRAULIK, Die ittel deuteronomischer Rhetorik. Erhoben UaUus Deuteronomium 4, 1-40
Roma 978 (AnBıb 68); cf. Iso his "Liaterarkriti und archäologische Stratigraphie. Zu
Mıttmanns Analyse von Deuteronomium 4,1-40", Bib. (1978) 4813 ö3, and Deuteronomium
I-16, ürzburg (1986) 38-4 7 (NEB.A1).
( LOHFINK, Das Hauptgebot. FEine Untersuchung literarischer Einleitungsfragen. Roma
963 (AnBıb 20), cft. further OHFINK'/’s INOTE seminal applıcatıon of the Samec princıples
eut ın "Auslegung deuteronomischer exte Verkündigung des Hauptgebots in der
Jüngsten Schicht des Deuteronomiums (Dt „1-40)" BiLe (1964) 24 7-256, republıshed iın
expanded version in Höre Israel! uslegung VonNn Texten aus dem Buch Deuteronomium,
Düsseldorf (1965) Studien Deuteronomium und ZUr deuteronomistischen
Literatur L, Stuttgart (1990) 167-191 8)|

AD "Deuteronomy and the Lıterary Criticısm of Deuteronomy", JBL 100 (1981)
23-51; cf. Iso hıs Deuteronomy. Tan! Rapıds (1981) FA 158

HRISTENSE:! Deuteronomy Fa Dallas (1991) I0S (WBC 6A), and
Deuteronomy F  < New ork (1991) 193-230 NC. 5)



[EXT here, however, these interpreted S  istic INCANS, serving emphasıze
Onfrast certaın points. In hıs dissertation from 1978 BRAULIK organızes the chapter iın S1X

stylıstıc unıts (VV. 1-4, 5-8, 9-14, 15-22, 23-31, showing lıttle interest for Iructiures of

content, whıiıle he in hıs commen! from 1986 focuses INOTC upDon the coniten(, organızıng
the chapter In three major parts, I prologue, 9-31 nucleus of the law,
warning agalinst worship of idols, and finally 37-40 epilogue. ””

The 0CC approac

Now, thıs polarızatıon between atomistıic approach, which tends SCC lıterary
rıtical significance in MOST kınds of textual features, and holıstic approach, which en!
SCcC stylıstic significance in the Samnıc, obviously eads the for VIG media,
approach g1ving attention both sides. For the moment, the moOst ımportant contrıibution

headıng ın thıs direction, although ıt clearly 15 closer the atomistıic approac than the

holıstic ONC, 15 KNAPP, hIis dissertatiıon eut irom 1987 *' KNAP maıntaıins the

basıc idea of the atomıistıc approach, that the textual eatures ften eferred NC VENNCSS,

could be explaıned reflecting extual growth. However, at the SamInllec time he realızes that

such features also could have ther 1n of explanatıons. he therefore admıts that not

CVECIY example ofCX necessarıly reflects the growth of the text.!*
According KNAPP, the dıfferent "hands" of eut should be iıdentified In longer

thematıc unıts, rather than in shorter fragments. ‘” then fiınds three majJor blocks, ach

ıth 1ICW theme In addıtion that ach of these three major blocks subsequently WEIC

expanded by SOIMNC addıtional exts, developıng theır INCSSaC. 1s Iso able DO1N!

10 BRAULIK, Deuteronomium 1-16, (1986) 38-4 7 As for the INOTC recent cCommentarıes by
CHRISTENSEN and both eing inspıre by BRAU Olstıic eadıng of eut
4, WEINFELD ollows BRAU organızıng of the chapter, ıle HRISTENSEN organızes
it into 1-10, 11-24, and 25-40; cf. ‚N,Deuteronomy (1991) /71-73, and
®Deuteronomy (1991) 221223

KNAPP., Deuteronomium (1987). APP's ma)Jor conclusions SOoON got SOMME scholarly
support, cft. C Das Bilderverbot Seine Entstehung und seine Entwicklung IM
en Testament. Frankfurt a.M. 1987° 200-230 (BBB 62), and Iso Grundriß der
Einleitung IN die kanonischen und deuterokanonischen Schriften des Alten Testaments. Band
Die erzählenden erke Gütersloh (1992) 94-95

