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ABSTRACT

Hensley, Adam, D. “Covenant Relationships and the Editing of the Hebrew Psalter: An
Investigation of the Relationship between the Davidic Covenant and the Abrahamic and Mosaic
Covenants as Reflected in the Editing of the Psalter.” Ph.D. diss., Concordia Seminary, 2015.
386 pp.

This dissertation examines the relationship between the Davidic covenant and Abrahamic
and Mosaic covenants as it is reflected in the editorial shape and shaping of the Masoretic
Psalter. It hypothesizes that editors understood these covenants as a theological unity, whose
common fulfillment centers on the anticipated royal successor of David. The promises and
obligations of the covenants would be realized through this “new David,” whom editors
understood in terms of a Moses-like intercessor and mediator of covenant renewal, and the leader
of a “new song” for a “new exodus.” The dissertation tests the hypothesis by examining the
Psalter’s references and allusions to the covenant(s) in light of editorial evidence. After
reassessing different kinds of editorial evidence, it engages in extensive survey work on
references and allusions to the covenant(s) in the Psalter in light of that evidence. It then
investigates the allusion to the Abrahamic covenantal promises in Ps 72:17 in the context of
Book II, and the Psalter’s fullest echoes of the “grace formula” in 86:15, 103:8, and 145:8 in the
contexts of Books III, IV, and V respectively.

The dissertation therefore contributes to the canonical study of the Psalter. It challenges the
view espoused by Gerald H. Wilson that editors addressed the crisis of “failed” Davidic
covenantal theology with the concerns of Wisdom and pre-monarchic life under Moses and the
Sinai covenant. Whereas for Wilson Book IV’s emphasis on Moses indicates editors’ intention to
shift hope away from royal covenantal theology, this investigation finds that Book IV’s greater
concentration on “Moses” and “Abraham” complements that theology. Book IV instead depicts
“David” as instrumental in the realization of Book IV’s vision, as seen especially in Pss 101—
103. It therefore offers an alternative paradigm for understanding the Davidic covenant in
relation to its pre-monarchic counterparts. Rather than reinterpret the Davidic covenant in terms
of a postexilic temple theocracy minus Davidic king within a program of “democratization,” the
Psalter evidences the reverse: a “royalization” of Abrahamic and Mosaic covenantal promises
and obligations. Accordingly, the covenants find their theological unity in God’s faithful
realization of his promises to David (2 Sam 7): the hoped for new “David” through whom the
covenant is renewed.

xii



INTRODUCTION

Until recently, modern Psalms scholars concentrated their interpretive efforts on individual
Psalms, without looking to the Psalter as a meaningful or especially illuminating literary context.
This situation is especially evident in the first two-thirds of the twentieth century, when such
influential scholars as Hermann Gunkel and Sigmund Mowinckel established the form-critical
method as the predominant approach to studying the Psalms.' Scholarship therefore became
concerned with the origin, genre and historical setting of individual psalms as opposed to their
literary setting in the Psalter.

However, scholarly interests have recently expanded to embrace the Psalter itselfas a
primary object of inquiry. Broadly speaking, this trend in psalms study can be attributed to
Brevard Childs’ influential call for a canonical critical approach in particular,’ and the gravitation
of biblical scholarship to study tradition history and the final forms of texts in general.’ However,
it was given particular momentum by his student Gerald H. Wilson, whose 1981 dissertation,

The Editing of the Hebrew Psalter,’ convincingly demonstrated various identifiable editorial

! Esp. Hermann Gunkel, An Introduction to the Psalms: The Genres of the Religious Lyric of Israel (trans.
James D. Nogalski; Macon, Ga.: Mercer University, 1998); and Sigmund Mowinckel, The Psalms in Israel’s
Worship (trans. D. R. Ap-Thomas; 2 vols; Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1962).

? Brevard Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1979), 504-25. See
also Nancy L. deClassé-Walford, “The Canonical Approach to Scripture and The Editing of the Hebrew Psalter,” in
The Shape and Shaping of the Book of Psalms: The Current State of Scholarship (ed. Nancy L. deClassé-Walford.
Atlanta: SBL, 2014), 1-12, who offers a good concise summary of recent scholarship.

? The tradition-historical approach of Gerhard von Rad, Old Testament Theology (trans. D. M. G. Stalker; 2
vols.; New York: Harper & Row, 1965), was especially influential in this regard.

* Gerald H. Wilson, The Editing of the Hebrew Psalter (SBLDS 76; Chico, Calif.: Scholars Press, 1985).



techniques in the Psalter as pervasive evidence of purposeful arrangement. Since Wilson’s
groundbreaking study there has been an explosion in scholarly literature investigating the Psalter
as a collection. These contributions typically set out to answer questions about editorial history
and theological agenda, or simply elucidate meaningful sequences of psalms; whether for the
Psalter as a whole or for presumed earlier stages of its development.

Work on editorial agenda in the Psalter to date shows that there would be significant
benefit to investigating the relationships between covenants in the Psalter as an aspect of

editorial agenda.

The Current Status of the Question, What is the Relationship between the Davidic
Covenant and Abrahamic/Mosaic Covenants Reflected in the Editorial Priorities of the
Psalter?

The status of the question can be summed up rather simply: The question has been posed in
general terms but it has not been directly or thoroughly investigated. James Hely-Hutchinson
raises the issue of covenant relationships in the Psalter when he claims that, “questions of
degrees of continuity and discontinuity between the new covenant and covenants set up before
the exile...may be fruitfully studied in the books of Psalms and Chronicles.”’ However, there are
no studies that set out specifically to investigate the question in its own right with a methodology
suited to the purpose.®

There is, however, more to the picture. Most editorial theories on the Psalter do at least
“suggest” some view of the relationship between the covenants, or even presuppose one. Wilson
himself provides a starting point because his work raises questions about a particular set of

relationships; namely, how the Davidic covenant relates to the Mosaic and Abrahamic covenants.

3 James Hely Hutchinson, “A New-Covenant Slogan in the Old Testament,” in The God of Covenant: Biblical
Theological and Contemporary Perspectives (ed. Jamie A. Grant and Alistair I. Wilson; Leicester: Apollos, 2005),
120.

§ Hutchinson’s doctoral thesis purportedly addresses the question of covenant relationships in the Psalter. See
the brief biography in Firth and Johnston (eds.), Interpreting the Psalms, 8. | was not able to access it, however.



His view that Book IV (Pss 90—106) presents the pre-monarchic theocratic life in Moses’ time as
the model solution for a “failed”” Davidic covenant (which he sees reflected in Ps 89) implies a
theological contrast between the Davidic covenant and the Abrahamic and Mosaic covenants.’
Obviously the relationship between the Abrahamic and Mosaic covenants is another important
dimension of “covenant relationships,” too, and Chapter Five will address the relatively high
incidence of references to “Abraham” and “Moses” in Book IV. But so far as the whole Psalter is
concerned, Wilson’s alleged contrast between Book IV (and V) and Davidic covenantal theology
in Books I-III raises the question: how did the editors understand the relationship between the
Davidic covenant and these pre-monarchic covenants, and what it means for post-exilic Israel?
For Wilson, the “failure” of the Davidic covenant poses a theological problem whose
solution is found in Book I'V’s focus on life as it was in Moses’ day when Yahweh alone
reigned.® After describing Book IV (Pss 90—106) as the “editorial center” of the Psalter, Wilson
summarizes its message thus, “(1) YHWH is King; (2) He has been our “refuge” in the past, long
before the monarchy existed (i.e., in the Mosaic period); (3) He will continue to be our refuge
now that the monarchy is gone; (4) Blessed are they that trust in him!”° Ostensibly, Wilson
contrasts Book 1V’s emphasis on Yahweh’s rule (cf. Pss 93—99). But in view of Book IV’s
significant focus on Mosaic/Abrahamic covenantal life and promises (cf. Pss 103:18; 105:5-10;
106:45), Wilson’s summary implies that post-exilic Israel must hope for Yahweh’s mercy and
restoration exclusively in terms of these premonarchic covenants, in deliberate contrast to the

Davidic covenant as a locus of hope."

" Wilson, Editing, 215.

8 Cf. C. Hassell Bullock, Encountering the Book of Psalms: A Literary and Theological Introduction (Grand
Rapids, Mich.: Baker, 2001), 188, who understands Book IV to represent “a shift of attention away from the Davidic
to the Mosaic and Abrahamic covenants.”

9 Wilson, Editing, 215.

1 Robert E. Wallace, “Gerald Wilson and the Characterization of David in Book 5 of the Psalter,” in The



However conscious Wilson was of these implications, his account of Book IV bears
striking resemblance to the historical reconstruction popularized by George Mendenhall." As
Dennis McCarthy summarizes, Mendenhall constructed “an interpretation of the history of Israel
in terms of an original covenant mediated by Moses, then a falling away from this early pure
Mosaic covenant under and because of the monarchy in which the religious community tried to
become a civil community and was thus corrupted, and finally a reform, a return to the pure
Mosaic tradition of the covenant.”"

However, Hans-Joachim Kraus’s description of the relationship between the Sinaitic and
Davidic covenants in the Deuteronomic History may offer an alternative model. Kraus maintains
that, in the DH, Davidide kings who purified the cult were in effect renewing the Sinaitic
covenant. He further states that “the real aim behind the tradition of the Davidic covenant, as it
was preserved in the priestly circles and evidently especially cherished by the ‘people of the
land’, was the renewal of the fellowship between God and his people.”"* According to Kraus,
then, the DH regards the king as focal in the preservation of Israel’s covenant life as God’s

people. The Davidic and Mosaic covenants are therefore intimately and functionally related to

each other. What happens to that expectation during and after the exile becomes the new

Shape and Shaping of the Book of Psalms: The Current State of Scholarship (ed. Nancy L. deClassé-Walford,;
Atlanta: SBL, 2014), 194, explains Wilson’s position precisely this way when he writes, “Book 4 provides the
climax and turning point in the story as the exilic community finds an answer that predates the Davidic covenant, the
Sinaitic covenant.”

"' George Mendenhall, Law and Covenant in Israel and the Ancient Near East (Pittsburgh, Pa.: Biblical
Colloquium, 1955).

2 Dennis J. McCarthy, “Covenant in the Old Testament: The Present State of Inquiry,” CBQ 27 (1965): 220.
Robert E. Wallace, The Narrative Effect of Book IV of the Hebrew Psalter (Studies in Biblical Literature 112; New
York: Lang, 2007), 143, explicitly draws this implication for covenantal relationships, maintaining that in the latter
part of Book IV David sanctions a “shift in focus to Mosaic covenant.”

¥ Hans-Joachim Kraus, Worship in Israel: A Cultic History of the Old Testament (trans. G. Buswell;
Richmond, Va.: John Knox, 1965), 195.



question: is it abandoned in the face of exile, or do exilic and postexilic biblical authors—or
editors, in the case of the Psalter—continue to express the hope that a future Davidide will again
(and perfectly?) restore fellowship between God and his people? This latter possibility deserves
serious attention in the Psalter.

Wilson’s construal of the Psalter’s editorial agenda clearly reflects Mendenhall’s view in
its main contours, even if he does not explicitly declare indebtedness to Mendenhall." Assuming
this perspective of Israel’s history, Book IV seems amenable to being read as Wilson interprets
it." Yahweh’s reign is unquestionably a dominant theme in Book I'V, while “Moses” and
“Abraham” appear ten times'® compared with just two mentions of “David” in superscripts (Pss
101 and 103). Accordingly, many scholars share Wilson’s assessment of Book IV, though the
extent to which they take this to be indicative-of the Psalter’s theological trajectory varies.
Scholars also vary on the closely related issue of whether the emphasis on Yahweh’s reign is

intended to contrast with David'’s reign in the Psalter generally and Book IV specifically."

' In his latest contribution prior to his death in 2005, Gerald H. Wilson, “King, Messiah, and the Reign of
God: Revisiting the Royal Psalms and the Shape of the Psalter” in The Book of Psalms: Composition and Reception
(ed. Peter W. Flint and Patrick D. Miller; Leiden: Brill, 2005), allows room for a “priestly” David in Book V of the
Psalter based predominantly on Ps 110. However, Wilson continued to consider Books IV and V as presenting
Yahweh as exclusive king minus a Davidic vice-regent.

5 In recent years there have been numerous studies of Book IV. See, e.g., Michael G. McKelvey, Moses,
David and the High Kingship of Yahweh: A Canonical Study of Book IV of the Psalter (Piscataway, N.J.: Georgias,
2014), 16-17, who follows Wilson in viewing Book IV as an answer to Ps 89 as a lament over “the crisis of exile”
and “failure of the Davidic Covenant”; Wallace, The Narrative Effect of Book IV of the Hebrew Psalter; James Todd
Borger, “Moses in the Fourth Book of the Psalter” (Ph.D. diss., Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, 2002).

16 1N occurs seven times in Book IV (90:1 [superscription]; 99:6; 103:7; 105:26; 106:16, 23, and 32), and
only once elsewhere (77:21). DITAR occurs three times (105:6, 9, and 42), and otherwise only in Ps 47:9.

'7 For instance, Jamie A. Grant, The King as Exemplar: The Function of Deuteronomy’s Kingship Law in the
Shaping of the Book of Psalms (Atlanta: SBL, 2004), 34, calls into question Wilson’s “strong contrast between the
reign of Yahweh and his kingdom, on the one hand, and the co-regent reign of Yahweh’s anointed, on the other.”
See also Jerome F. D. Creach, The Destiny of the Righteous in the Psalms (St. Louis: Chalice, 2008), chap. 7, and
David C. Mitchell, “Lord, Remember David: G. H. Wilson and the Message of the Psalter,” VT 56 (2006), 52648,



With regard to “David’s” place in the theological trajectory of the Psalter, then, there seems
to be two main directions that scholars take. On the one hand, several scholars follow Wilson in
drastically downplaying “David” and the Davidic covenant in the overall theological message of
the Psalter. For example, Clinton McCann and Nancy de-Claissé-Walford essentially agree with
Wilson that “David” and the Davidic covenant give way to these other themes in the Psalter’s
overall theological trajectory.'®

According to McCann, even in Books I-III “one discovers a pattern that serves to instruct
the postexilic community not only to face the disorienting reality of exile but also to reach
toward a reorientation beyond the traditional grounds for hope, that is, beyond the Davidic/Zion
covenant theology.”"” McCann’s emphasis on the importance of Torah in the overall shape and
shaping of the Psalter thus replaces the Davidic covenant as the ostensive theological focus of

the Psalter.

for further objections to Wilson’s hypothesis, which include Grant’s objection above. For their part, Wilson and
McCann reinterpret, e.g., Ps 2 in light of their overall analysis of the Psalter. J. Clinton McCann Jr., 4 Theological
Introduction to the Book of Psalms: The Psalms as Torah (Nashville: Abingdon, 1994), 43, writes that “Gerald
Wilson provides further evidence for the claim that Psalm 2 should be heard primarily as an affirmation of God’s
sovereignty rather than the sovereignty of the Davidic monarchy.” McCann then summarizes Wilson’s view of the
Psalter’s editorial agenda as the “evidence” that urges this reading of Ps 2. On the other hand, James Luther Mays,
The Lord Reigns: A Theological Handbook to the Psalms (Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1994), 101, pairs
“the sovereignty of Yhwh and his Messiah” together, which is opposed by the “autonomous exercise of governance
by rulers.”

'® McCann, 4 Theological Introduction; “Books I-11I and the Editorial Purpose of the Psalter,” in The Shape
and Shaping of the Psalter (ed. J. Clinton McCann Jr.; JSOTSup 159; London: Sheffield Academic, 1993): 93-107;
Nancy deClassé-Walford, Introduction to the Psalms: A Song from Ancient Israel (St. Louis: Chalice, 2004); “The
Canonical Shape of the Psalms,” in An /ntroduction to Wisdom Literature and the Psalms: Festschift Marvin E.
Tate (ed. H. Wayne Ballard and W. Dennis Tucker Jr.; Macon, Ga.: Mercer University Press, 2000). Cf. Wallace,
The Narrative Effect of Book IV of the Psalter, 94, who concludes that, “Davidic covenant can be set aside. David
agrees that Moses is the authority, and David no longer rules. YHWH reigns!” Wallace, ibid., 15, 92-93, places
considerable stock in Wilson’s and Nancy de-Claissé-Walford’s view (see below) of the Psalter’s sense of “plot,” so
it is no surprise that his view Book IV’s message agrees with Wilson’s.

' McCann, “Books -1 and the Editorial Purpose of the Psalter,” 95.



Similarly, deClaissé-Walford claims that the Psalter reflects the post-exilic community’s
striving “to find a new structure for existence and identity which went beyond traditional ancient
Near Eastern concepts of nationhood. King and court could no longer be the center and
grounding of national life; temple and cult had to assume that position—with YHWH, not David,
as king over a new “religious nation” of Israel.”* Indeed, deClaissé-Walford attributes David’s
resurgence in Book V to editors’ desire to instruct the post-exilic community by appealing to
David’s example, rather than promote the hope for Davidic restoration.” However, whereas
McCann lumps “Zion” in the “problem” camp, deClaissé-Walford sees “temple and cult”—terms
naturally compatible with Zion—as the solution.

On the other hand, an increasing number of scholars who recognize the unique
characteristics about Book IV also find in Book V a more positive Davidic trajectory.? Jerome

Creach,” David C. Mitchell,” Jamie Grant,” James Hely Hutchinson,” James Luther Mays,”

% DeClaissé-Walford, “The Canonical Shape of the Psalms,” 99.

2! Cf. deClaissé-Walford, “The Canonical Shape of the Psalms,” 110, who states, “The significant presence of
David in book 5 of the Psalter gives a strong message to the postexilic community. David, who is no longer king
over ancient Israel, David, who as no hope of any of his heirs ever again being king over ancient Israel, David
acknowledges God as sovereign, as king. If David, for whom any hope of fulfillment of the promises given by God
seems forever lost, if David can praise YHWH the king, then all Israel can and must do the same.”

2 Note the greater incidence of psalms attributed to David in Book V (Pss 108-110; 122, 124, 131, 133, 138
145) as well as four references in the body of Ps 132 (wv. 1, 10, 11, and 17) and one in Ps 144:10.

B Creach, The Destiny of the Righteous.

* David C. Mitchell, The Message of the Psalter: An Eschatological Programme in the Book of Psalms
(London: Sheffield Academic, 1997); “Lord, Remember David.”

 Grant, The King as Exemplar.

% Hutchinson, “A New-Covenant Slogan in the Old Testament,” and, “The Psalms and Praise,” in Interpreting
the Psalms: Issues and Approaches (ed. David Firth and Philip S. Johnston; Downers Grove, Il1.: InterVarsity Press,
2005), 85-100.

n Mays, The Lord Reigns.



Norbert Lohfink, and Erich Zenger® are a few examples. Indeed, Zenger illustrates the situation
well. In Zenger’s view Book IV responds to “the lament over the end of the Davidic kingdom
and is actually meant to be read as a counter-concept to the Davidic kingdom.”* But he
continues, “In contrast to this, the fifth book of psalms takes up the Davidic-messianic idea again
in a positive way and puts it into service of its theocratic message.”* Thus, editors first added
Book IV to answer Ps 89°s lament over the Davidic kingdom with its counter-conceptual
message, and then they added Book V with its “Davidic” reinterpretation of that “universal
kingdom.”

However, while these scholars generally recognize “David” and the Davidic covenant as a
going concern in Book V, what that means is another question. Does it translate into the
expectation of a future Davidide, thus preserving the specific promises made to David (e.g. Ps
89:2-38)? Or do the editors radically reinterpret the Davidic covenant in terms of the post-exilic
temple theocracy, without the expectation of future Davidide(s)? Accordingly, this represents a
fork in the road for how the Davidic covenant relates to the Mosaic and Abrahamic covenants.
Either the promises of the Davidic covenant find fulfillment in terms of a future king who
exercises his proper royal vocation regarding the Sinaitic covenant (cf. Kraus), or those promises
are directly fulfilled in terms of the Torah-keeping people as Abraham’s seed.

Once again, Zenger proves a helpful example, well illustrating the latter of these
interpretive stances. Zenger stresses that [srael’s covenant-history is singular, and therefore

supports the theological unity of the covenants. For him and Lohfink the biblical concept of

% Norbert L. Lohfink and Erich Zenger, eds., The God of Israel and the Nations: Studies in Isaiah and the
Psalms (trans. Everett R. Kalin; Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 2000).

% Erich Zenger, “The Composition and Theology of the Fifth Book of the Psalms, Psalms 107—45,” JSOT 80
(1998): 77-102 (here 81).

%0 Zenger, “Composition and Theology,” 81-82, adds that it “seems likely that these four books already existed
as a complete compositional entity before the fifth book was added.”