12 13Deuteronomium (1987) 19.25 KNAPP, Deuteronomium (1987) Z
94



Out, although LLLOTC briefly, that the development of the three themes in eut 4’ has paralle]l
in eut „1-14, 15-27, and -  ' thus wıtnessing threefold framıng of the Deuteronomıic

law 14 In ch. he finds that 1-4+9-14 constiıtute the oldest block, block challenging
Israel obey the words (Sf. 12) they heard al Horeb, Le the fen wWwords (V. 13
SN WEIC here later VV 15-16a*+19-28 then constıtute the second block,
chronologıcally speakıng, block focusiıng upDOoNn ONC partıcular of these Ien words, 1€e the

prohıbıtion agaıinst idols; 16b*-18 WEIC ere later added The thırd block 15 CONSTITuUTte: by
29-35, block challenging Israel search Yahweh: 36-40 were here later added.”

ree different crıterı1a In the lıterary ecrıtical study ofeut

The VEILIY dıfferent results of these three approaches eut 15 obvıously related the

dıfferent crıterı1a governing theır textual work, and should therefore X closer 0o0k al

three of the maJor crıter1a utilized ıIn O0Sse lıterary critical studies: that 1s (1) change of

number, (2) change of terminology, and (3) change of theme

2.1 Change of number

The peculıar and apparently accıdental change of number ın Deuteronomy's
addressing of Israel, from second-person plural second-person singular vice ‚y

probably be sa1d be the classıcal erıteriıon in all lıterary ceritical study of Deuteronomy.
From the semımal studies by TEUERNAGE and STIALERK century 16  ag0, and

t1i11 studies TOm OUT OWNN decade, such C ACHENB study of eut 5-11 (1991)
and UTER's study of eut , thıs change of number has een gı1ven lıterary
critical significance; although from somewhat varyıng CONcepts of ıts meanıng and

SA  untance.
14 KNAPP- Deuteronomiıum (1987) 128-163

15 For »cf. KNAPP, Deuteronomium (1987) M 14, and 205-206

16 "TEUERNAGEL, Der men des Deuteronomiums. Literarcritische Untersuchung hber
seine Zusammensetlzung und Entstehung. 1894; STAERK, Das Deuteronomium. Sein
Inhalt und seine literarische Form. Leipzig 894 For general research historical SUTVCY, cf.
LOERSCH, Das Deuteronomium (1967) 28-45; for the tiıme before 894 LOERSCH should be

supplemented by BEGG, Significance of the Numeruswechsel in Deuteronomy. The
'Pre-hıstory of the Question”, ThAL 55 (1979) 116-124

1/ Israel zwischen Verheißung und Literarkritische Untersuchungen
Deuteronomiıum Sı  < Frankfurt a.M. 991 422), and Kultzentralisation.
Entstehung und Theologie Von Frankfurt a.M 993 (BBB ö/) 95



Thıs eX] feature 15 by all INcans present also in eut There 15 slıght
preponderance of plural Oorms In 1-28, and somewhat stronger tendency of singular
Orms ıIn 29-40, but ON neveretheless geits the impression that eut 15 real INCSS, far

the change of number 15 concerned. ITIMANN's study TOmM 1975 provıdes
illustratıve example of how thıs change of number in eut be taken havıng lıterary
erıtical sıgnıfıcance. As pominted Ouft above, he finds nNnOoTt less than fıve dıfferent layers In thıs
chapter. although also ther criıter1a get SOINC attention, ıt 15 lear that his major erıteriıon

1S the change of number. ®
111M approac. COU! be, and has certamly Iso been, challenged from

dıfferent points of 1eW. First, princıiple, ONC could ask ıf thıs of the change of

number lıterary crıitical eriterion actually DT'  S another redactional concept of