“covenant” is “not a question of ‘covenants’, but of the one covenant from Sinai that unfolds and
is actualized and becomes new (that is, renewed by YHWH) again and again...an ‘open’
category.”®' Precisely how the Davidic covenant fits into this picture they do not indicate. Within
the Psalter, however, they see psalms like Pss 2, 86, and 100-103 as applying to Israel with
“‘messianic,’ that is, ‘Davidic’ characteristics,” rather than to an anticipated Davidic figure.”
That is, Zenger and Lohfink see Israel, not a new “David,” as the messianized “mediator of

God’s Torah to the nations.”* So, while recognizing the ultimately Davidic trajectory of the

3! Lohfink and Zenger, The God of Israel and the Nations, 191.

32 Lohfink and Zenger, The God of Israel and the Nations, 192. The authors do not explain how psalms like Ps
2 apply to Israel rather than David in this context. However, earlier Lohfink and Zenger, The God of Israel and the
Nations, 162, make it clear that they view Books IV-V as characterized by a “theocratic program” in contrast to the
“messianic program” of Books I-III. This would explain how a psalm like Ps 2 might become an object of
“relecture” that understands “Israel” for the term “anointed”—indeed, Zenger sees later redactors’ relecture of older
psalms as a major dimension in the expansion of the Psalter. Psalm 86 represents a different situation. Frank-Lothar
Hossfeld and Erich Zenger, Psalms 3: A Commentary on Psalms 101-150 (trans. Linda M. Maloney; Minneapolis:
Fortress, 2011), 6, attribute it to the final redaction of the Psalter; i.e., it was not originally part of the messianic
program but was inserted between Korahite Pss 84—85 and 87-88 by redactors working with the theocratic program.
Accordingly, Frank-Lothar Hossfeld and Erich Zenger, Psalms 2: A Commentary on Psalms 51-100 (trans. Linda
M. Maloney; Minneapolis: Fortress, 2005), 370-71, understands “David” in Ps 86’s superscript thus, “the question
hotly discussed among scholars, whether the praying subject is an individual or Israel, is in fact already decided: this
is”David” as collective primary subject...though not as the battling and victorious king, but rather as the suffering
servant...who in a situation of crisis clings to the God of Sinai.” Zenger thus identifies the praying subject as
collective Israel understood as suffering servant minus any royal moorings. He continues, “[tJhose who, as
“successors” to David, pray Psalm 86 participate in the dynamic of YHWH’s actions...etc.” Thus, from the time Ps
86 was incorporated into the Psalter, redactors understood its real praying subject to be a David-like Israel rather
than a future Davidic king.

See also W. Dennis Tucker Jr., “Democratization and the Language of the Poor in Psalms 2-89,” HBT 25
(2003): 161-78. Tucker, ibid., 162, argues that the “poor” are “[c]entral to the development of a democratized
kingship in the Psalter,” following Zenger and Hossfeld’s view that a “collective messianic perspective” reflected in
royal Pss 2, 72, and 89 provide “a new hermeneutical horizon” from which to read the whole Psalter.

% Lohfink and Zenger, The God of Israel and the Nations, 192. Cf. Jean-Marie Auwers, “Le Psautier comme
livre biblique: Edition, rédaction, function,” in The Book of Psalms: Composition and Reception (ed. Peter W. Flint
and Patrick D. Miller; VTSup 99; Leiden: Brill, 2005), 84, who similarly argues that, “le peuple et les



Psalter, in concrete terms this translates into a theocratic Israel under the renewed Sinai
covenant. From the editors’ perspective the Davidic covenant has been absorbed into the
essentially Sinaitic covenantal history of Israel. It is a bygone chapter that adds color to the
present covenantal reality the editors wish to paint.

In general, this theological move—the application of Davidic covenantal associations to the
people—has been called “democratization” of the Davidic covenant.* Jerome Creach, for

example, appears to understand Ps 106 this way, when he writes,

When Book 4 assures that God honors God’s covenant (Ps 106:45), it does not
identify the covenant. In the immediate context, however, are references to the
covenant with Abraham (Ps 105:10, 42). It seems that here the Davidic and
Abrahamic covenants have been conflated, as in Jeremiah 33:19-22 (see also
Aramaic Targum on Ps 89:4 [5] and see Mt. 1:1). The promises once given to David
have now been applied to the whole people.*

prétes...prennent le relais de la maison de David dans la faveur de Dieu.”

3 Note the subheading “democratization” under Jamie A. Grant, “Royal Court,” Dictionary of the Old
Testament: Wisdom, Poetry & Writings (ed. Tremper Longman III and Peter Enns; Downers Grove, IIl.: InterVarsity
Press, 2008): 668-72. See also Derek E. Wittman, “Let Us Cast Off Their Ropes from Us: The Editorial
Significance of the Portrayal of Foreign Nations in Psalms 2 and 149,” in The Shape and Shaping of the Book of
Psalms: The Current State of Scholarship (ed. Nancy L. deClassé-Walford; Atlanta: SBL, 2014), 53—69, who
includes a brief summary of Mays, Wilson, McCann, Mitchell, Grant’s varying views on the status of the Davidic
covenant in the Psalter as it relates to the idea of democratization (esp. pp. 65—66). The observation that Pss 2 and
149 offer similar persepctives on Divine kingship and foreign nations with the latter omitting obvious refences to the
Davidic king inclines Wittman to favor a democratizing agenda in the Psalter. However, while interesting to
compare, Pss 2 and 149 do not the whole Psalter comprise, and so restrictive a comparison runs a strong risk of
yielding arbitrary and artificial impressions on the question. Moreover, while “David” does not receive in Ps 149
and surrounding Halleluiah psalms, he is not on that account “absent” from them, as our study will explore. Indeed,
we shall argue that he is present not as the content and object of those psalms’ praises but as their leader.

3 Creach, The Destiny of the Righteous, 79. To this example we may add Ps 72:17 (see below). See also
Bernhard Gosse, “Abraham and David,” JSOT 34 (2009): 25-31, who argues for covenantal continuity between
David and Abraham in Genesis 1415, 1-2 Samuel, and Pss 105—106 among other texts. Gosse, ibid., 31, concludes
that “Abraham, the Patriarchs, and their descendents replace David in some aspects” in Pss 105-106, befitting Pss
90-106’s response to the disappearance of the monarchy by proclaiming Yahweh’s reign.
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Creach sparingly speaks of democratization,* and does not believe that such a “reinterpretation”
of the Davidic covenant comes at the expense of a future Davidic king.*” Nevertheless,
“democratization” denotes a view of covenant relationships that sees the transference of Davidic

covenantal promises directly to the people.*® Jamie Grant suggests that “the process of

% See, e.g., The Destiny of the Righteous, 101, in connection with a discussion of Ps 20.

37 Creach’s main argument is that the Davidic king identifies with the righteous in their suffering. Since the
“destiny of the righteous” is associated with the destiny of “David” in the Psalms, both have a place in God’s future.
Indeed, our hypothesis embraces these ideas. However, “democratization” is often used to denote a more total
transference of Davidic promises to the people without the expectation of a future David, contrary to our hypothesis.

The term “conflation” also warrants comment. It suitably implies an editorial perspective that advocates one
covenant rather than several. However it may also imply that earlier perspectives saw greater diversity and less
continuity between covenants than later perspectives held. Of course, multistage redaction-historical models
inherently suggest that possibility. But this cannot simply be assumed, and it underscores the importance of
investigating the question of covenant relationships directly.

% Cf. Marko Marttila, Collective Reinterpretation in the Psalms: A Study of the Redaction History of the
Psalter (FAT 2/13; Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2006), who perceives a postexilic redactional tendency to reinterpret
individual psalms in a collective way. For instance, Marttila, accentuates the role of exilic and postexilic
Deuteronomist redactors who are presumed to recast messianic identity in terms of the people. Perhaps Susan
Gillingham, “The Zion Tradition and the Editing of the Hebrew Psalter,” in Temple and Worship in Biblical Israel
(ed. John Day; London: T&T Clark, 2005), 30841, belongs here too. Like deClaissé-Walford, Gillingham
considers the theme of Zion to be a central editorial concern in the Psalter. Indeed, for Gillingham the Zion motif is
a collecting point for both didactic themes (e.g. Torah) and eschatological themes (e.g. Yahweh’s reign as king) in
the Psalter. Most notably, Gillingham, “The Zion Tradition,” 334, sees the association of the Psalter with David as
important in part because “it speaks...of David as the founder of the Temple (as expressed in 2 Sam. 7) and marks
out the Temple as the focal point for the good life and future hope.” That there is a major debate over whether
David’s prominence in 1-2 Chronicles arises from messianic expectation or propagandistic justification of the
Temple theocracy seems significant here as well. Gillingham clearly understands David’s prominence in the Psalter
as having a similar function over against Temple/Zion themes, and one is left to wonder to what extent Davidic
covenantal promises are absorbed into those themes. Rather, Gillingham thinks that messianic expectation in the
Psalter owes more to its reception history rather than editorial intent. See Susan Gillingham, “The Messiah in the
Psalms: A Question of Reception History and the Psalter,” in King and Messiah in Israel and the Ancient Near East:
Proceedings of the Oxford Old Testament Seminar (ed. John Day; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1998), 187-208.

Sampson S. Ndoga, “Revisiting the Theocratic Agenda of Book 4 of the Psalter for Interpretive Premise,” in
The Shape and Shaping of the Book of Psalms: The Current State of Scholarship (ed. Nancy L. deClassé-Walford;
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democratization as a two way street” that “takes the particular and generalizes it for application
to many, but it also particularizes the many by inviting them to see themselves standing in the
shoes of the king and his courtiers.”* However, from the standpoint of covenant relationships,
democratization is still a one way street: the king ceases to be an active covenantal figure, and
instead becomes a symbolic identity for the people in whom the Davidic covenantal promises are
realized directly.

More importantly, we may ask whether “democratization” correctly discerns the direction
of transference. That editor(s) may instead have seen the reverse transference in instances like Ps
106:45 deserves consideration. This is especially the case for Ps 72:17, which is a key focus of
our own investigation. That is, the Psalter editor(s) may in fact view the Abrahamic covenantal
promises—promises normally conceived in terms of the people—in terms of (a future) “David”

rather than the other way around.

Atlanta: SBL, 2014), 147-59 (esp. 157—58), seems to adopt a similar if differently nuanced view. Ndoga also
suggests that Book III and IV shift focus from the Davidic to the Mosaic covenant, but notes that both books end
“rather pessimistically and inconclusively” and that “[t]the kingship of YHWH predates both the Mosaic and the
Davidic covenants.” This suggests that both covenants fall into the “problem” camp, with Yahweh as solution.
While this offers a more accurate picture of the Mosaic covenant in the Psalter, Ndoga goes on to say that Book V
“thrives on the foundation laid in book 4,” suggesting that Pss 108—110 “echo a failed monarchy” in Book III and
that the Book’s liturgical collections, wisdom psalms, and even the final Davidic group (138—145) “underscore the
true king” Yahweh in contradistinction to human/Davidic kingship.

¥ Grant, “Royal Court,” 670.
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Of course, this presupposes that the editorial agenda of the Psalter includes the anticipation
of a future Davidide—the other major way of interpreting the ultimate Davidic trajectory of the
Psalter. Here David C. Mitchell® is a good example. Mitchell recognizes a single editorial
impulse behind the Psalter’s macrostructure that includes at its core the expectation of an
eschatological Davidic king. Indeed, from most points of view Mitchell’s analysis of the Psalter
contrasts with Wilson’s more starkly than any other. Mitchell succinctly summarizes the

differences between Wilson’s views and his own:

I agreed that the Psalms had been redacted to represent a developing sequence of
ideas. But I parted from Wilson and others in proposing that the Psalms were
prophetic rather than didactic or wisdom literature. And so between us we indicated
the way to two quite different understandings of the redactional agenda of the Psalms:
I, eschatologico-messianic, pointing to a coming son of David; he, historic-didactic
and non-messianic, pointing Israel to a future without the house of David.*!

Apart from the “messianic”/*“didactic” divide, Mitchell draws attention to another key
difference relating to the Psalter’s chronological perspective. Whereas Mitchell recognizes a

predominantly eschatological editorial perspective,* Wilson and deClaissé-Walford believe the

editors interpret the Davidic covenant and its history solely in terms of present existential

“ Mitchell, The Message of the Psalter; “Lord, Remember David.”

1 Mitchell, “Lord, Remember David,” 527. More recently, Gerald H. Wilson, “The Structure of the Psalter,” in
Interpreting the Psalms: Issues and Approaches (ed. David Firth and Philip Johnston; Downers Grove, Ill.:
InterVarsity Press, 2005), 239, acknowledged an eschatological dimension in the Psalter, but he limits it to Books I-
IIT (Pss 2-89) and maintains his original position that the Psalter’s final editorial agenda is dominated by Wisdom
themes in opposition to Davidic covenantal theology. Although he cites Mitchell in support, he neglects to mention
that Mitchell’s evidence for an eschatological agenda in the Psalter actually spans the Books II-V, as is seen
especially in his analysis of the Asaph psalms (Pss 50, 73—83) and Songs of Ascent (Pss 120—134).

“2 Cf. D. M. Vincent, “The Shape of the Psalter: An Eschatological Dimension?” in New Heaven and New
Earth Prophecies and the Millennium: Essays in Honour of Anthony Gelston (ed. P. J. Harland and C. T. R.
Hayward; Lieden: Brill, 1999), 61-82. Vincent sees potential for an eschatological dimension to the Psalter’s shape,
but cautions that his essentially synchronic analysis of the Psalter’s organization cannot be said necessarily to reflect
redactional intent. Vincent, ibid., 62n7, indicates that he did not have access to Mitchell’s work.
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circumstances.” However, this latter view of editorial perspective deserves more critical scrutiny
that it has received. To assume that modern existentialism primarily defines how ancient editors
interpreted the Davidic covenant and exilic experience runs the risk of anachronism.
Furthermore, Mitchell successfully establishes the historical plausibility—indeed the strong
likelihood—that editors reflected on these events eschatologically.”

To summarize, there seem to be three general ways scholars have implicitly related the
Davidic covenant to the Abrahamic and Mosaic covenants. First, there is the “problem-solution”
model reflected in Wilson’s construal of the Psalter’s editorial agenda, which suggests that they
are theological alternatives. Second, the “democratization” model generally affirms their
theological unity, but transfers the content and promises of the Davidic covenant to the people
through their cultic life together. Third, there is what we might dub a “Davidization” or
“Messianic” model, whereby covenantal promises and obligations associated with the
Abrahamic and Mosaic covenants are realized in a future Davidic king. This third model also
accentuates the theological unity of the covenants in question, but reverses the orientation of the

relationship and recognizes the premonarchic covenants as royalized in the Psalter.

Approaching the Question of Covenant Relationships in the Psalter
The above summary suggests that the question of covenant relationships is far from a
peripheral concern. Though it has not been investigated, this question lies at the heart of current

debates about the Psalter’s editorial agenda. Accordingly, this dissertation investigates how the

* Indeed, deClassé-Walford, Introduction to the Psalms, 53, writes, “Istael survived because the people asked
basic, existential questions of identity and survival—Who are we? Where have we come from? And where are we
going?”

* See esp. Mitchell, The Message of the Psalter, 82-87. Qur critique applies more to Wilson and deClaissé-
Walford than to others. E.g., Zenger and Lohifink, The God of Israel and the Nations, 160, recognize an
eschatological dimension to Zion/Israel in the Psalter.
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Davidic covenant relates to the Abrahamic and Mosaic covenants as reflected in the editing of
the MT Psalter. To explore this question, our investigation integrates two major subsidiary foci.

First, the question of “editorial evidence” in the Hebrew Psalter requires exploration and
reevaluation. This is important for two reasons. On the one hand, one’s take on how editors
understood covenant relationships is often a consequence of a particular construal of the Psalter’s
editorial history and in many cases “redactional layering.” Therefore, exploring and reevaluating
editorial evidence in the Psalter will enable us preliminarily to assess how well founded are those
views that depend on compositional models that postulate divergent editorial perspectives. On
the other hand, reassessing the major kinds of editorial evidence in the Psalter facilitates our own
investigation. It equips us to engage data whose editorial intentionality can be soundly argued.
Approaching the investigation in this way will ensure that editorial perspective—not simply that
of psalms’ original authors—remains the actual object of our inquiry about covenant
relationships.

The second major focus is the theme of “covenant” itself. Indeed, a major task of this
dissertation is to survey all covenant references and allusions in the Psalter, whereupon we
utilize our reevaluation of editorial evidence to highlight references and allusions with
demonstrable editorial importance. In particular, our investigation sets out to identify and
analyze instances where the Abrahamic, Mosaic, and Davidic covenants appear related to each
other, and to assess the nature and consistency of those instances across the Psalter.

Indeed, Chapters One to Four examine these two subsidiary foci in the Psalter respectively,
finding that Pss 1-2, 72, 86, 103, and 145 qualify as psalms with strongest potential to answer
the question of covenant relationships in the Psalter. Chapters Five and Six further test our
hypothesis concerning covenant relationships in the Psalter, which aligns with the third,
“Davidization”/“royalization” model discussed above. But it also gives theological shape to the
manner in which the Psalter’s editors expected a future Davidic king/the Davidic covenant to

bring fulfillment and renewal to Abrahamic and Mosaic covenantal promises and obligations.
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The Thesis

In the Psalter, the Abrahamic, Mosaic and Davidic “covenants” are viewed as a theological
unity. Their fulfillment is anticipated in terms of a future Davidic successor to whom is attributed
the traditionally Mosaic role of mediator of covenant renewal (cf. Exod 33—34). “David” fulfills
traditionally Abrahamic covenantal promises, supersedes Moses as intercessor for the people in
the face of their covenantal unfaithfulness, is faithful to Mosaic covenantal obligations, and
therefore qualifies as Yahweh’s faithful covenant partner in contrast with the people’s failure in
this regard. Accordingly, we hypothesize that Book I'V’s uniquely greater concentration on
“Moses” and “Abraham” does not present Abrahamic and Mosaic covenantal themes as an
alternative covenantal theology to that of “failed” Davidic covenantal theology, but presumes an
essential coherence and continuity between these covenants. This thesis therefore challenges the
popular view that sees a decisive theological-perspectival shift after Ps 89 regarding expectations

of future Davidic rule and covenantal fulfillment.

Major Aspects of the Thesis in Scholarship

While very few have contributed directly to the question of covenant relationships in the
Psalter, other contributions touch on individual aspects of our thesis. Some in particular bear
mentioning at this point.

Jamie Grant’s published dissertation, The King as Exemplar: The Function of
Deuteronomy’s Kingship Law in the Shaping of the Book of Psalms,* is especially pertinent. It
argues that editors consciously juxtaposed the three Torah psalms (Pss 1, 19, and 119) with royal
or quasi-royal psalms (i.e., Pss 2, 18, and 118). Accordingly, Grant argues that editors present an
idealized king who by virtue of his Torah piety fulfills Deut 17’s “kingship law.” He therefore
concludes that, “in response to the climate of messianic expectation, the editors wished to make

clear that the restored Davidic king should be one who follows the ideal of the kingship, rather

* Grant, The King as Exemplar.
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than the historical examples found in the Deuteronomic History” and that “the Law of the King
defined the monarch as an example of devotion to Yahweh... for the whole people, and the
editors of the Psalter wished to pick up on this exemplary commitment to God, and set it as a
model for the readers of the psalms to follow.”* Our thesis agrees with Grant’s analysis and
takes it further. Grant has done valuable groundwork for investigating the question of covenant
relationships without, however, exploring further implications. Indeed, if Grant is correct that the
editors wished to portray the king as an exemplary keeper of Torah, then the anticipated king is
ipso facto one who keeps the obligations of the Mosaic/Sinaitic covenant. Thus, the anticipated
king unites in his person obedience to the Mosaic/Sinaitic covenant and the fulfillment of the
Davidic covenant. Moreover, our thesis sets Grant’s insight in a greater context: the expected
king does not merely lead by example, but intercedes for the people to restore their proper
covenantal relationship to Yahweh. He thus extends the benefits of his own Mosaic covenantal
observance to them as God’s restored people.”’

Several recent contributions to the key psalms of our thesis, Pss 72, 86, 103, 145, also bear
mentioning at this point.

Following Brevard Childs,* scholars widely agree that Ps 72 follows deliberately from Ps
71 in concluding the Davidic group Pss 51-72 or Books I-II as a whole. Psalm 71 is the prayer

% Grant, The King as Exemplar, 291.