Deuteronomy than MANN’s growth model 06e5. SIEUERNAGEL, and

theır generatiıon proceeded from SOUICEC model, and then ıt obviously makes z

the change of number lıterary critical criterion, but that 15 not necessarıly the ‚ASCc wıth

growth model One could at least, BRAULIK has done, ask why the supposed later
"hands" of eut 4, the ONC hand proceeded firom the exıisting terminology, whiıle they,
the ther hand, dıd nOot Cal about the existing number. ” econdly, also MANN'’s

practical applıcatıon of thıs crıterion 15 problematıc. One could po1N! Ouft several examples of

how his dıfferent layers destroys the inner logıic of the text, such C when the Horeb

theophany In and the parenesI1s of the Second commandment ın IB and ZM sal|

belong the Samne layer, whıiıle the explicıt combinatıon of these topıcs In 15-16 15

saıd belong ater layer. ırdly, KNAP and several of his ther critics have

pointed Out, I11TIM. mMO| gets complıcated and sophısticated that ıts hıistorical

probabiılıty faıls convince.“ So, when g1ves the fIrequent change of number

ın eut lıterary critical sıgnıfıcance, he faıls Convince. However, that 15 actually also the
‚AdS5C wıth the attempts given by MITIMANN's eritics at explaınıng thıs extu: feature
18 Neve:  eless, WOUuU ere ıke ote that MITIMANN Iso g1ves SUOMNC weiıght ther

criter1a, cf. below, 2  9 and fınd that BRAULIK, "Literarkritik" (1978) 351-383,
e  es 11 1MANN'’s dependence change of number; C} C BRAULIK 3872 ıth
ITIMANN, (1975) 121

19 BRAULIK, "Literarkritik" (1978) 379; cf. also AD "Deuteronomy 4”

20 KNAPP., Deuteronomium (1987/)
96



As for BRAULIK, he explaıns the frequent change of number stylıstıc INCAaANS,
sed pomint Out the clımax of the units *' hıs explanatıon 15 reilecte: ın several subsequent
commentaries,““ but, althoug! ıt should be admıitted that it makes In SOTINC CasScsS, ıt 15
NOT satısfactory general explanation. BRAULIK's COomMmmMents the vVEIYy fIrequent change
of number in 23-26 23 pl-sg, 75 sg-pl-sg, pl), which he takes INcans that

die Aufmerksamkeit intensiviert und ıne Atmosphäre Erwartung Sschafft":“
Cal SCITIVC iıllustratıve example of hOow accıdental and subjective thıs explanatiıon be

As for he maiintaıins that change of number ave lıterary critical

sıgnıfıcance in SOINEs but In general he explaıns it reflecting older Deuteronom(ist)ic
writings.““ According KNAPP, eut 1S VC] ate texl, hıiıch CONsScC10usly alludes {O,
sometimes ven quotes, older Deuteronom(ist)ic materı1al, and, followıng suggestion of

BEGG:- he that the authors of thıs chapter Just inherited the number of the they
alluded quoted.“® hıs explanatıon, however, 15 contradıcted by the theologically and
‚Vcn numerıically MoOSstT sıgnificant quotation of older materı1a|l in eut 4, the three times
repeated parenesis of the Second commandment. The sıngular form of the Second

commandment, 1317725 piel> 127 MWYDTN? (Deut 5,8), 15 in al] three

replaced by plura. 'oOrms #75 705 057 D7°WY) (vvV. 16, D 25) NOWwW,
EGG shows SOINC of thıs problem. He mentions the fırst quotation (vV. 16), and
claıms that "the number has een transposed into the plural of the context" * Thıs 15 of
COUTSC reasonable 'gument, although ıt destroys the quotatiıon model More problematic,

Ct£ BRAULIK.e(1978) 146-150

272 E C CHRISTENSEN, Deuteronomy B (1991) 73R and WEINFELD,
Deuteronomy SS (1991) DL DETTE

23 24BRAULIK, ittel (1978) 150 KNAPP, Deuteronomium (1987) 23

25 BEGG, Lıterary Criticism ofeut 4,1-40" (1980) 28-45

26 Thıs that the lıterary crıtical signiıfıcance of the change of number varıes: "Ob im Dtn
eın Numeruswechse]l eın für ıterarkritische Scheidung relevantes Krıterium ıst, hängt also
zuerst einmal Von dem ıterarhistorischen der betreffenden Passage ab"‚ KNAPP,
Deuteronomium (1987) 169, 161 Accordingly, in ate Deuteronomistic text eut 4, the
change of number 1s weak lıterary erıtical criterion, ıle it 1S stronger erıterion in er
Deuteronom(ist)ic ex(fs, cT. C Israel (1991) 2-3 and
Kultzentralisation (1993)