*7 Similarly Michael Barber’s briefer examination of the Psalter, Singing in the Reign: The Psalms and the
Liturgy of God's Kingdom (Steubenville, Ohio: Emmaus Road, 2001), 59-133 (esp. 66-67, 118-26), which
understands the restoration of the Davidic kingdom and realization of a “new exodus” at the center of the Psalter’s
theological agenda, making numerous helpful observations in line with our thesis. Specifically, Barber, ibid., 76—78
and 122-24, notes the Psalter’s interest in the todah offering, which he connects with the themes of a restored
kingdom and new exodus. Similar to Grant, Barber, ibid., 133, sees David “as a kind of example for Israel in its
affliction “ who “embodies the wise man who endures suffering by learning to offer todah, trusting in the Lord.”
Our thesis explores such characterizations of “David”™ further, but with a more instrumental role in covenantal

renewal through intercession.

“ Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 516.
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of an aging David, while Ps 72 is his testament “for Solomon,” his successor. Editors are thought
to have reinterpreted the superscript -‘lfﬁ!?’?to denote the beneficiary of the prayer, while the
postscript at 72:20 identifies David as its speaker. Chapters Two and Five take this up further,
but for now it is worth observing that the Pss 71—72 sequence introduces to the Psalter the notion
of royal succession. Accordingly, our thesis claims that the Psalter anticipates a future David,
and does not maintain an exclusive focus on the original “historical” David as a figure of purely
nostalgic recollection.” Moreover, James Luther Mays views Ps 72 in a manner very similar to
our thesis, even though he does not address the specific question of covenant relationships in
detail. Mays essentially argues for the attribution of Abrahamic promises to the king in Ps 72,
writing that the king’s “name should endure forever, and the nations bless themselves by that
name as God’s promise to Abraham is kept through him.”*

In recent years there has been a spate of dissertations that investigate the quotation of Exod
34:6 in Pss 86, 103, and 145. These scholars include Nathan C. Lane II, Philip Pang, Susan
Marie Pigot, Mary Vanderzee-Pals, and Donna Petter,” each of whom analyze the numerous

repetitions of the grace formula throughout the whole OT, not just the Psalms.*? These studies are

* Contrast, e.g., déClassé-Walford, “The Canonical Shape of the Psalms,” 93-110.

50 Mays, The Lord Reigns, 104. Otherwise, Mays, ibid., 100-107, selects Pss 2, 3, 18, 72, 89, 110, and 132 for
his analysis of the Psalter’s perspective on the relationship between Yahweh and the Messiah. His different purpose
notwithstanding, Mays’ treatment of Messianic identity in the Psalter overlooks Pss 86 and 101-103 and their
potential to answer the question of covenant relationships.

5! Nathan C. Lane II, “Exodus 34:6-7: A Canonical Analysis” (Ph.D. diss., Baylor Graduate School, 2607);
Philip K. Pang, “Exodus 34:6—7 and Its Intertextuality in the Old Testament” (Ph.D. diss., Dallas Theological
Seminary, 2002); Susan Marie Pigot, “God of Compassion and Mercy: An Analysis of the Background, Use, and
Theological Significance of Exodus 34:6—7" (Ph.D. diss., Southwestern Baptist Theological Seminary, 1995); Mary
Vanderzee-Pals, “God’s Moral Essence: Exodus 34:6—7a and Its Echoes in the Old Testament” (master’s thesis,
Calvin Theological Seminary, 1996); Donna Petter, “Exodus 34:6—7: The Function and Meaning of the Declaration”
(master’s thesis, Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary, 1997). See also Alphonso Groenewald, “Exodus, Psalms
and Hebrews: A God Abounding in Steadfast Love (Ex 34:6),” HvTSt 64 (2008): 1365-78.

52 Other “fuller” instances of Exod 34: 6(7) include Num 14:18; Joel 2:13; Jonah 4:2; Nah 1:3; and Neh 9:17.
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noteworthy because they draw attention to how pervasive the “grace formula” is throughout the
OT canon and show its importance to biblical theology. Indeed, it is remarkable that Pss 86, 103,
and 145 have not been more prominent in editorial theories to date. Of the above examples,
Lane’s analysis of these three psalms pays most attention to the editorial shape of the Psalter.
However, Lane devotes a little more than 40 pages to the Psalter in his fourth chapter, and
uncritically accepts the editorial theories of Wilson, McCann and de-Claissé Walford.** Indeed,
Lane’s dissertation illustrates a limitation from which all these investigations suffer. Their
broader focus precludes them from mounting a purposeful investigation of how the grace
formula may contribute to our understanding of editorial agenda in the Psalter.

Finally, of the recent studies in Book IV that we noted earlier, James Borger’s dissertation,
“Moses in the Fourth Book of the Psalter,”* recognizes the significance of intercession—another
important aspect of our thesis. Borger examines the nature of Moses’ significance in the Book
IV, finding that it especially highlights his intercessory role. Borger confines his analysis to
“Moses” in Book IV, however, and does not consider the possibility that Book IV extends the

theme of Moses-style intercession to “David” as our thesis does.

Methodological Procedure
Unlike biblical narrative, the Psalter does not present itself as a single composition but as a
collection of previously authored “sources” readily identified as the individual psalms
themselves. Therefore, unlike narrative, the Psalter explicitly elicits the question of how its
earlier composed parts came to be arranged in their whole. This difference suggests that one
should not to expect the Psalter to conform to standards of continuity found in narrative, which

is, in our view, a weakness of narrative approaches such as Wallace’s that risk reading into

% Lane, “Exodus 34:6-7,” 150-93 (esp. 159).

% Borger, “Moses in the Fourth Book of the Psalter.”
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sequences of psalms an unitented narrative-like “plot development.”* While this can be
demonstrated in certain instances (e.g., Pss 71-72), it is risky to assume a linear plot
development and sometimes contrary to the editorial arrangement of certain groups of psalms.
Nevertheless, recent scholarship is justified in its assumption that the Psalter plausibly reflects
specific editorial concerns.

From the outset, we may fairly question whether multistage redaction-historical models
must entail such dramatic shifts in covenantal perspective as Wilson advocates between Books I—-
III and IV-V. Indeed, the perspectival consistency and coherence regarding covenant
relationships in the Psalter is an important and legitimate object of inquiry in itself. Accordingly,
this dissertation addresses the question via examination of editorially significant psalms that
offer a perspective on covenant relationships—though without assuming any particular view of
the Psalter’s compositional history. Furthermore, the degree of consistency or inconsistency
between the views expressed in these places is a genuine object of investigation rather than a
methodological assumption as Wilson et al. effectively makes it when he assigns markedly
different perspectives that correspond to the different redactional layers they identify.

Chapters One and Two lay the foundation for the investigation by reexamining editorial

evidence in the Psalter. Chapter One identifies phenomena in the Psalms that scholars commonly

5 Referring to the legacy of Wilson’s work in the Psalter, Wallace, “Characterization of David,” 193, writes,
“It struck me that even though Wilson was speaking of the early redaction of the Psalter, a sense of story, plot, and
characterization began to emerge when Wilson looked at the Psalter. Though perhaps not purposely, Wilson was
noting that although the Psalter is not narrative material, as Robert Alter noted, a narrative impulse exists in biblical
poetry.” A note of caution seems appropriate here, however, for to expect a sense of “plot development” seems at
odds with significant compositional characteristics of the Psalter. Indeed, psalms are frequently arranged not linearly
but concentrically (as in Pss 15-24, the Korah II group (84—88), or perhaps the overarching structure of Book V [see
Chapter Six]), or interchangeably in an apparent attempt to group certain themes (e.g., Korah Pss 45-48; see Chapter
Five). Such arrangements accentuate the themes/psalms at their center, or perhaps whole group as a composite
picture, rather than a sequence of linear unfolding events, and it seems best to let editorial clues determine when a
sense of “plot development” may be present or otherwise, rather than too readily assume one at the outset.
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appeal to as “editorial evidence,” whereupon Chapter Two reassesses each kind of evidence. To

k1Y

avoid unintended methodological baggage, in general we speak of “editors,” “editorial
evidence,” and the “editing of the Psalter” rather than “redactors/redactional etc.”—except where
the latter provides an accurate description of other scholars’ methods. These chapters also offer
good reason to understand editors as “collectors” and “arrangers” of psalms rather than
manipulators of their contents as redaction critics have often understood them.

Since “editorial evidence” and its interpretation is an area of considerable dispute,
preliminary investigation into this area of study is necessarily tentative, aiming at elucidating
issues and distinguishing conclusions that are relatively more certain from those that are more
speculative in nature. Nevertheless, our initial foray into this area serves its two main purposes
sufficiently well. First, it enables us to examine macrostructural issues that have a significant
bearing on our question of covenant relationships in the Psalter. Indeed, our reevaluation of
editorial evidence will show that scholarly differentiations between “different” editorial
perspectives within the Psalter are not necessarily founded on reliable evidence. This criticism, it
turns out, applies especially to multistage models of the Psalter’s composition that propose vastly
different editorial perspectives for their different editorial stages. Second, our reevaluation of
editorial evidence will identify those kinds of editorial evidence that offer the most solid basis
from which to draw our own conclusions. It will therefore equip us to test the intentionality
behind the placement of particular psalms that have special relevance to the question of covenant
relationships. This is the primary purpose of Chapters One and Two: to distinguish those kinds of
editorial evidence that are more reliable from those that are more speculative in order to identify
demonstrable editorial intent at various points in the Psalter. Having this before us ensures that
our investigation of covenant relationships pays particular attention to parts of the Psalter where
editorial intent can be identified with relative confidence.

Chapters Three and Four survey covenant references and allusions in the Psalter and map
their distribution. Chapter Three investigates the Psalter’s direct references to Yahweh’s

covenant via the term N"3, identifying their particular covenantal associations as far as possible

21



and making preliminary observations about "3 in the Psalms. Chapter Four completes the
survey by examining different “criteria” that potentially allude to the historical covenants or
some major aspect of them, and such conclusions about covenant relationships as the data allow.
In this way Chapters Three and Four set out to provide as full a view of covenant references and
potential allusions as practically possible.

Chapters Five and Six examine Pss 72, 86, 103, and 145 in their respective “Book
contexts.” These chapters’ purpose is to test whether and how their editorial placement bears out
our hypothesis that the relationship between the Davidic covenant and its premonarchic
counterparts reflects theological continuity that centers on the expectation of a coming royal
intercessor. For our purposes “Book contexts” means, narrowly, the milieu of other covenant
references/allusions as they intersect with the editorial and structural concerns of each Book.
These chapters thus do not offer a general, unqualified analysis of each Book but specifically
address how the above psalms relate to their respective Books in terms of our question and the
key psalm texts in view for each Book (i.e., 72:27; 86:15; 103:8; and 145:8), bringing editorial
evidence to bear on the investigation.

Finally, the Conclusion sums up the investigation, evaluating the extent to which covenant-
alluding data and the key psalms in their Book Contexts reflect a consistent and coherent view of
covenant relationships. The Conclusion also offers a brief account of Pss 1-2 and its bearing on

the question, befitting these psalms’ obvious importance as an introduction to the whole Psalter.
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CHAPTER ONE

IDENTIFYING EDITORIAL EVIDENCE IN THE PSALTER

This chapter prepares for our investigation by identifying kinds of editorial evidence in the
Psalter,” whereupon Chapter Two offers a reevaluation of their potential implications and
general utility for identifying the purposeful arrangement of psalms.

Among the various implications scholars have drawn, two macrostructural issues deserve
mention at the outset. First, following Wilson, scholars today commonly assume that Psalter’s
“books” are its major editorial subunits. While few would challenge this, other contributors
suggest that the five part division may to some degree be artificial; a later set of divisions
imposed on the Psalter.”” This issue is of particular interest because numerous covenant allusions
occur near the Psalter’s book-divisions or “seams” (e.g. Pss 72:17; 89:4, 29, 35, 40; 105:5-10;

106:45 etc.).”® Second, scholars predominately adduce multi-stage redaction-historical models

% Most investigations into the Psalter offer some kind of preamble on major scholarly contributions to editorial
issues, though few set out to reevaluate the major kinds of evidence. This is surprising given the variety of
redaction-historical opinions and methodologies in the field. Mitchell, The Message of the Psalter, chas. 1 and 2, is
an exception, however. For more general summaries of recent scholarship, see David M. Howard Jr., “The Psalms
and Current Study,” in Interpreting the Psalms: Issues and Approaches (ed. David Firth and Philip Johnston;
Dovwmers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity Press, 2005), 23-40; and “Recent Trends in Psalms Study,” in The Face of Old
Testament Studies (ed. David W, Baker and Bill T. Arnold; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker, 1999), 329-68.

57 E.g., Matthias Millard, Die Komposition des Psalters: Ein formgeschichtlicher Ansatz (FAT 9; Tiibingen:
Mohr Siebeck, 1994); Christoph Levin, “Die Entstehung der Biichereinteilung des Psalters,” VT 54 (2004): 83-90.

%8 The issue also has methodological significance for our investigation given that Chapters Five and Six
presuppose that the Psalter’s books constitute its major editorial subdivisions. The present chapter’s reevaluation of
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from certain editorial evidence. As noted in the Introduction, existing views on covenant
relationships are mostly a consequence of reconstructions of the Psalter’s editorial history that
presuppose divergent editorial agendas, implying either that the covenants are theological
alternatives (e.g. Wilson) or reinterpreting the Davidic covenant in radically different terms (e.g.,
Zenger). By reevaluating the main kinds of evidence and their potential editorial implications,

Chapters One and Two preliminarily reassess the editorial support for these views of the Psalter.

The Handling of Editorial Evidence in the Hebrew Psalter in Scholarship
Our goal here is to identify data that scholars have perceived as “editorial evidence,” noting
the implications scholars have drawn from such data. Since most attention to the editing of the

Psalter comes from the modern era the following survey concentrates chiefly on it.

Pre-Enlightenment Views: Some Illustrative Examples

Early interpreters seldom sought to explain the order of the psalms, but they puzzled over
certain features. For instance, the historical prologues sometimes raise questions of chronology.
Why does Ps 3 (David’s flight from Absalom) precede Ps 51 (David’s adultery with Bathsheba)?

In response this kind of “problem,” the Midrash on Psalms appeals to the Psalter’s inscrutability:

As to the exact order of David’s Psalms, Scripture says elsewhere Man knoweth not
the order thereof (Job 28:13). R. Eleazar taught: “The sections of Scripture are not
arranged in their proper order. For if they were arranged in their proper order, and
any man so read them, he would be able to resurrect the dead and perform other
miracles.” ...the proper order of the sections of Scripture is hidden from mortals.*

Early Jewish and Christian interpreters were also aware of the five book structure of the
Psalms. Hippolytus (A.D. 170—235) offers the earliest written evidence that the doxologies were

understood this way.®® Midrash Tehillim explicitly compares this fivefold division with the

editorial evidence thus sets out to show the legitimacy of Wilson’s view on this issue.
% William G. Braude, The Midrash on Psalms (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1959), 49.

% On the Psalms. I. The Argument of the Exposition of the Psalms by Hippolytus, (Bishop) of Rome (ANF
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Mosaic Torah.®' On the other hand, Augustine could offer no explanation and considered it more
important to defend the unity of the Psalter as one book.** Similarly, Jerome rejected the five
book structure and Origen viewed it as Jewish.® Another feature that attracted early attention is
the postscript of Ps 72:20, which reads, “the prayers of David, son of Jesse, are ended.” Two
Rabbinic examples in particular are instructive. In the twelfth century, Abraham Ibn Ezra offered

an intriguing explanation, taking %';7; in the sense of “fulfilled.” According to Kimbhi,

Ibn Ezra interprets it as follows. When all these consolations will be completed, then
Fulfilled are the prayers of David ben Jesse. It does not say ‘Fulfilled are the songs’
or ‘Fulfilled are the hymns,’ but Fulfilled are the prayers of David, in relation to
atonement and deliverance. For when everything is completed, that Israel go forth
from the exile and are in their land, and the King Messiah ben David rules over them,
nothing will be lacking, neither atonement, nor deliverance, nor prosperity, for
everything will be theirs. And then Fulfilled are the prayers of David ben Jesse %

Evidently, Ibn Ezra attributes prophetic significance to 72:20, and if 1'?; is to be understood

5:201), “And further, let not this fact escape thee, O man of learning, that the Hebrews also divided the Psalter into
five books, so that it might be another Pentateuch.”

8! See Braude, The Midrash on Psalms, 5, which states, “As Moses gave five books of laws to Israel, so David
gave five Books of Psalms to Israel.”

62 Augustine, Expositions on the Psalms (NPNF 8:681), writes, “Now in that some have believed that the
Psalms are divided into five books, they have been led by the fact, that so often at the end of Psalms are the words,
“so be it, so be it.” But when I endeavoured to make out the principle of this division, I was not able; for neither are
the five parts equal one to another, neither in quantity of contents, nor yet even in number of Psalms, so as for each
to contain thirty. And if each book end with, “so be it, so be it,” we may reasonably ask, why the fifth and last book
hath not the same conclusion. We however, following the authority of canonical Scripture, where it is said, “For it is
written in the book of Psalms,” know that there is but one book of Psalms.” Augustine continues to press the unity

the Psalter as one book.

8 Paul Sanders, “Five Books of Psalms?” in The Composition of the Book of Psalms (ed. Erich Zenger; BETL
238; Leuven, Belgium: Peeters, 2010), 677-87 (esp. 683). Sanders cites Henri de Sainte-Marie, Sancti Hieronymi
Psalterium luxta Hebraeos (Collectanea Biblica Latina 11; Rome: Abbaye Saint-Jérome, 1954), 5.

64 Kimhi, Commentary on Psalms 42-72, quoted from Mitchell, The Message of the Psalter, 68. Cf. Samuel
Raphael Hirsch, The Psalms (trans. Gertrude Hirschler; 2 vols.; New York: Philipp Feldheim, Inc., 1960), who
translates 72:20 “Then the Prayers of David, the son of Jesse will be at an end.”
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in terms of “fulfillment,” then the presence of subsequent Davidic psalms would no longer pose a
“problem.” Though not convincing in all its details,* Ibn Ezra’s explanation is important because
it attempts to explain what 72:20 and its specific terminology means. The Midrash on Psalms

also offers a “semantic” explanation of 72:20, reinterpreting the term 1")? and qualifying ni‘am;\,

“The prayers of David the son of Jesse are ended (kalu) (Ps 72:20). And are not the
remaining prayers also prayers of David the son of Jesse? Kalu, however, is to be read as
kol ’ellu, “all of these,” and hence the verse means that all of these were prayers David
uttered concerning his son Solomon and concerning king Messiah. In a different
interpretation of The prayers of David the son of Jesse are ended, prayers is taken to mean
the prayers of yearning, as is written My soul yearneth, yeah, even pineth (Ps. 84:3).”%
These examples show that Rabbinic explanations of Ps 72:20 tend to be semantic in nature.
By contrast, we shall see that modern redaction-critical explanations rarely address the meaning

of Ps 72:20 but instead approach it functionally as a redaction-historical phenomenon.

Modern “Accretion” Explanations Prior to Wilson

Until the last few decades, modern scholars assumed that the Psalter acquired its final
shape not through deliberate redaction but by gradual growth. David C. Mitchell®” summarizes a
predominating view prior to the nineteenth century that assumed Ps 72:20 marked the end of an

earlier Psalter. This expanded gradually to eventually include all 150 psalms. It was thought that,

% The LXX reflects the more usual understanding of ’1'9; as “finished” or “ceased,” translating with the words
"E&é\imov of Upvor Aaud Tod vlod Iegoar, and according to Liddell and Scott, “Exdelme,” 511, “fulfilled” is not a valid
option for &cAeimw. Likewise Tg. Ket. translates 1'?3 with the peal perfect 3mp ™21, which according to Koehler
and Baumgartner, “\23,” HALOT CD-ROM Edition, 197, defines as “be complete.” Also interesting is Ibn Ezra’s
insistence that m"?,m; means prayers to the exclusion of “songs” or “hymns,” when the LXX translates of fuvot.

% Braude, The Midrash, 563. No textual evidence supports such an emendation, while the qualification of
n'i?s,u;l as only “prayers of yearning” seems arbitrary. Interestingly, the meaning of 72:20 is ambiguous in a few
MSS and the Syriac that lack -'1';7? altogether, rendering it a mere phrase, “Prayers of David, son of Jesse.” It is

tempting to explain this as an omission to overcome the perceived problem 72:20 creates.

7 Mitchell, The Message of the Psalter, 66.
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since Davidic psalms® are found beyond Ps 72, the Psalter’s expansion to 150 psalms must have
occurred through additions. Both J. G. Eichhorn (1753-1827) and W. M. L. de Wette (1780—
1849) held that 72:20 implied an earlier collection comprising Pss 1-72.% Franz Delitzsch saw
Pss 3—72 as the earlier group.”

However, the new discovery of the so-called “Elohistic Psalter”—the sequence of Pss 42—
83 where D’ﬁ5§ predominates over 11" —complicated this hypothesis, and the pre-existence
of Pss 42—83 as a separate early collection became a key redactional datum. Subsequently, the
EP has enjoyed a virtually unquestioned place in modern scholarship as a datum that must be
accounted for in any theory of the Psalter’s compositional history. Beyond this, Mitchell notes
that “many nineteenth century interpreters were unable to agree on any theory about the Psalter’s
redaction, except to affirm that the process was piecemeal.” Mitchell continues, “How this
conclusion was reached is not clear. It generally seems to have been assumed.””

Twentieth century form critics like Herman Gunkel and Sigmund Mowinckel basically
shared this perspective. They were more interested in establishing psalms’ genre and setting, and

to a large extent their focus on individual psalms corresponds to their minimalist understanding

% i.e., Pss 86, 101, 103, 108, 109, 110, 122, 124, 131, 133, 138, 139, 140, 141, 142, 143, 144, and 145.

% Mitchell, The Message of the Psalter, 66n1, quotes de Wette, “...aber nimmt an, dass vor der letzten grossen
Hauptsammlung, schon zu Hiskia’s Zeit, eine kleinere Sammlung vorhanden gewesen, welche die ersten zwei und
siebenzig Psalmen enthalten, und mit dem Schlusse: Ende der Psalmen Davids, den wir noch am Ende des 72. Ps.
finden, versehen gewesen sei.”

™ Franz Delitzsch, Biblical Commentary on the Psalms (trans. Francis Bolton; Edinburgh: T&T Clark, 1871),
1:18. Delistsch writes, “The two groups iii-Ixxii, Ixxiii—1xxxix, although not preserved in the original arrangement,
and augmented by several kinds of interpolations, at least represent the first two stages of the growth of the Psalter.”

"' A. F. Kirkpatrick,: Books IV and V. (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1902), lv, counts 200
occurrences of D’ti'?gs and 43 occurrences of 11}V in the EP, whereas in Pss 1-41 N17" occurs 278 times including
doxologies and D’;l"?g{ only 15 times. Pss 84—150 also prefer i)1? over D".:I"?;g, making Pss 42—83 stand out in its
preference for D’;l"?;;j.

7 Mitchell, The Message of the Psalter, 67.
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of redactional intent across the whole Psalter. They nevertheless do have things to say about the
growth of the Psalter that affirm these elements’ place as important editorial data.™

Mowinckel’s description of the Psalter’s growth is worth summarizing because it
corresponds closely to more recent views of Books I-III, while his conclusions about Books IV
and V resemble the piecemeal accretion theory supported by earlier scholars like de Wette and
Eichhorn. Like them Mowinckel thought the Psalter to have been compiled gradually, composed
from several earlier, shorter collections. To justify this assumption, Mowinckel appeals to the
existence of “doublets,” 72:20, and the predominance of D’U5§ in Pss 4283 and 1) elsewhere
in the Psalter—though he does not always explain exactly how all these features argue for the
gradual compilation from earlier collections.™ The first of the preexisting collections of which
Mowinckel speaks was the so-called “first Davidic Psalter” (David I, Pss 3—41), with the untitled
Ps 33 a possible late addition.” The EP was a later collection made up of three smaller
collections: Korahite Psalms (42—49); a second Davidic group (51-72); and the Psalms of Asaph
(50, 73-83). Moreover, Mowinckel thinks Pss 84—89—a second Korahite™ collection
incorporating the Davidic Ps 86—was added when David I and the Elohistic Psalter were
combined. At this time Ps 2 was also added as an introduction to form the new collection, Pss 2—

89. For Mowinckel Pss 90—150 became part of the developing Psalter in a process of gradual

 See, e.g., Mowinckel, The Psalms in Israel’s Worship; Gunkel, An Introduction to the Psalms, 333—48. The
main difference lies with Gunkel’s rejection of a cultic explanation of the rationale for the whole collection. Gunkel,
who dates the collection to ca. 350-200 B.C. (cf. 336-39), considers the EP a collection of smaller cultically

motivated collections distinguishable by their Korahite, Asaphite, and Davidic attributions, as well as Davidic Pss
341 (cf. 344).

™ Mowinckel, The Psalms in Israel’s Worship, 2:193. Millard, Die Komposition des Psalters, 169, appeals to
the same observations to argue that the EP once existed as an early form of the Psalter.

" Mowinckel, The Psalms in Israel’s Worship, 2:193.

7 Mowinckel, The Psalms in Israel’s Worship, 2:194-95, explains that Heman the Ezrahite (Ps 88) and Ethan
the Elamite (Ps 89) were both supposed to belong to the sons of Korah.
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extension “by means of other small collections—perhaps both earlier and later ones: Pss 93—100,
113-118, 120—134 (136), and 146—150, and some individual psalms.”” Mowinckel’s explanation
Books IV-V is therefore vaguer, lacking the level of precision with which he describes the
growth process of Books I-III.

Two features of Mowinckel’s explanation are important for our purposes. First, Mowinckel
takes Ps 72:20 to be evidence of Pss 51—72 as an early Davidic collection. Second, the so-called
Elohistic Psalter (Pss 42—83) was once a separate group of psalms with its own redactional
history. Both conclusions have received widespread acceptance,”™ and both phenomena, 72:20
and the predominance of D’Ei'7§ in Pss 42-83, are major instances of “editorial evidence” that
require our attention in this chapter.

When it comes to superscripts, post-Enlightenment scholarship tended to regard them as
inauthentic late additions and so diminish their editorial value. According to Mitchell, “De
Wette, von Lengerke, Olshausen, Hupfield, Graetz, Kuenen, Reuss, Stade, Cheyne and Duhm are

unwilling to connect any psalms with the individuals named. Ewald and Hitzig are more

" Mowinckel, The Psalms in Israel’s Worship, 2:196.

™ Cf. Hans-Joachim Kraus, Psalms 1-59, (trans. Hilton C. Oswald; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993), 19, who,
also considers the Psalter’s final form to be the result of an untraceable “process by which the partial compilations
gradually came together” ( italics added). Concerning the Elohistic Psalter and 72:20, Kraus, ibid., 17-18, writes,
“among these partial compilations, the so-called “Elohistic Psalter” undoubtedly occupies a leading position... The
extensi ve partial compilation overlaps the division into books and must be viewed without regard to the closing
doxology in Ps. 72:19 [sic.]. The division into books definitely proves to be secondary, also in other connections. If
we think of the “Elohistic Psalter” as separate component, a partial compilation within the chief collection of the
Psalter, then it becomes apparent: (a) that the “Elohistic Psalter” is put together from three sources; and (b) that it
was the compiler of the Elohistic part of the Psalter who undertook the consistent use of D719 as the name of
God... A closing formula brings to a close the group of Psalms of David collected by the “Elohist compiler” is
found in Ps. 72:20...” Cf. also Erhard S. Gerstenberger, Psalms Part I with an Introduction to Cultic Poetry, (FOTL
14; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1988), 36—39; Hossfeld and Zenger, Psalms 2, 4-5; Artur Weiser, The Psalms:
A Commentary (OT; trans. H. Hartwell; Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1962), 99-101.
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generous, the former allowing one psalm to David, the latte about thirteen.”” Thus, the issue
concentrated on whether the superscripts accurately identify the original authors of psalms or
not. Presumed unreliable, their potential editorial significance for the Psalter was also
overlooked, except to recognize obvious sequences of psalms grouped by authorial attribution
(e.g., Pss 3—41; 42—49; 51-72; 7383 etc.) or ni‘)g:_aa W (Pss 120-134). Likewise, scholars
typically doubted that editors responsible for arranging the psalms intended the doxologies® to
distinguish the Psalter’s books.® New discoveries toward the end of the twentieth century soon

gave good cause to rethink these assumptions, however.

Gerald H. Wilson and Recent Scholarship
In the 1980s, Gerald H. Wilson® brought to light evidence of editorial techniques in the
arrangement of the MT Psalter that led scholars to view it as the product of waves of deliberate

redaction rather than more or less accidental accretion.®® This extended to the Psalter’s five book

7 Mitchell, The Message of the Psalter, 41.
% pss 41:14; 72:18—19; 89:53; and 106:48.

8! E.g., Mowinckel, The Psalms in Israel's Worship, 2:197, agrees with B. D. Eerdmans, The Hebrew Book of
Psalms (OTS 4; Lieden: Brill, 1947), that the doxologies “happened to occur in the texts from the earlier
collections... [but] were taken to be intended divisions and concluding doxologies between ‘the books’” against
their original function. “Originally...these doxologies had nothing to do with the collection, neither with the earlier
smaller collections, nor with the composition of the Psalter as a whole.” Similarly, Gerstenberger, Psalms, Part 1
with an Introduction to Cultic Poetry, 36-37, dates the five book division to A.D. 4™ century, seeing it as an
outgrowth of “Jewish synagogal worship practices” in which the nin; ?[’I’}f;‘l formula played an increasingly
important role. On the other hand, Gunkel, An Introduction to the Psalms, 348, suggests the (final?) collector
“apparently adopted three doxologies with the smaller collections...[and] added a fourth himself to the end of Ps
106, thus completing the division of the entire psalter into five sections.” See also Harmut Gese, “Die Entstehung
der Biichereinteilung des Psalters,” in Vom Sinai zum Zion: Alttestamentliche Beitrdge zur biblischen Theologie
(BEVT 64. Miinchen: Kaiser, 1974), 159-67.

82 Wilson, Editing. This monograph is Wilson’s published 1981 dissertation.

% For example, Klaus Seybold, Introducing the Psalms (trans. R. Graeme Dunphy; Edinburgh; T&T Clark,
1990), 19-23, offers such an account the Psalter’s alleged growth process.
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structure as well. Whereas previous scholars had largely taken the five-fold book division to be
artificial and late, Wilson proposed that editors made use of the psalm superscripts to collate and
organize psalms into the five Books, confirming the concluding function of the doxologies for
their respective Books (Pss 41:14; 72:18—19; 89:53; and 106:48).* Thus, although Wilson did
not offer precise answers about when or by whom the superscripts were appended to individual
psalms, he nevertheless demonstrated their organizational function to the satisfaction of many.
One of Wilson’s major contributions was to show that such techniques have ancient
precedent in the Sumerian Temple Hymns and Mesopotamian Catalogue of Hymnic Incipits.

Wilson explains:

Moreover, certain techniques employed in the organization of the collection should not be
ignored. Two stand out in particular in relation to the Hebrew Psalter. The use of an
explicit doxology to Nisaba at the conclusion of TH 42 (line 542), along with the
corroborating data of the earlier collection from Abu Salabikh (in which each composition
is concluded by the same doxology za-mi “Praise™) affirms a similarity of practice when
compared with the frequent use of concluding doxology in the Hebrew Psalter. The use of
TH 42 as an expanded doxology concluding the whole Temple Hymn Collection is,
likewise comparable to the use of Psalm 150, in the absence of a fifth explicit doxology, as
a final, expanded doxology concluding the last book of the Psalter as well as the Psalter as
a whole.

The second technique—the retention of the colophonic material as a “frozen” part of a
literary composition, even after subsequent additions and editing has skewed the function
of the work from that of the original—is comparable to the retention in the biblical pss-
headings of data referring to cultic background and function of the pss which have been
adapted to function in a far different and later context.*

Wilson showed that these two techniques—the concluding function of “doxologies” and
the organizational use of superscriptional psalm headings—corroborate each other as evidence of

purposeful arrangement in the Psalter. Like others before him, Wilson recognized that authorial

3 Wilson suggested that Pss 146—150 function as the doxological conclusion both for Book V and the Psalter
as a whole

% Wilson, Editing, 23.
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attribution served as a primary principle of organization, especially in Books I-III, far more than
classification by genre.* However, he observed that the same or similar genre classifications
(inm, MW, '7".;')@?_3 etc.) occur atop psalms that transition between author-groups (e.g. Korahite
Pss 4249, 84-88; Davidic Pss 51-72; Asaph Pss 73—-83 etc.). The effect was to “soften” the
transition from one author group to another. Most importantly, Wilson observed that this
“softening” technique is lacking at the transition points between books where the doxologies
occur.” For example, Ps 73’s superscript bears no similarity to Ps 72’s. Nor does Ps 90’s
superscript resemble those atop Book I1I’s concluding psalms. Yet the change of authorial
attribution at these places marks them as points of disjuncture. Wilson concludes that the
doxologies appear at real, “unsoftened” editorial breaks in the Psalter, thus confirming their
intentional use to conclude Books of psalms by the editors who composed the Psalter.® Wilson

summarizes the situation as follows:

My study of the distribution of the technical terms in the pss-headings has already shown
that the five-fold division is a real and purposeful division which is indicated internally by
the editorial use of author designations and genre categories to mark the points of division
and to bind together disparate groups within these larger sections. This coincidence of
internal breaks and the occurrence of the doxologies is certainly not fortuitous, but
represents editorially induced methods of giving “shape” to the pss corpus.®

% Wilson, Editing, 155 and 161.
% Wilson, Editing, 155-67.

%8 Appealing to the occurrence of additional material after the doxologies of Pss 72:18-19 and 106:48 (i.e., the
72:20 postscript and A71997 respectively), Wilson, Editing, 185-86, concluded that “the doxologies in 42:14;
72:19; 89:53 and 106:48 are not simply late editorial insertions for the purpose of dividing the Psalter in to five
“books.” They are instead integral parts of the pss they accompany and have their origin in the liturgical milieu of
the cult.”

% Wilson, Editing, 186 (italics original).
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On the other hand, Wilson’s analysis of the organization of Books [V—V built upon the
obviously lesser role that authorial attribution plays in organization.” With the exception of Pss
108-110, 120-134, and 138—145, other organizational techniques predominate in Books IV-V.
First, he noted that the Fli’ 1'7'7?! psalms fall into clusters: Pss 104-106; Pss 111-117; Ps 135; and
Pss 146-150. Wilson concluded that, just as with “the Mesopotamian hymns and catalogues,
“praise” and “blessing” (Hallel and Doxology) frequently concluded documents or sections
within documents,”*' so ﬂ:’ 1'7:7;_1 psalms conclude sub-groupings in Books IV-V of the Hebrew
Psalter. Second, in the first three cases, the next psalm begins with the formula: n;;n*‘z %‘;h
10N D?i}?'? *2 21073 (Pss 107:1; 118:1, 136:1). Accordingly, he concluded that psalms
bearing this formula function begin new subsections within Books IV-V.

Wilson’s theory of the Psalter’s editorial history has also been very influential. He argued
that the different editorial techniques found in Books I-III and Books IV-V reflect two main
editorial stages for which he found support in the DSS. In respect to the latter, Wilson followed
James Sanders’ “Qumran Psalms Hypothesis,” which Peter W. Flint’s more recent work also
supports.®* This hypothesis argues that an early Psalter (Pss 2—89) had stabilized earlier in the
postexilic period before the Dead Sea Psalms scrolls were produced, and that Books IV-V had

not yet taken shape. For Wilson, then, Ps 89 marks a major redaction-historical break.”

* Wilson, Editing, 155, notes that of the 61 psalms in Books IV—V “only 19 bear authorial attribution.”
*! Wilson, Editing, 186.

%2 James A. Sanders, The Psalms Scroll of Qumrén Cave 11 (11QPs°) (DID 4; Oxford: Clarendon, 1965); Peter
W. Flint, “The Book of Psalms in the Light of the Dead Sea Scrolls,” VT 48 (1998): 453-72; The Dead Sea Scrolls
and the Book of Psalms (STDIJ 17; Leiden: Brill, 1997); “The Psalms Scrolls from the Judean Desert: Relationships
and Textual Affiliations,” in New Qumran Texts and Studies: Proceedings from the First Meeting of the
International Organization for Qumran Studies, Paris 1992 (ed. George J. Brooke; Leiden: Brill, 1994), 31-52.

% See, e.g., Wilson, Editing, 121. In later publications Wilson restated his views more firmly. See, Gerald H.
Wilson, “Shaping the Psalter: A Consideration of Editorial Linkage in the Book of Psalms,” in Skape and Shaping
of the Psalter (ed. J. Clinton McCann Jr.; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1993), 73—74; “Psalms and Psalter:
Paradigm for Biblical Theology,” in Biblical Theology: Retrospect and Prospect. (ed. Scott J. Hafemann; Downers

33



For Wilson these two editorial stages provide the key to properly interpreting the final form
of the Psalter. Wilson posited that “royal” Pss 2, 72, and 89 mark important places in the early
form of the Psalter. Psalms 2 and 89 create a royal covenantal frame that culminates in a lament
of over the present exilic crisis and “failure” of the Davidic covenant (Ps 89). Later, however,
editors added Books IV-V along with a new introduction (Ps 1), enveloping the earlier Psalter in
a framework that Wilson deemed to be dominated by wisdom concerns* and giving the final
Psalter’s answer to the crisis. As noted in the Introduction, this alleged shift in theological
perspective after Ps 89 is the most pertinent element of Wilson’s analysis for our question
regarding the relationship between covenants. His deconstruction the Psalter’s editorial history
inherently contrasts Davidic covenantal theology with Mosaic/pre-monarchic themes, yet
without directly raising the question of how the covenants relate. Of all scholarly propositions
relating to the composition-history of the Psalter, then, it is this purported editorial shift after Ps
89 that concerns us most.

Scholars have substantially accepted Wilson’s two major editorial stages, even if many
posit other stages besides.” On the continent, Christoph Résel also argues for an early form of
the Psalter comprising Pss 2—-89.” Martin Rose similarly proposes successive additions by which
an exilic Pss 51-72 “Davidic” Psalter was expanded into the Messianic Psalter.” For his part,
Rose suggests that priestly editors sought to reinterpret this Messianic Psalter by expanding it

with theocratic Pss 9099, attributing a similar editorial motive as in Wilson’s view. Zenger and

Grove, IIL.: InterVarsity Press, 2002), 100-110; “King, Messiah, and the Reign of God,” 391-93.
% See esp. Wilson, “Shaping the Psalter,” 72-82.
% Wilson, “King, Messiah, and the Reign of God,” 393,

% Christoph Résel, Die messianische Redaktion des Psalters: Studien zur Entstehung und Theologie der
Sammlung 2-89 (Stuttgart: Calwer, 1999),

%7 Rose, “Psaumes,” in Introduction a I’Ancien Testament (ed. Thomas Romer, Jean-Daniel Macchi, and
Christophe Nihan; Le Monde de la Bible 49. Geneva: Labor et Fides, 2004), 56278 (here 569).
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Hossfeld’s commentary—somewhat unique for emphasizing redaction history in the
interpretation of individual psalms—also recognizes the “Messianic Psalter” as a redactional
stage of development, albeit within a much more complex composition-historical model.”®

There are, however, others who reconstruct the Psalter’s compositional history without this
editorial “stage.” Matthias Millard advocates Pss 11-100 rather than Pss 2-89 as the intermediate
stage between an original Elohistic Psalter and the final MT Psalter.” Alternatively, Jean-Marie
Auwers limits his “Messianic Psalter” to Ps 83, interpreting several common features between
Pss 2 and 83 as an editorial inclusio. Nevertheless, Auwers ultimately agrees that a theocratic
program redefines royal covenantal theology, whose fulfillment is recast in terms of the people
and priests.'® David C. Mitchell differs more radically by positing one editorial impulse behind
the Psalter’s macrostructure. Instead of explaining the Psalter’s editorial shape and history in
terms of Israel’s exilic and post-exilic history, Mitchell argues that an eschatological program
provides the meta-narrative of the canonical Psalter, finding precedents among the later OT
prophets.'®" Similarly, Roger T. Beckwith advocates one major editorial effort behind a Psalter

originally subdivided into three major sections corresponding to Book I, Books II-III, and Books

% Hossfeld and Zenger, Psalms 3, 1-7, outline numerous redactional layers affecting Pss 51-100. See also
Erich Zenger, Einleitung in das Alte Testament (7th ed.; Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 2008), 36466, for Zenger’s
redaction history summary; and Auwers, “Le Psautier comme livre biblique,” 67-89, for a further summary of
Hossfeld’s and Zenger’s view.

% Millard, Die Komposition des Psalters. Millard’s redaction-historical theory is relatively straightforward,
comprising three major redactional stages: an exilic Elohistic Psalter (Pss 42—83); a broader collection embracing
Pss 11-100 in the Persian era; and the final form (1-150) in the Hellenistic age.

1% Auwers, “Le Psautier comme livre biblique,” 84-85.