27 BEGG, Liıterary Criticeiısm ofeut 4,1-40" (1980)



and NOT mentioned by EGG, the remalnıng quotations, where OTIC hardly 5Sd y
that "the number has een transposed into the plural of the context”, SINCE the plural

on°WY) In both 23b and 25b introduces the sıngular 1R  0ar br . When ıt

KNAPP, he 0€Ss not ven mention thıs problem,“ hıch fınd that somewhat peculıar,
SINCEe thıs 1Ss the ma) explanatıon he olffers the problem of the change of number.

As for possible function of the VE frequent change of number attested throughout
eut 4, WOU.| therefore be inclined arguc that not yel in posıtion hıch nables

draw posıtıve conclusıions. We sımply do not DOSSCSS generally Convincıng
explanation.

Change of terminology

Iso change of terminology has een frequently utiliızed criterion in lıterary critical

studies ofeut 4’ and examples cshould be presented demonstrate thıs.

The fırst example 1S agaın taken from MANN’s analysıs of thıs chapter.
Although change of number 15 his maJjor criterion, he tries ShOW that the results of that

criterion also corresponds wiıth the results of ther criter1a, and ıimportant here 15 the change
of terminology. Negatıvely, 15 then able C pomt Out how sıngular text

ScSs5 terminology 15 9n 9) \ and’ 917 17297 hıle plural texti

10b* CXPDPITCSSCS SOINC of the Samnc, however, wıth the slıghtly dıfferent terminology

z  vA  fr  „D.Il». D° Qı JWR 0797 79 and m33a7 DRN). posıtıvely,
MITTMANN 15 also able C demonstrate that the terminology of sıngular text

259 0°’32 723} Q’32 79910 corresponds wıth the terminology of another sıngular

text, 9> 42212 2327 ° J;';29 Now, ıt :hould be admitted that MITTITMANN 1s rıght ın

pomting out these terminological patterns. However, when he g1ves them lıterary critical

s1ignıfıcance, he obviously faces the danger of readıng {00 much Out ofhat could be normal

terminologıcal varlations.
other example of how change ın terminology be taken havıng lıterary

critical sign1ıfi1cance, be demonstrated from the 1ıst iın Several scholars have

noted that ıts terminology somewhat alıen in this Context; it reflect

28 (: Deuteronomium (1987) 69, 78-79,
29 MITIMANN, Deuteronomium 1,1-6,3 (1975) 119-121
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terminology OMNC WOU CeXpeCT fınd in the Priestly, rather than In the Deuteronom(ist)ic
tradition.“® The MmMoOost comprehensıve analysıs of thıs question 15 presented Dy KNAPP In

hıs study of eut 4) he elımıts separate unıt, and SINCE there 15 indıcatıon

of number in these VEISCS, and since they thematıically fıt perfectly together ıth the

preceding 15-16a, hıs maJor erıterion for delımıtıng these VOeISCS 1S the change of

terminology.“ Focusing the general Old estamen! dıstrıbution of SOINC of thıs

terminology, 1€e. the NO the word paırA —F  M and the Serles WD,
115% wa and +  m  r<r he concludes that the product of "Jeınem| 1m

32Bereıich der priesterschriftlichen [ .ıteratur beheımateten Ergänzer
Now, 15 obviously ng In pomting Out the peculıar termınology of

But 0€eSs that necessarıly ead hıs conclusions? ırst, 0)815 COU! aAargucC that

NAPP €}  S the riestly character of these VEeEISCS ome of the terminology 1S

probably NOT pıcal riestly he argues,” and ON should Iso ote that these CISCS5

contaın ypıcal Deuteronom(i1st)ıc expressions.““ econdly, ON COU. Iso take the change of

style and terminology In stylıstıc INCAans. BRAULIK 15 of right when he

claıms that the 1ve times repeated emphasıze, and Iso when he points Out

that er Aufzählung der einzelnen körperhaften Wesen entspricht die Redefigur der

Asyndese als besonders effektvolles Stilmittel, zumal In einem Text, den SONS! die