19! Mitchell, “Lord, Remember David™; The Message of the Psalter.
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IV-V, rather than the existing five book structure.'” For both Mitchell and Beckwith, the LXX’s
macrostructural similarity to the MT Psalter calls Wilson’s two-redaction model into question.'®
From this brief sketch, it is clear that no consensus exists on the Psalter’s editorial history.
Accordingly, some scholars have generally avoided diachronic speculation in favor of
synchronic investigation of editorial arrangement, or focused their attention on smaller
subgroups of psalms.'* For example, Jerome Creach’s analyses of “the destiny of the righteous”
and “Yahweh as refuge”'® employ what David Howard describes as a “semantic field or
thematic approach...” using “his findings to comment on the organization of the whole work.”'®
Such an approach avoids having to adopt a particular redaction-historical model as the
interpretive starting point. Second, scholars who agree with Wilson’s redactional break after Ps
89 usually agree that the following psalms evidence a significant perspectival shift regarding the
Davidic covenant—whether as a covenant “failed” and replaced, or a covenant translated into
new terms without the person of a king. Nevertheless, our summary also illustrates a great
diversity of redaction-historical opinions among those who advocate such perspectival shifts.
These observations suggest that the consistency or inconsistency of editorial perspective

throughout the Psalter cannot safely be assumed, but must be tested; in our case with regard to

192 Roger T. Beckwith, “The Early History of the Psalter,” TynBul 46 (1995): 1-27.

19 See Mitchell, The Message of the Psalter, 80; “Lord, Remember David,” 543—45; and Beckwith, “The Early
History of the Psalter,” 21.

104 E.g., Walter Brueggemann, “Bounded by Obedience and Praise: The Psalms as Canon,” JSOT 50 (1991):
63-92; David M. Howard, The Structure of Psalms 93—100 (Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 1997); Robert Cole,
The Shape and Message of Book Il (Psalms 73—89) (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 2000); and Wallace, The
Narrative Effect of Book IV of the Hebrew Psalter.

1% Jerome F. D. Creach, Yahweh as Refuge and the Editing of the Hebrew Psalter (JSOTSup 217; Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic, 1996) ; The Destiny of the Righteous.

1% Howard, “The Psalms and Current Study,” 28.
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the Davidic covenant in relation to the premonarchic covenants. Indeed, our reevaluation of
editorial evidence underscores this (see Chapter Two).

Recent Scholarship and Editorial Evidence. In terms of internal editorial evidence alone,
Wilson can be credited with reviving interest in the doxologies as intentional conclusions to the
Psalter’s books and, by extension, in the books themselves as major subunits of the Psalter.
However, recent contributions by Reinhard Kratz, Christoph Levin, Erich Zenger et al. present
different perspectives on the doxologies that make it necessary to reassess their editorial
significance. Wilson’s identification of superscriptional organization also counts as a “new” kind
of editorial evidence to which scholarship has responded, as are his observations concerning 17/
and :‘-I:’ 1'7:751_ psalms. Beyond these, several older features continue to be recognized as evidence
of editorial shaping: the predominance of D’EI"7§ in Pss 42—83 (and preference for M’ outside
these psalms), the postscript of Ps 72:20, “doublets,” and the phenomenon of lexical and
thematic connections between psalms.

Concerning the last of these, Walter Zimmerli’s 1972 article, “Zwillingspsalmen,”
addressed psalms that appear to be deliberately collocated according to similar content or
themes, focusing especially on Pss 111-112 and 105-106.'" In a small way, therefore, Zimmerli
revived the principle of concatenation that Delitzsch had seen, as did Christoph Barth regarding
Book I in 1976.'® More recently, Matthias Millard has taken such psalm pairs as an important

point of departure for his form-critical approach to identifying different stages of the Psalter’s

197 Walter Zimmerli, “Zwillingspsalmen,” in Wort, Lied und Gottesspruch: Beitriige zu Psalmen und
Propheten: Festschrift fiir J. Ziegler (ed. J. Schreiner; Wiirzburg: Echter, 1972), 105-13. Zimmerli also briefly notes
various kinds of Stichworter that connect Pss 1-2, 3—4, 9-10, 32-33, 3841, 4243, 43-44, 69-70, 74-75, 77178,
80-81, and 127-128.

19 Barth, Christoph. “Concatenatio im ersten Buch des Psalters,” in Wort und Wirklichkeit: Studien zur
Afrikanistik und Orientalistik 1: Eugen Ludwig Rapp zum 70. Geburtstag (ed. Brigitta Benzing, Otto Bécher,
and Giinter Mayer; Meisenheim am Glan: Anton Hain, 1976), 30-40.
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growth.'® For Millard the collocation of psalms linked by common themes and Stichwérter
evidences a primary means by which editors arranged individual psalms into larger clusters.
Similarly, David M. Howard’s analysis of Pss 93—100 appeals to the same kind of data by
investigating the linguistic and thematic ties between sequences of psalms.''® Recent scholarship
therefore recognizes this kind of evidence as a useful means to examine editorial intent behind
smaller groups of psalms. Since the strength and number of linguistic and thematic links between
psalms varies, each case must be judged on merit. Accordingly, our reevaluation will address the
different kinds of explanation scholars have given to these connections in a more general way.

These kinds of editorial evidence have most shaped scholars’ views on the Psalter’s
editing, and therefore merit our specific attention. Nevertheless, there are other “derivative”
kinds of evidence to which we need only offer a few brief remarks here owing to their nature.

First, recent scholarship has become more sensitive to structural possibilities like chiastic
or concentric arrangements of psalms. For example, Zenger sees chiastic arrangements within
Pss 3-14, 15-24, 25-34 and 42—49; each group centered about hymns (Pss 9, 19, 29, and 46

respectively).''' Again, arguments vary in strength from case to case. But the possibility seems

well demonstrated especially in Pss 15-24,'"* and therefore deserves consideration elsewhere.

' Millard, Die Komposition des Psalters.
1"® Howard, The Structure of Psalms 93—100.
"' S0 reports Millard, Die Komposition des Psalters, 25.

"2 See Pierre Auffret, La Sagesse a bdti sa maison: Etudes de structures littéraires dans I'Ancient Testament et
spécialement dans les Psaumes (OBO 49; Fribourg, Switzerland: Editions Universitaires, 1982), 407-38. See also,
e.g., Millard, Die Komposition des Psalters, 24-27; Patrick D. Miller, “Kingship, Torah Obedience and Prayer: The
Theology of Psalms 15-24,” in Israelite Religion and Biblical Theology: Collected Essays (ed. Patrick D. Miller;
JSOTSup 267; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 2000), 279-97; and Frank-Lothar Hossfeld and Erich Zenger, “‘Wer
darf hinaufziehn zum Berg JHWHs?’ Zur Redaktionsgeschichte und Theologie der Psalmengruppe 15-24,” in
Biblische Theologie und gesellschaftlicher Wandel: fiir Norbert Lohfink SJ (ed. Georg Braulik, Walter Gro8, and
Sean McEvenue; Freiburg im Breisgau, Germany: Herder, 1993), 166-82.
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Second, convinced that the Psalter exhibits purposeful shape, some scholars direct their
attention to the Psalter’s beginning and end—places of assumed significance in any intentional
composition—or psalms that are in some sense “central.” A prime example is Walter
Brueggemann’s synchronic interpretation of the Psalter, which yields a pattern of orientation (Ps
1), disorientation (Pss 73) and reorientation (Ps 150). For Brueggemann, praise (Ps 150)
reorients the community’s disorienting struggle with theodicy (Ps 73) now that conventional
wisdom (Ps 1) appears too simplistic.'” Brueggemann’s theological conclusions aside, his
analysis clearly concentrates on the Psalter’s beginning, end, and approximate midpoint.'"
Regarding the Psalter’s end, Wilson suggested that Ps 145:21 introduces Pss 146—150 asa
doxological conclusion for the whole Psalter, and this has been generally accepted. '
Considerable debate surrounds Pss 1-2 at beginning of the Psalter, which are analyzed in the
Conclusion.

Third, some scholars have argued that the significant placement of other recurrent themes
indicates their editorial importance. For example, Jerome Creach sets out “to show that ‘refuge’
is part of an intentional editorial schema, not a subjective structure imposed on the collection.
The starting point for the thesis is the presence of the phrase, 'asré kol hosé bo, at the end of
Psalm 2.”"'® Similarly, Susan Gillingham argues that the Zion motif is a key editorial concern

that binds together various other aspects of the Psalter, specifically its didactic and eschatological

'3 Brueggemann, “Bounded by Obedience and Praise”; cf. Walter Brueggemann and Patrick D. Miller, “Psalm
73 as a Canonical Marker,” JSOT 72 (1996): 45-56.

"4 Cf. Grant, The King as Exemplar, 17, who similarly justifies his focus on 1-2, 18-19, and 118-119 by
appealing to the importance of “introduction, centrality, and conclusion.” The only difference with Grant’s analysis
is that he applies the principle of “centrality” to individual Books (e.g., Book V) or subgroups (e.g., Pss 15-24)—
rather than the whole Psalter—in the case of Pss 18—19 and 118-119.

"5 Wilson, Editing, 189 and 225-26.

6 Creach, Yahweh as Refuge, 17.
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dimensions.'"’” Similarly, James L. Mays claims special editorial significance for the “Torah
psalms” (Pss 1, 19, and 119).""® While Mays notes that Pss 1, 19, and 119 resist traditional form
critical categories, '*° their pronounced focus on Torah makes them identifiable as a special
class.'”® His theory is therefore of a similar kind to Creach’s and Gillingham’s that explore the
editorial prominence of particular themes. To the extent that all these studies successfully
demonstrate the editorial importance of their respective themes, they add to the pool of editorial

evidence.

Conclusion
This brief survey identifies numerous kinds of evidence that scholars consider to have
implications for the editorial history, shape, and theology of the MT Psalter, whether small or
great. Most of these are “internal” kinds of evidence found within the MT Psalter itself. Others—
chiefly the DSS and LXX—are “external” sources of evidence that potentially bear witness to

the composition history of the MT Psalter. It remains now to reassess their utility in identifying

"7 Gillingham, “The Zion Tradition and the Editing of the Hebrew Psalter,” 308—41.

'8 James Luther Mays, “The Place of the Torah-Psalms in the Psalter,” JBL 106 (1987): 3, explores the
possibility that this “latest and smallest group of the Psalms may provide the central clue to the way the Psalms,
individually and as a book, were read and understood at the time of their composition and inclusion.” Cf. Grant, The
King as Exemplar, who argues that the Torah psalms were deliberately paired with (quasi-)royal Pss 2, 18, and 118
respectively to accentuate the king’s Torah piety.

' Mays, “The Place of the Torah-Psalms,” 3.

120 R oyal psalms are another example—e.g. Pss 2, 72, and 89 in Wilson’s theory. For Wilson the editorial
importance of these psalms lies primarily in their positions at the seams of Books I-III, however, and his redaction-
historical model leads him to downplay subsequent royal psalms. However scholars suggest that subsequent royal
psalms in Books IV-V must be also accounted for, thus making a case for their editorial significance as well (e.g.
Pss 101,110, 132, 144:1-11 etc.). See, e.g., Howard N. Wallace, Psalms (Sheffield: Sheffield Phoenix, 2009), 6;
and Mark S. Smith, “The Theology of the Redaction of the Psalter: Some Observations,” Z4 W 104 (1992): 40812,
who highlights Ps 110.
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demonstrable instances of editorial activity and their potential implications for how to understand

the MT Psalter’s editorial history and shape.
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CHAPTER TWO

REEVALUATING EDITORIAL EVIDENCE IN THE PSALTER

The previous chapter identified numerous phenomena in the Psalms that scholars have
recognized as evidence of editorial activity. This chapter’s purpose is to reassess the value and
possible implications of each kind of evidence.

Though external to the MT, the DSS and LXX have important potential implications for
understanding the editorial history, shape, and theology of the Psalter. Accordingly, this chapter
shall address these first. Indeed, studies on the editing of the Psalter readily demonstrate that,
when it comes to redaction-historical questions in general and the question of a theological-
perspectival shift between Books III and IV in particular, much turns on how scholars evaluate
these text traditions.'?' Consequently, the LXX and DSS have potential—if indirect—relevance
to the question of covenant relationships. Beyond this, how scholars assess them sometimes
affects their interpretation of internal evidence too. For example, Wilson accentuates differences
in editorial techniques between Books I-1II and IV-V.

After an examination of these external kinds of evidence, subsequent subheadings treat

major kinds of internal evidence that have shaped modern views about the Psalter’s shape and

12 Regarding the major textual witnesses to the Pentateuch, Emmanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew
Bible (2nd ed., Minneapolis: Fortress, 2001), 155-63, prefers to speak of “texts” rather than “text-types” or
“recensions” to denote the MT, LXX and Samaritan Pentateuch. Obviously the Psalter presents a different set of
chief witnesses—i.e., 11QPs" instead of SP—that give rise to profoundly different compositional issues.
Nevertheless, to avoid confusion we shall simply speak in terms of “traditions” when referring to 11QPs®, MT and
LXX Psalters.
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shaping: superscripts (esp. authorial attribution and genre), 3711 and :'-lf -1'7'??‘1 psalms, 72:20,
“doublets,” and Tlln:'/D’tlﬁgf predominance, doxologies, and lexical and thematic links. Our
intention is not to analyze every instance of these kinds of evidence exhaustively, but rather to
reconsider both their potential implications for redaction-history and their usefulness for
identifying editorial intention to relate psalms to each other. Particular instances receive more

detailed attention in later chapters as necessary.

Qumran and the MT Psalter

As noted above, The “Qumran Psalms Hypothesis™ advocated by Sanders, Wilson, and
Flint argues for a two (or more) stage stabilization process of the Hebrew Psalter. On the other
hand, Moshe Goshen-Gottstein, Shemaryahu Talmon, Patrick Skehan, and Ulrich Dahmen argue
that 11QPs’ is a secondary arrangement of psalms that presumes an already established MT
Psalter.'” For them the MT Psalter was final before the DSS were copied, leading to the
conclusion that they do not bear direct witness to the compositional history of the MT Psalter.

A brief summary of the “Qumran Psalms Hypothesis” is necessary in order to offer our
preliminary assessment the DSS’s implications for the MT Psalter’s arrangement. As
summarized by Flint, the Hypothesis comprises several discreet arguments. These concern the

Psalter’s “stabilization,” the existence of multiple Psalter “editions” of which an “11QPs®

122 Moshe H. Goshen-Gottstein, “The Psalms Scroll (11QPs®): A Problem of Canon and Text,” Textus 5
(1966): 22-33; Talmon, “Pisqah Be’emsa‘ Pasuq and 11QPs”,” Textus 5 (1965): 11-21; Patrick Skehan, “A
Liturgical Complex in 11QPs®,” CBQ 35 (1973): 202-5; “Qumran and Old Testament Criticism,” in Qumran: sa
piété, sa théologie et son milieu (ed. M. Delcor; BETL 46; Gembloux, Belgium: Leuven University Press, 1978),
163—-82; and Ulrich Dahmen, Psalmen- und Psalter-Rezeption im Friihjudentum: Rekonstruktion, Textbestand,
Struktur und Pragmatik der Psalmenrolle 11QPs® aus Qumran (STDJ 47; Leiden: Brill, 2003). Goshen-Gottstein
and Talmon suggest a liturgical rationale, while Skehan considers 11QPs® a “library edition.” Dahmen’s monograph
entails an extensive textual analysis of 11QPs®, which he deems to be a creative reordering of the proto-Masoretic
Psalter. Similarly, Zenger, Einleiting in das Alte Testament (7th ed.; Stuttgart: W. Kohlhammer, 2008), 36467,
believes that MT Pss 1-145 were fixed in the B.C. 4th century, and Pss 146—150 were added in the B.C. 2d century.
In composition-historical terms, then, 11QPs" has no bearing on the MT for Zenger.
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Psalter” is the major alternative to the MT, and 11QPs*s provenance.

First, Wilson and Flint argue for the early stabilization of Books I-III on the basis of
content and ordering of psalms the Qumran MSS.'” With respect to content, “no compositions
absent from the Received Psalter are found joined to any of these Psalms” (i.e., Pss 1-89), while
such variations in content are “frequent” for psalms known from Books IV-V of the MT."
Regarding arrangement, Wilson’s and Flint’s data show that, “evidence in support of the MT
arrangement of pss is fairly consistent throughout,” but also that “examples of variation,
practically non-existent in the first three books, increase markedly in Books Four to Five.”'®
Accordingly, these scholars infer that the order and composition of Books IV-V was still fluid
whereas Books I-III were a stabilized collection.

Second, according to Flint, the DSS bear witness to three forms of the Psalter: an early
collection comprising Pss (1)2—89; the “11QPs® Psalter;” and (possibly) the MT Psalter. For
Flint, Sanders, and Wilson, the “11QPs® Psalter” consisted of “Psalms i—1xxxix followed by the

a »126

arrangement preserved in 11QPs®”"“° and represents an alternative edition of the Psalter to that

of the MT Psalter.'”” Flint claims that the Qumran MSS predominantly reflect this form over the

123 Sanders recognizes Pss 1-100 as the “stabilized” portion of the Psalter, but Wilson’s work has since shifted
the focus to Pss [1]2—89. For further summaries and perspective on the earlier debate, see Gerald H. Wilson, “The
Qunrran Psalms Scroll [11QPs®) Reconsidered: Analysis of the Debate,” CBQ 47 (1985): 624—42; and Peter W.
Flint, “The Contribution of Gerald Wilson Toward Undesrtanding the Book of Psalms in Light of the Psalms
Scrolls,” in The Shape and Shaping of the Book of Psalms: The Current State of Scholarship (ed. Nancy L.
deClassé-Walford; Atlanta: SBL, 2014), 209-30.

124 Flint, The Dead Sea Psalms Scrolls, 141

125 Wilson, Editing, 121. Flint and Wilson nevertheless disagree on the merit of comparing the ages of MSS
that support or contradict the MT. Wilson, Editing,121-22, claims that the earlier MSS from Qumran contradict the
MT arrangement, while only MSS from A.D. first century support it, thus evidencing a gradual stabilization. On the
other hand, Flint, The Dead Sea Psalms Scrolls, 144, disagrees with Wilson’s assessment of certain MSS as
“contradictory” or “supportive.”

126 Flint, “The Book of Psalms,” 462.

127 See also Wilson, “The Structure of the Psalter,” 242; Flint, The Dead Sea Psalms Scrolls, 167-71.
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MT Psalter. He counts three MSS (4QPs®, 11QPs?, and 11QPs") that affirm it against the MT
ordering of psalms, compared with a single MS from Masada that supports the MT (MasPs®)
against 11QPs®. On the other hand, “no Qumran manuscript supports the MT-150 arrangement
against 11QPs® on the macro-level; perhaps some Qumran Psalms scrolls may be aligned with
the MT on the basis of key individual variants—but this remains to be demonstrated.”'*

Third, although Sanders originally argued that 11QPs® was composed at Qumran, he later
modified his view, claiming that it was brought to Qumran when the covenanters fled Jerusalem
and was merely copied there. This is an important aspect of the theory because it allows Sanders
and Flint to claim a wider provenance for 11QPs® than just the Qumran sectarian community. '”
According to the Hypothesis, this has ramifications for the Mt Psalter’s canonical status just
before the turn of the era: the MT Psalter was not “the” Psalter in wider Judaism, but one among

several. Or, more radically, 11QPs*’s wider provenance could be interpreted to mean that the MT

Psalter had not yet taken shape.°

128 Flint, “The Book of Psalms,” 463. Flint reports that the only MS supporting the MT against 11QPs® is
MasPs® found at Masada.

12% See Flint, “The Book of Psalms,” 469—71; The Dead Sea Psalms Scrolls, 199-200.

130 Flint generally reflects the first view: the MT Psalter existed contemporaneously with the “11QPs® Psalter”
in wider Judaism (see the second and third points above). Wilson, “The Qumran Psalms Scroll 11QPs®
Reconsidered,” 641, entertains both scenarios. There he outlines three hypothetical ways to understand 11QPs*'s
place in the history of the Psalter. The first is essentially Skehan’s (et al.) view that 11QPs” presupposes the “fixed
and canonized” MT. The second is that 11QPs” “is an intermediate form prior to the fixation of the Psalter.” And
third, that it presents a competing text tradition beside the MT Psalter, providing the impetus for later recognition of
the “leaner MT” as the official text. In both the second and third scenarios, Pss 1-100 are “fixed” at an early stage.
However, the third scenario implies that Pss 1-150 were, for all intents and purposes “fixed” also, even if not
universally (!) recognized as “the official text.” So in terms of the MT’s composition history, there seems to be no
significant difference between options 1 and 3, and what differences there are arise from some subtle distinction
between “fixation” and “canonization.” Therefore, unless one sees 11QPs” as an intermediate form of the developing
MT Psalter (Wilson’s second option), Flint’s suggestion that the “11QPs® Psalter” was an alternative to the MT is
virtually without consequence if it was a uniquely Qumranic edition. Cf. Zenger, Einleiting in das Alte Testament,
36667, for whom the Qumran MSS are irrelevant for dating the Mt Psalter’s composition.
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Evaluation

One’s view of 1 1QPs™’s provenance is very important for interpreting Wilson’s and Flint’s
statistics. According to Wilson’s data 11QPs? accounts for 26 of the 31 instances of variation
(84%) for psalms from Books IV-V; a percentage that jumps to 90% if we include 11QPs®.*!
Without 11QPs?, then, Wilson’s and Flint’s statistics are far less impressive. It therefore matters
a great deal if 11QPs® reflects the state of affairs at Qumran alone or a more widespread
situation. However Flint’s arguments for wider provenance suffers serious flaws. First, he claims
that “[a]ll the individual compositions in 11QPs® seem to predate the Qumran period.”'*? Flint
has in mind here the non-canonical compositions, which he dates to B.C. third century or
earlier.'® But all this proves is that the compilers copied previously authored material, which is
unsurprising and says nothing about them as an arranged collection. Second, “the absence of

134 is precisely that: an argument from absence in a

‘sectually explicit’ Qumranic indicators
partially preserved scroll. Third, Flint suggests that 11QPs™’s “[e]xpanded orthography is by no
means a sure indicator of Qumranic provenance.”'** Against the second of Flint’s claims listed
here, “expanded orthography” is very much a characteristic of Qumran MSS."* So, while Flint is
probably correct to warn against firm conclusions on the basis of orthography, it would be more

accurate to describe 11QPs*’s expanded orthography as “an uncertain indicator of Qumranic
p

provenance.” Finally, Flint correctly infers from David’s Compositions (column XXVII)'*" that

131 11QPs® agrees with 11QPs® in its contradiction of the MT ordering of Books IV-V psalms: Pss
141—133—144. See Wilson, Editing, 117.

32 Flint, “The Book of Psalms,” 470.

133 Flint, The Dead Sea Psalms Scrolls, 199.

'** Flint, “The Book of Psalms,” 470.

'35 Flint, “The Book of Psalms,” 470

136 See Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 1089,

7 Line 6 claims that David provided 365 psalms for the perpetual offering, one for each day of the year
RN WSV oWt AN mawn w5125 om or 52 ronn).
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11QPs” reflects a solar calendar. Since the solar calendar was used “among other Jewish
circles”'®® as well, Flint finds cause to dismiss Goshen-Gottstein’s view that 1 IQPs*’s acceptance
of the solar calendar indicates its sectarian origin."”® While Flint probably has the better of the
argument with Goshen-Gottstein on this point, the solar calendar issue is immaterial. That
11QPs” should reflect a characteristic that is widespread in Judaism does not make 11QPs® the
product of wider Judaism. Thus, Flint’s arguments do no more than establish the possibility of
wider provenance in certain respects. On the other hand, MasPs"’s affiliation with the MT Psalter
suggests that a geographical explanation for 11QPs®’s different arrangement should be
entertained. '’

Flint claims that three MSS testify to the existence of the hypothetical “1 1QPs® Psalter”
(11QPs?, 11QPs®, and 4QPs°). Specifically, he claims that, “[w]hile the earlier part of the
11QPs?-Psalter is not found in 11QPs®, material from both Psalms i—Ixxxix and the later part is
preserved in both 4QPs® and 11QPs .”141 Of these 4QPs° yields seven canonical psalms from
Books I-III while 11QPs® yields two. 142 However, Flint exaggerates the correspondence
between 4QPs° and 11QPs® when he claims that 4QPs°® reflects five psalms in a sequence known
from 11QPs™ “cxviii—>civ—>[cxlvii]—-)cv—)cxlvi.”143 Psalm 147 is absent from 4QPs", as

indicated by his square brackets. He is probably correct in identifying Ps 118, even though only a

138 Flint, “The Book of Psalms,” 470.
139 Goshen-Gottstein, “The Psalms Scroll [11QPs®],” 28n30.

10 Elint, The Dead Sea Psalms Scrolls, 200, draws the valid distinction “between the origin of collections and
production of individual scrolis” (emphasis original). Once again, however, this line of reasoning merely permits the
possibility that 11QPs" reflects a recognized collection. As we shall see, the evidence for the “11QPs® Psalter” is not
that strong, however.

“! Flint, “The Book of Psalms,” 462.

"2 Flint, “The Book of Psalms,” 462n57, summarizes, “In 4QPs": Psalms Ixxvi 10—12; Ixxvii 1; Ixviii (sic/) 6—
7, 31-33; Ixxxi 2-3; Ixxxvi 10~11; Ixxxviii 1-5; lxxxix 44—48, 50-53. In 11QPs": Psalms Ixxvii 18-21; Ixxviii 1.”

13 Flint, “The Book of Psalms,” 462n56.
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meager portion of its final v. 29 remains (17‘7 2 :11\9).144 On the other band, his identification of
Ps 146 is based solely on mm551 as the surviving text. This psalm remnant follows Ps 105 in
4QPs’, and since MT Ps 106 also begins with M550, this textual remnant is at least as likely to
be Ps 106 as Ps 146—not to mention other Halleluiah psalms.'* We are therefore left with a
four psalm sequence of Pss 118, 104, 105,146 and possibly 106, which is no closer to the 11QPs®
sequence than the MT. So while 4QPs® clearly differs from the MT sequence of psalms overall, it
does not offer very solid support 11QPs® and may even contradict it. 147 Flint makes a stronger
argument in the case of 1 lQPsb, whose sequence of Pss 141, 133, and 144—as well as the
apocryphal “Plea for Deliverance”—matches that found in 1 lQPs".M8 But since 11QPs®
supports only Pss 77-78 from the supposedly stabilized collection, its support for the
hypothetical “11QPs® Psalter” overall is very minimal. In sum, the evidence for an “11QPs*
Psalter” comprised of “Psalms i~lxxxix followed by the arrangement preserved in 11QPs®’ is
very thin, and illustrates the difficulties raised by the fragmentary nature of the evidence.

Several other observations work against the hypothetical “11QPs? Psalter.” First, some
MSS actually contradict the psalm sequence in 11QPs®. 4QPs! is noteworthy here because it
reverses the sequence of Pss 147 and 104 from that found in 11QPs® 5 II. Similarly, Wilson

admits that 4QPs"s “placement...of the ‘ Apostrophe to Zion’ immediately preceding other

144 psalm 118:29’s reconstructed form is the thanksgiving formula: Y701 D% ™2 21073 MY 110, The
thanksgiving formula occurs in various places, but only Ps 118 concludes with it, and the blank space after this verse
in 4QPs® 5 I probably indicates that this line contained the concluding line of a psalm. Cf. Wilson, Editing, 104.

15 Wilson, Editing, 104, agrees that “it is impossible to conclusively identify it, though Ps 106 may be the
logical choice.”

146 Assuming that fragments 15-16 and 17-18 I are properly ordered.

197 Dahmen, Psalmen- und Psalter-Rezeption im Friihjudentum, 231, similarly concludes, “daB 4QPs® kein
Parallelexemplar dieser Rolle 11QPs” sein kann.”

18 Wilson, Editing, 114. Wilson also identifies in 11QPs® part of a “Catena” of different verses found in
11QPs%, i.e., Ps 118:1, 15-16.
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apocryphal compositions does not confirm the order of 11QPs® where this work was followed
immediately by the canonical Ps 93 and then eight other canonical psalms.” 149 Skehan notes
these and several other instances that contradict 11QPs®. 150 The apparent flexibility with which
the Qumran MSS order their psalms suggests that talk of an “11QPs? Psalter” overstates the
“fixed” or authoritative status of its particular sequence at Qumran, let alone wider Judaism.
More consistent with the available evidence, Heinz—Josef Fabry believes that individual psalms
were rearranged for specific purposes at Qumran, and that this sufficiently explains the variety
and diversity of psalms scrolls at Qumran. Bl

Second, Beckwith questions the statistical reliability of the surviving Qumran MSS,
claiming that “only three manuscripts, in total, speak for Book II of the Psalter, and only three
for Book III; and even for Book I there are still two irregular manuscripts, the same as for Book
IV.” He concludes that “the abundance of evidence for irregularities in Book IV-V corresponds
directly to the abundance of manuscript material for those two books.”'>> Beckwith’s argument
thus recalls the point made earlier that 11QPs® and 11QPs® account for 90% of the evidence
against the MT arrangement with respect to Books IV-V.

Third, Andrew E. Steinmann claims that “all of the scholars who deny that the standard

collection of 150 psalms was a closed, stabilized collection (Sanders, Wilson, and Flint) ignore

' Wilson, Editing, 68. Wilson offers this conclusion notwithstanding some uncertainties about the integrity of

4QPs" in other respects.

1% Skehan, “Qumran and Old Testament Criticism,” 166, adds 4QPs" to the list of contradictory MSS.
Whereas 4QPs* preserves the bottoms of two adjacent columns containing Pss 135 and (according to Skehan) 99:1—-
5,in 11QPs" Ps 135 “is followed by Ps 136, borrowings from Ps 118, Ps 145, the apocryphal Ps 154, and so on,
with no room for the text of 4QPs*.” Wilson, Editing, 106, expresses doubts about Skehan’s identification of Ps 99,
but this in nowise impairs the fact that 4QPs" testifies against 11QPs".

! Heinz-Josef Fabry, “Der Psalter in Qumran,” in Der Psalter in Judentum und Christentum (ed. Erich
Zenger; Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 1998), 13763 (esp. 159). Fabry nevertheless recognizes a “Qumran Psalter”
that he describes as “flexible” in a few points.

132 Beckwith, “The Early History of the Psalter,” 21-22.
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the implication that 11QPs® itself is assuming that 150 is the basic number of psalms. These
scholars never address this point and do not offer any defense for rejecting it as relevant.”'>
Steinmann’s claim that 11QPs® assumes 150 to be a “standard” number arises from Skehan’s
assessment of the prose catalogue (“David’s Compositions”) in column 27. 134 This credits David
with 3600 psalms (n~$nn), counts an additional 450 songs for daily, weekly (every Sabbath),
and festival occasions, and for praying over the sick (446 + 4), and then lists the total 0f 4050.
Skehan recognizes the divisibility of all three figures by 150 as testimony to the established
significance of 150 for psalm collections, hence the MT Psalter. '’

In conclusion, the relationship of Qumran MSS to the canonical Psalter as Wilson and Flint
interpret it remains highly speculative, and others more convincingly explain the Qumran MSS
as creative, probably liturgical arrangements that presuppose an existing MT Psalter. In terms of
genre, it seems reasonable to expect that hymnic material would be susceptible to reorganization
according to the peculiarities of a community. Since there is little to commend a wider
provenance for 11QPs’, the different arrangement in 11QPs® seems best explained by the

Qumran community’s idiosyncratic liturgical needs.'*®

153 Andrew E. Steinmann, The Oracles of God: The Old Testament Canon (St. Louis: CPH, 1999), 76.
Beckwith, “The Early History of the Psalter,” 22, makes the same point.

134 Skehan, “Qumran and Old Testament Criticism,” 16970, adds, “that [11QPs®] begins the last 50 of the 150
Psalms is of a piece with the kind of mathematics in the catalogue of col. xxvii.”

155 Furthermore, that the prose catalogue refers to the number of psalms written by David specifically as
D*H1N—the title given to the canonical MT Psalter—itself suggests the possibility that its author recognized a close
association between David and all 150 MT D°5nn.

1% N.B. the insular and sectarian nature of the Qumran community suggested by such MSS as the Damascus
Document and the Community Rule. Moreover, MasPs® confirmation of the MT Psalter further suggests that
11QPs”s different arrangement should be explained geographically.
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The LXX Psalter and the MT Psalter

The LXX is further evidence to be reckoned against the Qumran Psalms Hypothesis and its
implication that only Books I-III had stabilized as a collection by the 2d century B.C. Indeed,
Mitchell and Beckwith both claim that the translation of LXX in the 2d century B.C. precludes a
late date for the final form MT Psalter claimed by Wilson."” A fuller discussion of the LXX’s
relationship to the MT Psalter can be found in Appendix A. Here we shall make a few summary
observations that favor these scholars’ view rather than Wilson’s.

For his part, Wilson does not deny that the Hebrew Psalter was translated into Greek, but
disputes its content at the time, implying this could have been the earlier form of the Psalter
advocated by his theory (i.e., Books I-III) rather than the canonical MT Psalter.'*®* However, the
LXX’s macrostructural dependence on the MT Psalter is clear, notwithstanding its different
division and conjoining of psalms and the addition of Ps 151, also testified at Qumran.
Moreover, while the LXX Psalter shows many differences in superscriptional data, these always
expand on their MT source rather than remove material; a pattern consistent throughout all five
Books."” The only exceptions are the missing Davidic attributions to MT Pss 122 and 124 in
LXX Pss 121 and 123. The simplest explanation is that the LXX scribes had the whole MT
Psalter before them. On the other hand, Wilson’s theoretical proposition of a smaller, earlier
collection must offer an unnecessarily complicated account of how the LXX Psalter came to
preserve the MT Psalter so precisely if its original translation was only partial. One might claim

a later revision of the LXX that sought to conform it to the MT text. However, the LXX’s

57 Mitchell, The Message of the Psalter, 16; Beckwith, “Early History of the Psalter,” 6. Menahem Haran also
dates the LXX to the first half of the second century B.C. at the latest. Haran, “11QPs® and the Canonical Book of
Psalms,” in Minhah le-Nahum (ed. M. Brettler and Michael Fishbane; JSOTSup 154; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1993),
194n2, notes that “Greek translations of Chronicles and Esther appeared already in the second century BCE, and it
cannot be supposed that the Greek translation of the Psalms came after these.”

'8 Wilson, “King, Messiah, and the Reign of God,” 394.

159 Mitchell, The Message of the Psalter, 17-18.
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preservation of the MT’s macrostructure and superscriptional traditions presumes that the whole
MT 150 had stabilized when the “final” LXX Psalter took shape. Thus it is more likely that the
“final” MT Psalter had attained authoritative status by the time the LXX Psalter was complete
and that the final MT Psalter must have existed for some time for the LXX translators to so
respect its form. Moreover, the character of the differences we do see between the LXX and MT
Psalters point in this direction too. The LXX’s expansions seem largely interpretive by offering
further information about individual psalms (e.g., the Davidic identity of the psalmist in Pss 92—
98 et al.) or the Psalter as a whole (e.g., the postscriptional character of Ps 151, which the LXX
explicitly describes as “outside the number” [€£wBev Tob apBpod]). In keeping with Steinman’s
argument above, then, this situation better fits a scenario whereby the MT Psalter sequence of
150 psalms had become sacrosanct to the Greek translators, not merely Books I-III. On the other
hand, Wilson’s A.D. 1st century dating of the MT Psalter would require an extremely late date for
a “final” LXX Psalter as we know it. Certainly the LXX and MT Psalters could not have been
contemporary editions of the Psalter during some hypothetical stage when their canonical status
was still “up in the air” along with a Qumran Psalter, as the Qumran Psalms Hypothesis suggests.
In conclusion, the LXX offers no direct evidence of the compositional history of the MT
except to confirm the established authority of its macrostructure in the 2d century B.C., thus
adding another reason to question the Qumran Psalms Hypothesis. Furthermore, LXX scribes’
efforts to preserve MT superscriptional traditions offers important evidence that superscriptional
data was held in high regard by ancient scribes. The additional Davidic attribution found in
psalms like the above examples offers an important window into how ancient scribes understood

the MT Psalter, and underscores the care with which they sought to preserve them.

Editorial Use of Superscripts
In contrast to Wilson’s propositions about the Psalter’s history and theological agenda, his

observations about the deliberate use of superscripts have met with relatively little disagreement.
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We shall therefore address the organizational function of authorial attribution, genre, and other

elements (esp. historical prologues), as well as 1T and a‘-l:’ 1'7'37?] psalms.

Authorship as a Principle of Organization

There can be no doubt that editors deliberately grouped psalms by common author. This is
clearly visible throughout the Psalter, no matter how many editorial stages are posited. Book I
(Pss 3—41) is clearly Davidic, besides anonymous Pss 10 and 33. Psalm 10 may form a broken
acrostic with Ps 9, but its quasi-Davidic status can be inferred from its strongly Davidic context.
The same may be said for Ps 33. Furthermore, scholars have recognized affinities between Ps 33
and Pss 32 and 34, which would seem to confirm editorial intention to associate it with David.'®

Books II and III contain several clear author groups: a Korahite group (Pss 42-49), a
Davidic group (Pss 51-72), an Asaph group (Pss 73—83), and another Korahite group (Pss 84—
85, 87-88). Several instances require further comment. First, Pss 50 and 86 are special cases

because they occur as isolated, attributed psalms. Whatever the specific reasons for Asaph Ps

160 Norbert L. Lohfink, “The Covenant Formula in Psalm 33,” in The God of Israel and the Nations: Studies in
Isaiah and the Psalms (ed. Norbert L. Lohfink and Erich Zenger; trans. Everett R. Kalin; Collegeville, Minn.:
Liturgical Press, 2000), 117, suggests that Ps 33 was created for its present location. Lohfink further cites Hossfeld
and Zenger, “‘Von Seinem Thronsitz Schaut Er Nieder Auf Alle Bewohner Der Erde’ (Ps 33, 14):
Redaktionsgeschichte Und Kompositionskritik Der Psalmengruppe 25-34,” in ‘Wer Ist Wie Du, Herr, Unter Den
Gottern? ' Studien zur Theologie und Religionsgeschichte fiir Otto Kaiser zum 70. Geburtstag (ed. Ingo et al.
Koltspierper; Gottingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1994), 375-88, who view Ps 33 as “supplemental
commentary” to Ps 32. Regarding the affinities between Pss 33 and 34, see Pierre Auffret, “‘Allez, Fils, Entendez-
Moi!” Etude Structurelle Du Psaume 34 et son Rapport au Psaume 33,” EgT 19 (1988): 5-31. Furthermore, Gerald
H. Wilson, “The Use of ‘Untitled’ Psalms in the Hebrew Psalter,” ZAW 97 (1985): 408, compares the oft-noted
similarity between 32:11 and 33:1 to “the Mesopotamian practice of providing successive tablets in a series with
‘tag lines’ in the colophon which consisted of the incipit (opening line) of the next tablet in sequence.”

Wilson, “The Use of ‘Untitled’ Psalms in the Hebrew Psalter,” 405-7, notes that the MT, Targum and 4QPs*
(B.C. 2nd century) lack a superscript for Ps 33, whereas LXX adds T¢ Aaud and 4QPs? (A.D. 1* century) adds "W
Qi '\’1_'1"7. Wilson believes the MT form to be authentic due to the LXX’s and 4QPs%’s discordant witness and
because 4QPs‘ is later. Wilson, sees these as “secondary attempts to resolve the peculiarity” of untitled Ps 33.
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50’s dislocation from the main Asaph group (see Chapters Three and Five), its thematic affinities
with Ps 51 suggests deliberate placement, as does the common genre of Pss 49-51 (2121N)
according to Wilson’s “softening” theory. On the other hand, a single Davidic psalm, Ps 86,
splits the Korahite group Pss 84—88, though its superscript bears no resemblance to theirs.'®' This
can hardly be random either. Its centrality to the Korahite group finds a likely counterpart in Ps
78, which is the central psalm of the Asaph collection. At the very end of Ps 78 we find the only
mention of David in the Asaph group, where he is called Yahweh’s T3V (v. 70). Meanwhile, the
psalmist in Ps 86 refers to himself as “your servant” (772p) three times (vv. 2, 4, and 16).
Moreover, the oft-noted lament of Ps 89 confirms the specific importance of David as Yahweh’s
servant (cf. vv. 4, 21, and 40) in Book III. Further investigation must wait until Chapter Six, but
these observations make it clear that the names atop the psalms were important to the editors,
and that authorial attribution played an important role in the placement of these psalms. Second,
Pss 43 and 71 lack superscripts but show signs of deliberate association with their attributed
neighbors, just like Pss 10 and 33 in Book L.'"* Psalms 42 and 43 share a common refrain (42:6,
12; and 43:5). Psalm 71 creates a noteworthy thematic sequence with Ps 72 and lies between
Davidic Ps 70 and the “Davidizing” postscript of 72:20, about which we shall say more shortly.
Third, anonymous Pss 66—67 are likewise “sandwiched” between Davidic Pss 65 and 68, and

show further evidence of deliberate association with their neighbors through common genre (all

6! Besides the difference in authorial attribution, Ps 86 is a 1991, whereas Ps 85 is a 7111 and Ps 87 a
W inm.