30 already cCentury A, Deuteronomium (1894) 79, and IMNOTE recently the Samec
ıdea 1S retiflecte: C in WEINFELD, Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomic School. OxTtford
(1972) 180-181

KNAPP., Deuteronomium (1987) 88-91

3° KNAPP, Deuteronomium (1987)
33 One example 15 the Old Testament distribution of»where the 5 x CCUTITENCES in eut

should be compared, NOT only ıth the 3 in the Tetrateuch (Ex 25,9.9.40 all P} but Iso ıth
the 2x In the Deuteronomistic hıstory OS! 22,28 and Kgs Another example 1S the
ısting of creatures in 6b-18, 1C| of COUTSC resembles the ıst in typical P-tex] Gen
1,26. but where close eadıng WOU.: demonstrate that Iso texT A Kgs 55 Can COMeEe

ıth the Salllec 1ist (except the important reference to the word paır AT 722)), and ere
E.VOn ın the Samllıec order as in eut (T,,WD, D7 7)

34 C C the three 7WB -sentences in 17-18, learly referring the Second commandment,
eut 5,8

gQ



Syndese characteristisch ist."”
However, emphasızıng of change of style and terminology havıng

lıterary crıitical sıignıfıcance stil] deserves be consıdered. It Iso corresponds wıth the maJor
CONCEIN of SEEBASS, who INOTC recently, in attempt at sımplıfyıng the criter1010gy of

lıterary crıtical studies of Deuteronomic law, has pointed Out precisely dıfferent lıterary
style C the Priestly ONe of the still] remalnıng criteria In lıterary critical analyses of

Deuteronomic texts.”® Nevertheless, have pointed oul, practical of thıs
crıterion demonstrates SOINC of ıts problems.

Change of eme

Finally 15 Iso change of theme crıterion attested in MOST lıterary crıtical studıes of

eut major example 15 the change of theme between 0-14 focusıng uDOoN the

theophany at Horeb and the ecalogue in general, and 15 focusıng uDonN OMNC

partıcular of the commandments, the prohıbıtion agaınst 1ıdols. YypIC: 15 VO  3 RAD's
437cComment uUuDON thıs change of theme "Das kann nıcht ursprünglıch se1InN. similar

Judgements reflected in MOStT atomistıc approaches eut 438
In INOTC recent YCArS, it 18 especılally KNAP who has emphasızed the lıterary

crıitical signıficance of change of theme in eut As mentioned above, KNAPP takes thıs

chapter ate Deuteronomistic work consci0usly alludıng older Deuteronom(ist)1ıc
materı1al. hıs homogeneousness of the materı1al, however, complıicates the tradıtıonal

criter1010gy, and change of theme then remaıns major criterion. In other words,
KNAPP delımits thematıc unıit, claimıng these be lıterary critical units ell

35 BRAULIK, nittel (1978)
36 SEEBASS, "Vorschlag ZUr Vereinfachung lıterarıscher nalysen im Gesetz” 58

(1991) 83-98

37 VON RA  ' Das fünfte Buch Mose. Deuteronomium. Ööttingen (1964) (AID 8
3 ITTMANN, Deuteronomium 1.1-6:3 (1975) 119-120, and Iso er interpretations

C NOTH, Überlieferungsgeschichtliche Studien Darmstadt (1963)



As pointed Out above, KNAPP that 1-4+9-14 constitute the oldest block in
eut 4, and that the next block, chronologically speakıng, 15 found in I5  7R
What happened, KNAPP claıms, 15 that the author of the second block took miınor

motive in the 1Irs block (v. E2); "You heard the sound of words but Sa  < form (3 1,
and developed thıs into maJor motive in the second OC| (VV. 15-163), "You Sa  S form