162 Regarding untitled Pss 10, 33, 43, and 71, Wilson, Editing, 13132, notes that, “[f]or each of these there is
strong Mss evidence for combination with the ps which precedes... One is inclined to explain this phenomenon of
combination as a secondary attempt to resolve the “problem” presented by the presence of such “untitled” pss in
their MT context.” See also, Wilson, “The Use of ‘Untitled’ Psalms,” 404—8. Wilson, Editing, 173-77, thinks the
MT preserves “alternate traditions™: one tradition has the second psalm conjoined with its predecessor; the other
recognizes its independence. Cf. R. Dean Anderson Jr., “The Division and Order of the Psalms,” WT.J 56 (1994).
228-31.
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four psalms have 917 and "W in their superscripts). Lastly, Pss 87-89 are uniquely linked via
authorial attribution. The “double” superscript of Ps 88 attributes it to the Korahites (like Ps 87
preceding it) and to an Ezrahite (like Ps 89 after it). Wilson sums up Ps 88 thus, “Perhaps the
present extended s/s is an attempt to preserve alternate traditions about this ps...Regardless of
the origin, its effect is quite clear. The first half binds Ps 88 with what precedes (the Qorahite
collection) while the second half, with its use of the terms mskyl and h’zrhy, binds it to Ps 89 as
well.”'® We will address this further below.

Book IV exhibits the lowest proportion of attributed psalms, with just three of its seventeen
psalms bearing a name (Ps 90: m__pb‘;; Pss 101 and 103: 'rn’?). Thus, lexical and thematic links
are relatively more important for establishing editorial intent to group the psalms of Book I'V.
Indeed, on a synchronic reading, Lohfink and Zenger suggest that Pss 90-92 are “Mosaic” due to
common themes, and that Pss 101-106 are “Davidic” because they constitute three pairs of
“twin” psalms.'* Moreover, the Pss 101-103 sequence reflects the same “sandwiching”
technique observable with Pss 9-11, 32-33, 42—44 etc. Psalm 102 is headed “the prayer of a
poor man, when he pours out his complaint before Yahweh” ( ning‘ "19'71 ']i?;?j"; ’39'? ﬂ';?ij]:-]
:in*Y 75v”), and it would seem that editors identified this anonymous “poor man” as the
“David” of the preceding and following psalms; a suggest we shall address further in Chapter
Six. Moreover, Davidic Pss 122 and 124, and 131 and 133 similarly “Davidize” their intervening
psalm with the Songs of Ascent. This is especially clear in the latter case because Ps 132
ostensibly focuses on David and the Davidic covenant.'® In the case of the former, 11QPs®

attributes Ps 123 to David, suggesting that it was read as a Davidic psalm. '*

1> Wilson, Editing, 165.

164 Cf. Erich Zenger, “The God of Israel’s Reign Over the World (Psalms 90—106) in The God of Israel and the
Nations (ed. Norbert L. Lohfink and Erich Zenger; trans Everett R. Kalin; Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press,
2000), 167-68, 183-90.

%5 The location of these two Davidic either side of Solomonic Ps 127 in the approximate middle of the Songs
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Book V has two main clusters of Davidic psalms: Pss 108—110 and Pss 138-140. Beyond
these there are only five attributed psalms, and all occur in the Songs of Ascent (Davidic Pss
122, 124, 131, and 133; and Solomonic Ps 127). Otherwise Book V displays several conspicuous
groups of psalms recognizable by their superscripts as in the Songs of Ascent, ni%unRn 1Y,
(Pss 120-134) or as clustered Halleluiah psalms (Pss 111-117). These groups are obviously not

organized by author. Uniquely, the Songs of Ascent prioritize genre over authorship!

Genre

We have briefly summarized Wilson’s observations regarding the use of genre categories
to “soften” the transition between differently attributed groups (or individual psalms in the case
of Ps 50), except at Book divisions. Strictly speaking only Books II-III use genre to this effect,
however. As noted above, Book I is essentially Davidic, and therefore has no author transitions
that need softening. Similarly, Books IV and V contain far fewer attributed psalms and therefore
do not create the same conditions either. On the other hand, Books II-III exhibit several places
where superscriptional arrangement appears to soften transitions. The Korahite-Asaph-Davidic
sequence in Pss 49-51 (all wiup;.) and Asaph-Korahite transition between Pss 83 and 84 (both
TiDU;)‘” are the chief instances where genre appears to “soften” transitions specifically between
author-groups. As mentioned above, the combination of 3217 and "W throughout each of Pss

65—68 suggests the same use of genre, but there the softening effect appears to ensure that

of Ascent also seems significant. We take this up further in Chapter Six.

1% In 11QPs®, Ps 123’s superscript reads MP1Y T17[Y "W). See Flint, “The Book of Psalms,” 456n17.
Given that Ps 123 is Davidized via the sandwiching technique in the MT, it is tempting to explain the 11QPs®
superscript as a secondary attempt to make its Davidic status explicit. Flint, “The Book of Psalms,” 456, indicates
that in general “[t]he extant superscriptions reveal little variation in comparison with the MT-Psalter,” citing only
this example and Ps 145:1 as “interesting exceptions.” Psalm 145°s superscript in the MT reads 1 nbnn (praise-
hymn) but appears as ™79 nban (thanksgiving hymn) in 11QPs®, This is probably best explained as /3
confusion or scribal correction (wittingly or not) toward the commoner genre type.

' In fact Pss 82-85 are all 2RI, of which Ps 83 is also designated 1"W.
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anonymous Pss 66—67 are “Davidized” within David II. Moreover, Pss 87-89 provide a
comparable, if unique, example. We noted above that Ps 88°s double authorship binds it to both
its predecessor and the following psalm. The same applies to genre: Pss 87—88 are both "W
9131, while Pss 88-89 are both designated 5’3’3?@. These genre designations correspond to the
Korahite and Ezrahite attributions respectively, and reinforce the linking function of these
superscriptional elements.

Wilson’s theory does not explain the whole story, however. Leslie McFall observes that
psalms appear to be sorted by genre in Book II as well. He notes that only Book II has
conspicuous genre groupings because it alone has a variety of genres in sufficient quantities for
such groupings to be possible.'® However McFall’s view of genre as a “sorting” principle does
not satisfactorily explain exceptions like Davidic Ps 51 (112173), which differs generically from
the subsequent Pss 52-55 group ('7’,3@@). It seems, then, that both theories explain features that
the other overlooks. In fact, where there is overlap they are quite compatible. For instance,
within McFall’s larger group of Davidic 7211 Pss 6268, the editors positioned Pss 65 and
68—the only psalms also designated "W in this group—either side of anonymous 12 "W
Pss 66—67. It appears, then, that genre functions both as a sorting principle within author groups
and as a “softening” technique to bind psalms more closely together in Book II.

More questionably, McFall argues that editors concluded genre-groups with a psalm in
which author-genre sequence as found throughout the group is reversed, citing Pss 19-24, 38—40,

56—60, and 75-77.'° However, the exceptions to this pattern are numerous. '™ Moreover, Ps 41

68 Leslie McFall, “The Evidence for a Logical Arrangement of the Psalter,” WTJ 62 (2000), 233. The genre
blocks in Book Il are as follows: Pss 42, 44—45 = 9*201; Pss 45-46 = 1"W; Pss 47-51 = 2 (Ps 48 also a W),
Pss 52-55= 5’3@7@; Pss 5660 = DRN; Pss 62—68 = 7NN, of which 65-68 are also identified as V"W.

189 McFall, “The Evidence for a Logical Arrangement of the Psalter,” 235.

' Other examples of three or more psalms in sequence that are of the same or similar genre include: Pss 3-6,
29-31, 42-44 (counting 42-43 together), 4749, 52-55, 62—65. Each group either retains the same author-genre
sequence for all their superscripts or reverses the sequence multiple times.
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disqualifies McFall’s second example because its superscript resumes the original genre-author
sequence of Pss 38—39. Given the subsequent change in authorship in Ps 42 and doxology in
41:14, Ps 41 must be the true conclusion of this group of 11317 psalms (and Book I rather than
Ps 40. In addition, McFall speculates that portions of the present superscripts—including
genre—might originally have been postscripts, and that editors “imposed uniformity on the final
arrangement [by] the positioning of all postscript material at the head of the Psalm,” citing
Habakkuk 3:1-19 as a precedent.'” This is too speculative to seriously entertain.'”” However it
becomes especially important in McFall’s alternative view of the Pss 87—-89 sequence from that
of Wilson summarized above. For McFall, the first part of Ps 88’s superscript ( ’J‘;’? ‘l'if)y; Y
N7P) was originally a postscript to Ps 87 that reverses the author-genre sequence of Pss 84-85,
and 87.'” Thus, Ps 88’s original “singular” superscript read 5":)1{)?5 m‘gx_:'g n}zqrg'bp UH-!Q'?
TRA ]Q’U’?; the “double” tradition resulting from an error in psalm division during the
Psalter’s transmission. Apart from the speculative nature of the argument, there are several other
problems. First, it would be the only other (originally) deliberate postscript besides 72:20 in the
psalms, as McFall himself admits.'” Second, while McFall correctly recognizes that “the term
i'_l?Jp'? is not in its normal initial position” in Ps 88:1 and that “[¢]his is unique in the Psalter,”"”
Ps 88’s double superscript is itself unique. In any case, ng;?;'? retains its usual initial position
according to Wilson’s double tradition explanation, since it constitutes the first element of the

second tradition. Third, McFall claims that “four prime witnesses agree in placing the proposed

"l McFall, “The Evidence for a Logical Arrangement of the Psalter,” 236-37.

"2 Note, too, the observation made earlier that MT editors did not impose uniformity on the position of 1997
M7 in the case of Halleluiah psalms in Books IV-V, even though the LXX divides the text so AAAnAouia only

occupies the superscript position.
'3 Beckwith, “Early History,” 8, entertains this possibility.
174 McFall, “The Evidence for a Logical Arrangement of the Psalter,” 239.

'> McFall, “The Evidence for a Logical Arrangement of the Psalter,” 238 (italics original).
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postscript in no-man’s land,” between Pss 87 and 88, appealing to gaps in Leningrad Codex 19°
and three other witnesses. However, L leaves an entire line vacant between Ps 87:7 and the
“first” superscript atop Ps 88, whereas Ps 88’s “second” superscript occupies its own line as is
normal for the Codex. Thus, McFall’s “open section break” between the two parts of the double
superscript seems due simply to the presence of two superscripts and nothing more. Moreover,
the final portion of the “second” superscript, "INRA ]Q’EI'? '7’33?’5, is also set off from the
preceding superscriptional material by a small gap, which cautions against reading too much into
the space between the two superscripts. Fourth, M7} %25 71 1" resembles the other
Korahite superscripts in every way. Even if editors did reverse the author-genre sequence to
conclude generically similar psalms, there is no reason why it could not name Ps 88 as the last
Korahite psalm of the JiAM "W genre. Finally, if editors imposed a general uniformity on the
psalms by shifting postscript material to the superscriptional position, we may wonder how this
“postscript” escaped their attention long enough to later be confused with Ps 88.

In conclusion, McFall’s account of Ps 88:1 is not compelling, and does not seriously
challenge Wilson’s theory that editors softened author transitions within books in Books II-III.
The only exception is Davidic Ps 86. But its above-mentioned centrality to the Korahite group
and thematic and lexical affinities with Ps 78 suggest that Ps 86 is structurally integral to Book
I

Other Superscriptional Elements
Further superscriptional elements include brief historical prologues and possible tunes and
musical directions of various sorts. These elements are typically more sporadic than author and
genre categories in their distribution, and yield no clear editorial techniques for organizing
psalms.'” However, the general distribution these features in the Psalter may reflect on the

relative character of its books.

' Brevard Childs, “Psalm Titles and Midrashic Exegesis,” JSS 16 (1971): 137-50. Chids attributes the
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For instance, twelve out of thirteen historical notes in the Psalter occur in Books I-II, eight
of which occur in Book II alone.'”” Their predominance in Books I-II suggests that the editor(s)
who arranged these books wished to reflect a stronger historical focus on David’s life. Similarly,
musical directions and tunes—whatever their precise meanings—occur only in the first three
books, with Book II showing the highest concentration.'” Their predominance in Books I-III
probably reflects a similar intention to accentuate David’s role as a psalm-singer as well as the
Temple musicians (i.e., Korah, Asaph, Heman, and Ethan) who are strongly represented in these
Books.

171 and :‘-Ii’ 4'7'?,‘_! Psalms. Wilson theorizes that 1711 psalms begin groups of psalms and
Flf 1'7‘?.‘1_ psalms conclude them, resulting in several subgroups within Books IV and V. First, the
A -1'7'?.‘1_ Pss 104-106 conclude Book IV, and therefore coincide with the 106:48 doxology. This
leads Wilson to recognize three main groups in Book V: Pss 107-117, Pss 118-135, and Pss
136-145, after which comes the final doxological conclusion to the whole Psalter in Pss 146—
150." On the one hand, this breakdown allows Wilson to recognize the integrity of the Songs of
Ascent (Pss 120—-134) as part of his second group in Book V. On the other hand, his theory
implies an editorial division within the Egyptian Hallel group (Pss 113—118) because Ps 118

historical notes to early midrashic exegesis, but does not discuss how this phenomenon might relate to the
compositional history of the Psalter and those psalms’ inclusion in it.

177 Smith, “The Theology of the Redaction of the Psalter,” 408—12. These include Pss 3, 7, 18, and 34 in Book
I; Pss 51, 52, 54, 56, 57, 59, 60, and 63 in Book II, and Ps 142 in Book V.

78 Besides the very frequent N¥INY (Pss 4-6; 8-14; 18-22; 31; 36; 39-42; 4447, 49; 51-62; 64-70; 75-77;
80-81; 84~85; 88; and 109), psalms with musical direction or tune notations (or both) include: seven in Book I (Pss
4-6, 8-9, 12, and 22); thirteen in Book II (Pss 4546, 53-61, 67, and 69); and seven in Book III (Pss 75-77, 80-81,
84, and 88).

1" Cf. Klaus Koch, “Der Psalter und seine Redaktionsgeschichte,” in Neue Wege der Psalmenforschung (ed.
Klaus Seybold and Erich Zenger; Freiburg im Breisgau, Germany: Herder, 1994), 243—77; and Reinhard Kratz, “Die
Tora Davids: Psalm 1 und die doxologische Fiinfteilung des Psalters,” Z7K 93 (1996): 1-34, who attribute similar
functions to 771 and -'-li' ﬂ'??{_l psalms.
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(3TN) introduces Pss 118-135." In general, Wilson finds solid evidence that scribes used
doxological conclusions to mark off subsections of their collections, both at Qumran and among
more ancient hymnic collections such as the Sumerian Temple Hymns. This offers support to his
claim that F!f 1'7'?.:! psalms conclude groups. On the other hand, the introductory function of 71
psalms derives from their position after 7} 1'7'?:] psalms of the previous group, as well as
thematic parallels with the F!i' 1'7'?.,'_1 psalm at the end of the same group, which Wilson considers
to be deliberate inclusio."'

It remains open to question whether Wilson’s proposed division of Book V is as important
as other more conspicuous groups like Pss 120—-134 (Songs of Ascent) and 138—145 (Davidic).
This “concluding” function of Halleluiah psalms comports well with that of other doxological
elements like Pss 106:48 and 135:21."%2 Nevertheless, Ps 106 creates a small problem for
Wilson’s interpretation of 371 psalms because both Pss 106 and 107 begin with 371, while Ps
106 is also a Halleluiah psalm. Clearly Ps 106 cannot both conclude and commence different
sections in this case. Indeed, Ps 106 will come up for discussion again when we reevaluate the
Psalter’s doxologies.

Returning to the issue of two redactions, Wilson himself recognizes that in 1 1QPs?, “[t]here
is no clear evidence...of a functional distinction between halelu-yah psalms (for closing
segments) and hodu psalms (for opening segments).”'®* Therefore, the similarity of editorial

technique between Books IV-V and 11QPs’ is not so precise as to require more than a general

%0 50 objects Zenger, “Composition and Theology,” 87.
8! Wilson, Editing, 187-90.

182 Zenger, “ Composition and Theology,” 80, sees Ps 106:48 as a later addition to the psalm, and for that
reason thinks that Wilson overstates the concluding significance of Fl:'i'?'?;l psalms. However Ps 106’s status as a
FI;‘%'?'?Q psalm is already established in v. 1. Moreover, one may question whether 106:48 is a later addition at all
(see “Doxologies” below).

'3 Wilson, “The Qumran Psalms Scroll (11QPs®) and the Canonical Psalter: Comparison of Editorial
Shaping,” CBQ 59 (1997): 448~64 (here 456).
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comparison of arranging techniques. Already the far older evidence of the Sumerian Temple
Hymns offers an ancient precedent for the closing function of doxological elements, as Wilson
himself brought to light.'** Given that this organizational technique vastly predates the period of
scribal activity at Qumran (circa. 200 B.C. to A.D. 100), such similarities as do exist between MT
Books IV-V and 11QPs" are hardly remarkable. Moreover, the absence of A} 17 psalms in
Books I-III renders these books’ dissimilarity to 1 1QPs® equally unremarkable. Thus, the
similarity of editorial techniques in 11QPs" and Books IV-V vis-a-vis the relative dissimilarity

between the same and Books I-III cannot be relied upon as evidence of two editorial stages.

Summary Remarks on Superscripts and Their Implications

The preceding discussion suggests that the psalms themselves dictate when certain
techniques are used, and that superscripts remain the primary means of arranging psalms
throughout the Psalter. Redaction-historically speaking, these observations indicate that Wilson
et al. exaggerate the differences between editorial techniques evidenced in Book IV-V and those
of Books I-III. The differences cannot simply be explained by different (i.e., later) editorial
preference, but are in large part due to the psalms themselves—whether they have superscripts
and of what kind those superscripts are.

Interestingly, Wilson himself approaches this same conclusion. Regarding the more
prominent organizational role that authorship plays in Books I-III than in Books IV-V, he states
that this, “is probably due to the paucity of non-Davidic authors for Pss 90—150.”"* In principle,
then, Wilson recognizes that the “frozen” superscriptional material limited the extent to which
authorship could play an important organizational role for Books IV-V; that the nature of the

psalms themselves accounts for the organizational techniques displayed therein. In practice,

1% Wilson, Editing, 23n31, makes it clear that “the frequent use of concluding doxology in the Hebrew Psalter”
includes A} 15971 psalms and not just the doxologies in 41:14, 72:18-19, 89:53, and 106:48.

85 Wilson, Editing, 157-58.
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however, Wilson makes little use of this insight. His two-stage redactional theory accentuates the
organizational differences between Books I-III and IV-V.For Wilson, then, these differences in
organizational technique combine with the DSS evidence (see above) in pointing to two
redactional stages.'®® To these factors Wilson adds a third, namely the significant placement of
royal psalms (esp. Pss 2, 72, and 89) in Pss 2—89 vis-a-vis wisdom/torah psalms found outside
these psalms that he attributes to the second redactional stage (e.g., Pss 1, 90, 107, and 145).'*
This is an opportune time to offer a brief critique of Wilson’s theory as it accounts for these
features. To its credit, Wilson’s hypothesis is internally coherent to a fair extent: his two-stage
theory offers a generally coherent explanation of the different editorial techniques, the DSS
evidence, and the placement of royal psalms if Pss 2-89 are assumed to be the first edition. But
when these factors are examined individually, support for theory of two redactional stages is
shown to be fragile. As discussed above, the different editorial techniques seem most directly a
consequence of the extant superscripts scribes had to work with. We have also seen that the
Qumran Psalms Hypothesis itself lacks compelling evidence. The same ensues for the placement
of royal and torah/wisdom psalms in the Psalter as Wilson views them. A glance at the Psalter
readily shows that Books I-III contain wisdom/torah psalms (e.g., Pss 8, 19, and 73) and Books
IV-V contain royal psalms in (e.g., Pss 101, 110, 132, 144, etc.), indicating that royal and
wisdom concerns permeate the whole Psalter. For his part, Wilson accounts for the royal psalms
in Books V-V by attributing them to a “royal frame” (Pss 2 and 144) enclosed by an overriding
“wisdom frame” (Pss 1 and 145),'®® whereupon he contends that “the shape of the canonical

Psalter preserves a tense dialogue (or a dialogue in tension) between royal covenantal hopes

1% Wilson, “Shaping the Psalter”, 73; and “King, Messiah, and the Reign of God,” 393.
%7 See esp. Wilson, “Shaping the Psalter,” 81.

188 Wilson, “Shaping the Psalter,” 80-81, suggests that royal Pss 2 and 144 form an inner frame, which is
enveloped by Pss 1 and 145. Both pairs of paralleled psalms participate in a larger interlocking royal and wisdom
framework.

63



associated with the first two-thirds of the Psalter and the wisdom counsel to trust YHWH alone
associated with the final third.”'®® But it is not clear why these two expressions of hope should be
set against each other, or why wisdom Ps 1 provides a redactional corrective to the royal
covenantal theology in Ps 2—unless one assumes this at the outset. Moreover, Wilson’s “royal”
and “wisdom” frames seem an overly intricate way to justify these theological contrasts and
overcome the prevalence of royal and wisdom themes throughout the whole Psalter. Thus, there
seems to be very little substantial editorial evidence for Wilson’s hypothesis. On the other hand,
Wilson is right to acknowledge that the presence or absence of superscripts often seems to

determine which editorial techniques bind such psalms together.