of kınd 317 75)As pointed out above, KNAPP argues that vv. 1-4+9-14 constitute the oldest block in  Deut 4, and that the next block, chronologically speaking, is found in vv. 15-16a*+19-28.  What happened, KNAPP claims, is that the author of the second block took up a minor  motive in the first block (v. 12), "You heard the sound of words but saw no form (7 3D  and developed this into a major motive in the second block (vv. 15-16a), "You saw no form  of any kind (TIQWDIEF5'.?) ... do not make an image in the form of any ("'7? D3720)  n 39  figure  .  Now, there are serious problems connected also with this criterion. First, on principle,  one could question KNAPP's assumption that an introduction of a new theme gives signals of  a new author. Why is it necessarily so, that the ancient author was capable of dealing with  only one theme at a time? Secondly, one could list a series of‘cases examplifying that also  KNAPP"'s practical usage of this criterion is problematic. Why is it so that the thematic  transition from KNAPP's first block - focusing on the Decalogue, to his second block -  focusing on one particular of the commandments, necessarily should be explained as due to a  new author, while there are just as important thematic variations within each of the two  blocks (cf. e.g. the reference to Baal Peor in the first block, v. 3, and the reference to Exodus  in the second block, v. 20), where such explanations are not even discussed? And further, as  for KNAPP's major example, the development of the n;VDI:1 of the first block (v. 12) into  the .'i;ä?:!3"7; { "7:-3 73977 in the second block (vv. 15-16a): What is the function of  the fl;1?33;1 in v. 12, if not to introduce the double n;17313 in vv. 15-16a? The noun  ÜQVJ.Ü occurs only ten times in the Old Testament, and of these not less than six times in  Deuteronomy, i.e. the occurrence in the Second commandment of the Decalogue (Deut 5,8),  and then five times here in Deut 4. Of these five occurrences, three are explicit allusions to  the Second commandment (vv. 16, 23, 25), one acts as an introduction to these allusions (v.  15), and then remains only the occurrence in v. 12, which I find very difficult to interpret  independently of the others. Even KNAPP admits that the /721797) in v. 12 represents a new  accent within the first block, but he nevertheless claims that it is the author of the second  E  39  D. KNAPP, Deuteronomium 4 (1987) 68.  101do NOT make image ın the form of F A310M)
39iigure
NOow, there SerOuUs problems connected also wıth thıs eriteri0n. First, princıple,

ONC could question KNAPP's assumption that introduction of NC  S theme g1ves sıgnals of
E  < author. Why 1S it necessarıly S| that the ancıent author capable of dealıng wıth

only ONC theme al time? Secondly, ONeC could 1ist ser1es of cases examplıfyıng that also
KNAPP's practical of thıs criterion 15 problematic. Why 1s it that the thematic
transıtion from KNAPP's 1Irs block focusing the Decalogue, his second OC

focusing ONC partıcular of the commandments, necessarıly should be explaıned due
LICW author, whıiıle there Just important thematic varlatiıons wiıthın ach of the
blocks (cf. C the reference Baal Peor in the first block, 3’ and the reference Exodus
in the second block, 20), where such explanatıons nOot ‚ven discussed? further,
for KNAPP's maJjor example, the development of the 1D of the fırst block (v 12) into

the 310779 225 ın the second block (vvV. 15-163): What 15 the function of

the ON in LZ. if not introduce the double 1D in 15-16a? The NO

7410 OCCUTS only ten times ın the Old estament, and of these NOT less than S1X times ın

Deuteronomy, 1.e. the in the Second commandment of the Decalogue eu! d
and then five times here in eut these fıve VCCUITENCCS, three explicit allusions
the Second commandment (vvV. 16, 23 25), ONC CTIS introduction these allusions (V.
15 and then remaıns only the in 1 ‘9 hıch fınd VETIY dıfficult interpret
independently of the others. Even NAPP admıts that the MN ın represents 11CW

accent wiıthin the fırst block, but he NeVvVe  eless claıms that ıt 15 the author of the second

39 KNAPP, Deuteronomium (1987)
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OC| who relates thıs accent the prohıbıition agaıinst idols.“®
The examples COU! of be multiplied, but let these SCIVC demonstrate hOow

dıifficult ıt 1S ascrıbe lıterary critical sıgnıfıcance supposed change of theme. It wıll

always ace the danger of destroyıng the inner logic of the text.

ome concluding remarks

The preceding should suffice iıllustrate the (obvious!) fact that different lıterary
rıtıcal approaches, wıth theır dıfferent criteriological preferences, OutL g1ve Just
dıfferent exegetical esults Facıng thıs crıteriologıical dıversity, NC COU! of become

quıte pessimıistıc. hat would, however, at east far the sıtuation of lıterary eritical

studies of eut 15 concerned, be somewhat hasty. would, the NI{rary, AI BUC that the

dıfferent posıtions outlined previously ın thıs icle ought SCIVC ımpetus further

lıterary critical study of thıs chapter. ach of the approaches, and ach of theır criteriological
preferences, have provıded valuable contrıibutions the understandıng of eut In all

lıterary critical studies there ought be mutual and frutful relatıonshıp between INOTE

theoretical criter10logy and the practical applıcatıon of ıts criter1a; and the three approaches
outlıned here represent ma) forward wıth regard both.

As for the future of lıterary crıitical studies of eut 43 WOU. thıs background,
aIBUC that {WO aspects will eed be ocused. Fırst, focusing upDOonNn genetic aspectSs, here

has een represente: by the atomıistıc approac| of 11IMANN and the block approac) of
KNAP belıeve they both basıcally rıght in assumıng (1) that the text known
eut 15 the final product of longer per10: of growth, and (11) that thıs growth Inay ave
left '’aces in the text. and KNAP should therefore be credited for darıng
into the extremely dıfficult, but obvıously NCCESSATY aica of interrelatiıng lıterary and genetic
qüestions; BRAULIK avo1ds thıs, by focusıng lıterary questions alone, and that 0€eSs NOT

make his Cası stronger. As the contributions of and KNAP surely
demonstrate, the identification and interpretation of the 'aCes poss1ibly reflecting the growth
15 VEC) problematic eI1Ir COoN!  ut10Ns also demonstrate how CaS Y ıt 15 end

40 KNAPP, ON  Deuteronomium (1987) 53 179, 291
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wıth posıtions arguıng iın cıircle. Nevertheless, theır efforts at tracıng the genesis of the texT,
reflects extu: concept which 15 inevıtable for scholarshıp acknowledging the hıstorical

of ıts materı1al

econdly, however, thıs focusing upon genetic aspects should be balanced by
focusiıng Iso uDON stylıstıc ‚pec(ts, here especlally represented by the holıstic approac of
BRAULIK belıeve he 15 basıcally rıght, when he emphasızes that lıterary critical study of

text should nclude sensit1viıty also stylıstıc aspects he should be credited, NOot only
for bringing thıs strongly into consıderatıion, but also for o1ng the practical analysıs
of the text wıth such Cal and cautiousness. Now, also BRAULIK faces the danger of

arguıng in circle; he poılnts Out lıterary features, claımıng them be stylıstic INCAanNns.

Nevertheless, h1s contribution 15 of importance for scholarshıp acknowledging the

lıterary aspects of ıts mater1al

Accordingly, belıeve that the time has NOW OInNe for CONSCIOUS ınterrelatıng of

genetic and S}  ist1c aspects of the texTt in eut 100 long these s1des of lıterary critical
studies have ex1isted sıde by sıde, wiıthout being interrelated. APP's attempt at elaboratıng

1CW criter10ology 1S clearly step In the rıght direction; however, he 0€Ss NOT far enough.
15 Sal symptomatıc that he, al least far hıs eX1 analysıs 15 concerned, MOS

1gnores BRA major CONCETN. It 15 Iso symptomatıc, perhaps ONe could SayY that ıt
15 example of the 1ITrONYy of fate, that KNAPP in hıs block approac) actually nds wıth
nNOoTt less than S1X dıfferent "h:  b in eut 4, hıle ILTIMANN in his atomistic approach
fınds only f1ve!

However, eut continues invıte ıts readers methodological consıderations

the criter1010gy of lıterary critical reading of thıs texT. Such considerations will hopefully,
in the future, ead eriter1010gy enablıng find WdYy In between the {WO extremes

see1ing lıterary critical sıgnıfıcance stylıstıc signıfiıcance in CVETIY surprising feature in the

texTl.
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