The Postscript of 72:20

Wilson remarks that, “[d]espite the existence of so may [sic.] /ss (and one p/s) of obvious
secondary origin (i.e., they do not form an integral part of the compositions they accompany, but
evidence various secondary concerns), only one of the these explicit statements can be said to
exercise any organizational function. The exceptional case is the p/s preserved in Ps 72:20.”'°
Wilson is essentially correct: 72:20 is the only explicit organizational evidence in the Psalter, in
that it is the only direct editorial comment that relates to a group of psalms. Indeed, none dispute
its importance as “editorial evidence.” There is less agreement about its significance and
implications, however, and the issues involved have consequences for covenantal perspective in
the Psalter.

Wilson illustrates the broader struggle to account for 72:20 when he offers two mutually
exclusive views on its place in the Psalter’s formation. In general, Wilson sees 72:20 as evidence
that “Books One and Two may have combined to form an earlier collection introduced and

concluded by “Royal” pss, a collection which because of its high Davidic content (60 out of 70

'*9 Wilson, “Shaping the Psalter,” 81.

1% Wilson, Editing, 139. See also Gerald H. Wilson, “The Shape of the Book of Psalms,” Int 46 (1992): 135.
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pss) might well justify the description “prayers of David.” "' This notion leads Wilson to
recognize different editorial perspectives on the Davidic covenant. For Wilson, Pss 2—72 “might
represent a pre-exilic collection reflecting more positively and hopefully on the fortunes of the
Davidic kingship, while the extension in 73—89 modifies these hopes in light of the exilic
experience.”'”? Elsewhere, however, Wilson speculates that 72:20 “may be a later editorial
intrusion that has disturbed the original integrity of the Elohistic Psalter.”'”* Here Wilson seems
to acknowledge an originally independent EP. But one cannot have it both ways. If Ps 72 with its
postscript “disturbed the original integrity of the Elohistic Psalter,” then at no time could it have
marked the end of an early form of the Psalter comprising Books I-II.

Scholars generally take 72:20 (:*W12 717 ni%an 193) to be the remnant of an older
collection, normally Pss 51-72." For many the significance of Ps 72 begins and ends there.
However, this situation is remarkable in light of the common scholarly presupposition that
editors exercised considerable freedom when reshaping and extending earlier collections. If this
was indeed the case, and if 72:20 had no further significance than a redactional remnant, then

why would editors responsible for Pss 86, 101, 103, 108-110 etc. leave it there? Perhaps the only

! Wilson, Editing, 208; “Shaping the Psalter,” 73; “The Use of Royal Psalms at the ‘Seams’ of the Hebrew
Psalter” JSOT 35 (1986): 87-89.

192 Wilson, “The Use of Royal Psalms,” 91.

%3 Wilson, “Shaping the Psalter,” 77. Wilson goes on to say that his “purpose at this point is to describe the
final shape of the Psalter rather than the process by which it assumed that shape. These difficulties, while important
and intriguing, are not ultimately decisive for my discussion.” However, the questions of “final form” and “process”
intertwine in Wilson’s propositions, since there is no way 72:20 could be added into the midst of Pss 42—83 and
mark the end of (2)3—72. In general, Wilson’s comment reveals the problem that the EP represents to his general
theory of the Psalter’s development if assumed to be a discrete redactional unit.

194 E.g., Gunkel, An Introduction to the Psalms, 344; Mowinckel, The Psalms in Israel’s Worship, 2:194;
Kraus, Psalms 1-59, 18; Gerstenberger, Psalms Part 1 with an Introduction to Cultic Poetry, 38. In addition,
Hossfeld and Zenger, Psalms 2, 4, attribute 72:20 to an Asaphite redactor responsible for Pss 50-83, and John Day,
Psalms (OTG; Sheffield: JSOT Press, 1990), 113, considers that 72:20 and subsequent Davidic psalms “only make
sense if books 1-2 originally constituted a separate collection from books 3-5.”
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explanation might be that Ps 86 was added at the final redaction as Hossfeld and Zenger hold,
and that an originally Messianic Psalter (without any Davidic psalms after 72:20) stood
independent long enough that its contents—including 72:20—became sacrosanct for later
editors. But even this explanation seems self-defeating, for the later addition of Ps 86 would
seem to violate the integrity of the Psalter’s “sacrosanct” appearance.'”

When it comes to assessing 72:70’s editorial significance, then, two distinct issues need to
be distinguished: the origin of 72:20 (whether originally appended to a different psalm or created
for its present context), and the possibility of a new editorial meaning or function within the
expanded collection. Consideration of this second, largely overlooked question yields compelling
possibilities.

Even if we suppose that editors appended 72:20 to a theoretical Psalter comprising Pss 51—
72 or that an Asaphite editor added it to mark off those Davidic psalms within his newly
expanded collection ( Pss 50-83), it is plausible that (later) editors intended 72:20 to mark the
end of the predominantly Davidic Books I-II within a greater collection. This view has the
advantage of crediting 72:20 with a concluding function toward Books I-II without advocating
the now generally unpopular view that those books constituted an earlier collection. It also
suggests a badly needed rationale for why later editors would retain 72:20 from an earlier
collection when they could so easily have rid themselves of it.'”* How, then, might later editors
have understood it?

We noted earlier that, unlike ancient interpreters, modern scholars typically steer clear of

semantic explanations. Semantically, however, it is striking that David is cited in genealogical

'% Even the LXX’s expansionistic character would offer no real precedent for such scribal behavior, since it
evidences only the expansion of superscripts and, where a psalm is added to the established collection (i.e., Ps 151)
it appears outside it without disrupting the established sequence.

1% Cf. Wilson, Editing, 208; “The use of the Royal Psalms,” 88; and “King, Messiah, and the Reign of God,”
392n5. Day, Psailms, 113, takes the same view.
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terms with the qualifier *W*"]2. This identifies him as the “historical” David with whom Yahweh
made his covenant promises (2Sam 7). Indeed, this is confirmed upon comparison with 2 Sam
23:1, which uses the same full expression ("&?"]3 T)7) to introduce David’s final words there
(@NNRA T AT ﬂ'?gt'l) This suggests that editors understood 72:20 to conclude the prayers
of the original, historical David ben-Jesse.'”” Within the framework of the whole Psalter, editors
may have understood this qualification to imply that subsequent Davidically attributed psalms
looked forward to a future Davidide. That is, editors had in mind a successor Davidic king—
whether every Davidide generically or a future eschatological figure, when psalms concern
themselves with “David” after Ps 72.'” Several arguments give considerable credence to this
hypothesis.

First, as noted above, twelve of the thirteen psalms bearing historical prologues occur in
Books I-II, thus accentuating their historicality.'”® Second, the next Davidic psalm to appear, Ps

86, is superscripted with 71,‘5'? TI?SI:’I, the same genre that 72:20 indicates are “ended.” Since Ps

197 Cf. Rose, “Psaumes,” 569, who notes that exilic editors responsible for a Pss 51-72 collection chose not to
describe David by titles such as “king of Israel,” “servant of Yahweh,” “anointed/messiah,” etc., but saw in the
figure of David “le modele de I’homme qui, individuellement, expose ses complaints devant son Dieu.”

% The most common way this happens is when psalms are attributed to 'n;r'? in their superscripts. Our
contention here is that editors primarily had a different referent in mind at least in terms of hermeneutical horizon
pre- and post-Ps 72: “historical David” and future/eschatological “David.” It is not suggestsed that editors
understood the  in 'l”g"l'? pre- and post-Ps 72 to have a different function—e.g., “by David” (as author) before Ps 72,
and thereafter “for David” or “about David” (lamed of specification; see Ronald J. Williams, Williams Hebrew
Syntax, [3d ed.; University of Toronto Press: Toronto, 2007], 108).

199 Smith, “The Theology of the Redaction of the Psalter,” 410, surmises that “[t]he single allusion to David’s
life in Book V, namely 142,1, shows that the old David is in view, but his lament in this psalm may assume a
paradigmatic character.” Whatever the editor’s intention with this psalm, it is worth noting that this is the briefest
historical reference: “when he was in the cave,” (NUR3 iNi*32). It may be a vaguer reference to the same
occasion to which Ps 57:1’s much fuller historical prologue refers. Alternatively, the vagueness of the reference may
have been meant to dissociate it from this mooring in the historical David’s life to instead reflect Mitchell’s
eschatological stricken shepherd (cf. Ps 88).

67



86 is one of only five :‘l';?!;lﬂ psalms in the Psalter (Pss 17, 86, 90, 102, and 142) it is almost
inconceivable that editors selected a psalm superscripted ‘IT['? TI'?QEI without recognizing the
equivalent phrase in 72:20 (cf. 17 I'H"%;I:l in 72:20)* and the sense of contradiction it creates if
one and the same David were in view in both places. Indeed, this is the only genre designation
that has the capacity to heighten the sense of contradiction within the overall Psalter; unless, that
is, editors understood those later psalms in terms of a future David. Third, Pss 71-72 depict an
aging David who hands over the throne to “Solomon.” Brevard Childs suggests that 72:20
influences the meaning of the Solomonic superscription in Ps 72:1. Rather than designate
Solomon as the purported author, editors intended :‘Iifi'?’(?? to identify Solomon as the successor-
king of Ps 72 for whom David prays.”® This widely accepted view finds ready support in the first
verse, 1707127 TORTRY IR T207 T0OWR DR, in which “king” (T77) is paralleled with
“the king’s son” (?{'__?g"{_;). Since the superscript and postscript identify Solomon and David
respectively, the identification of the (new) king with the king’s son in v. 1 suggests that
Solomon and his immanent reign are the focus of the prayer of Ps 72. Moreover, Ps 71 is the
prayer of an aged person, and therefore fits this picture of an elderly David about to cede the
throne to his son.?” Thus, the theme of royal succession is already clear from Pss 71-72. In this

light, 72:20’s identification of the historical David ben-Jesse virtually expects subsequent

20 Of the five, Pss 90 and 102 are not strictly Davidic, although we noted above that Ps 102 has been
Davidized by its insertion between Davidic Pss 101 and 103. Another matter is the position of the athnac in 72:20,
W3 'n'; ni‘zan -1';7?, that suggests a break in the construct chain, altering its the meaning to “prayers are ended.
David, son of Jesse.” It is tempting to see this as the Masoretes’ effort to remove the apparent problem posed by
72:20. Indeed, such an attempt at semantic alteration would resemble the Rabbinic approaches to 72:20 above.

U Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture, 516.

%2 The psalmist bases his plea for salvation on the fact that Yahweh has been his confidence since his youth
and upheld him since the womb (vv. 5-6), explicitly prays that he not be cast off in old age when his strength is
gone (v.9), prays that Yahweh not forsake him in his old age and gray hair (v. 18), and reflects on the many troubles
and evils Yahweh has made him see, yet saves him.
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appearances of some other “Davidic” personage in later psalms. Ezekiel and Hosea prove the
plausibility of such an editorial rereading of ‘I"!‘E?, since both refer to an anticipated future
Davidide king as simply “David.”* This is not to suggest that the Psalter loses sight of historical
David altogether, but rather that editors intended 72:20 to signal a general shift of focus to a
future “David” thereafter within the Psalter’s macrostructure. Moreover, this example shows that
editors could ascribe another important role to authorial attribution in the superscripts besides the
purely organizational one discussed earlier: namely, to identify the figure by whom (e.g.,
“David” in Ps 86) or for whom (e.g., Solomon in Ps 72) the psalm is prayed.”

Besides marking the end of David’s prayers, 72:20 also exerts a more immediate function.
Not only does it “Davidize” (Solomonic) Ps 72; it also confirms the Davidic identity of the
anonymous aged psalmist in Ps 71. This confirms editorial intent behind the sequence described
above.” It also confirms the quasi-attribution of anonymous psalms via the “sandwiching”

technique described above.

203 Cf. Ezek 34:23-24; 37:24-25; and Hos 3:5. NB the reference to “latter days” (D) N"INR3) in Hos 3:5.

2 Indeed, editors likely assumed that David wrote all psalms attributed 'I";'!? and would have readily
recognized the Y as an indication of those psalms’ authorial tradition. But we are also suggesting that, in their
arranging of the psalms, editors read and reused psalms headed by 'H_‘!'? as prayers, praises, laments etc. “of/by
David” beyond mere authorship, in keeping with bs inherent ambiguity. Within the Psalter as edited product, then,
'n_';'g comes to mean “David is praying here” (cf. 72:20); the point at issue being: which “David?” The possibility
that editors did not restrict the 9 in authorial attributions narrowly to historical authorship is readily demonstrated by
the different sense in which editors reused the ascription to Solomon in Ps 72’s superscript (see below). It is
therefore very plausible that later psalms “of David” are—in editors’ understanding—prayed or declared “by (a
future) David” as appropriate to their genre—without editors denying historical David as their original author. Our
proposition means, e.g,, that although “David” prays in both Pss 51 and 86 editors recognized the latter as a prayer
of a future David and the former as that of historical David (even if editors also saw him as Ps 51°s author!).

25 Farlier we noted a tradition of combining Ps 71 with its predecessor, Davidic Ps 70, and BHS indicates
many MSS that conjoin these psalms. If the MT Psalter conjoined them originally, then it could not be claimed that
72:20 “Davidizes” Ps 71, since it would already be part of Davidic Ps 70. However, the evidence seems to favor
codex Leningrad’s witness to Ps 71 as distinct (cf. Wilson’s view that the MT preserves two alternate traditions of
Ps 71’s independence from and conjunction with Ps 70 by leaving it distinct yet without superscript, as noted
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To sum up: 72:20 is an unquestionably strong, unique instance of editorial evidence. Our
reevaluation suggests that it is more than a mechanical redactional remnant. Far from
problematic due to later Davidic psalms, 72:20 may indicate that the editors responsible for the
placement of subsequent Davidic psalms had a Davidic successor in mind—not simply the
historical David as an object of nostalgic reminiscence or pious mimesis. Moreover, if the
semantic possibilities just explored are correct, the claim that 72:20 signals the existence of an
earlier Psalter becomes arbitrary. To return to the two issues we distinguished earlier, it is of
course possible that 72:20 owes its origin to an earlier collection, and that later editors retained
and “reused” it to suit their new purposes. But 72:20 could equally have been created for its
present context in a Psalter with subsequent Davidic psalms. On the one hand, this possibility
invalidates the claim that 72:20 must evidence an earlier collection.’® On the other hand, the new
function and meaning of 72:20 in the Psalter just discussed is clearly more significant than

questions about origin in any investigation of “David” in the Psalter.

above). There are two main reasons for this conclusion. First, 4QPs® fragment g conjoins Ps 71 with MT Ps 38 rather
than Ps 70, evidencing a tradition of joining Ps 71 to Psalms superscripted with 1’.3;3'?, and only Pss 38 and 70 fall
into this category (see Wilson, Editing, 97, 131-32). This weakens the case for Ps 71’s particular identification with
Ps 70 originally. It also seems best explained as an effort at handling the absence of any superscript for Ps 71 in the
MT. The opposite situation—that Pss 70-71 were originally one in the MT concluding psalms of Book II but were
split somewhere in transmission—is, on the other hand, difficult to account for, let alone the attachment of these
split off verses to MT Ps 38 in 4QPs". Second, whereas the LXX appears to resol ve the absence of a superscript for
MT Pss 10 and 43 by adjoining them to the preceding psalm, it is notable that LXX Ps 70 [= MT 71] bears the
attribution Té& Aawd (LXX Ps 32 [= MT Ps 33)), thus testifying to its independence from MT Ps 70. See also
Anderson, “ Division and order of the Psalms,” 231, who comes to the same conclusion about Ps 71. In the case of
other untitled psalms in Books I-IIL, however, Anderson is reluctant to recognize editorial significance to their
placement on grounds that they may have been accidentally “split off” from the previous psalm in transmission. But
whereas the affinities between these untitled psalms and their predecessors provide a reason why MSS might
conjoin them in transmission, they also make the reverse scenario more difficult to imagine.

26 E.g., McFall, “The Evidence for a Logical Arrangement of the Psalter,” 243.
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“Doublets”

Within the Psalter there are three instances of near-identical psalms or psalm portions: Ps
14 = Ps 53; Ps 40:14—18 = Ps 70:2—6; and Pss 57:8—12 + 60:7—14 = Ps 108:2—-14.2" It is
generally presupposed that the doublets arose through in the growth process of the Psalter, and
therefore offer evidence about that process. For instance, for Millard the Psalter expanded from
the Elohistic Psalter—itself an earlier “Psalter”—during which Pss 14, 40:14—18, and 108 were
produced as duplications of their Elohistic counterparts. Setting aside the specifics of Millard’s
proposal, his argument raises possibilities about the editorial significance of the doublets,
specifically the question of whether the EP represents an earlier, independent collection or mini
Psalter. We will address this more deliberately in the next section and restrict the present
discussion to the doublets per se.

First, literary critical opinions differ on the direction of dependence. For instance, Kraus
claims that Bernhard Duhm “clearly pointed out that the divergent readings of Psalm 53 are in all
points secondary over against Psalm 14,” while Millard takes the opposite view.”® Interestingly,
Hossfeld and Zenger also account for the differences between Pss 14 and 53 in redactional terms,
but attribute those differences to the David I and David II contexts of Pss 14 and 53
respectively.”® They describe Ps 14 as the “model” (Vorlage) that is “only slightly altered” by its
Ps 53 counterpart,’' so that in their view Ps 14 stands closer to an original form that both

redactional contexts subsequently adapted to their purposes. Regarding Pss 40:14—18 and 70:2—

¥7E.g., Emst Axel Knauf, “Psalm LX und Psalm CVIIL” ¥'T 50 (2000): 55-65.
% Kraus, Psalms 1-59, 220; Millard, Die Komposition des Psalters, 172.
209 Hossfeld and Zenger, Psalms 2, 36-39.

21 Hossfeld and Zenger, Psalms 2, 39. Gerstenberger, Psalms: Part 1 with an Introduction to Cultic Poetry,
218-19, recognizes some of the same distinct characteristics of each version psalms as Hossfeld and Zenger note;
viz. Ps 14’s concern for the poor, and Ps 53’s focus on the destruction of the wicked.
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6, most scholars argue that Ps 40 reflects an expansion of an originally independent psalm
equivalent to Ps 70 and Ps 40:14—18, to which was appended to 40:2-13.2"'

Second, the preference for i)i1? or u*n*m in the doublets yields ambiguous data. Psalm 14
three times uses )i where Ps 53 has D’ﬁ'?§, so that each part follows the nominal preference
of its psalm-group context. Similarly, Pss 40:14 and 17 have M)1* whereas 70:2 and 5 have
u*n'ng However the reverse occurs in their final verses: the “non-Elohistic” Ps 40:18 has ’D5b5
while Ps 70:6 has 7)7". Different again, Ps 108 reflects the same six instances of D’ﬁ'7§ as in Pss
57:8-12 and 60:7-14, while the equivalent 57:10 and 108:4 have *JT® and i’ respectively.
These contrary examples are not explained by a process of simple duplication from a preexisting
EP.

There is, however, another possibility besides editorial duplication: that the similar psalms
had already taken shape and later editors placed them in their present context, preserving their
received integrity. Several observations speak for this possibility. First, a cultic, “pre-literary”
origin for both psalms more reasonably explains their differences. Indeed, Gerstenberger
speculates that both Pss 14 and 53 “could be variants in their own right, transmitted in different

circles of liturgists.”*'? Similarly, Gerstenberger defends the possibility that Ps 40 presents a

2llSee, e.g., Hossfeld and Zenger, Psalms 2, 187, who cite Friedrich Bathgen, Die Psalmen iibersetzt und
erklirt (HKAT 2; 2d ed.; Gottingen: Vanderhoeck & Ruprecht, 1897), 112, as an example of a “minority of
commentators” who “‘are of the opinion that 40:2—18 is an original composition whose latter portion was cut off and
secondarily used as an independent psalm, namely Psalm 70.” Hossfeld and Zenger, Psalms 2, 187, themsel ves
advocate the opposite view along with “[t]he majority of scholars.” As these scholars discuss it, the genesis of one
psalm from the other is assumed to have occurred within the process of the Psalter’s composition. Alternatively
Kraus, Psalms 1-59, 423, is concerned chiefly with the unity of Ps 40, concluding only “that Psalm 40B was
originally transmitted in isolation” (see also Psalms 60—150, 67). He therefore does not speculate on the possible
reduplication of that original independent psalm within the Psalter’s growth process. Whatever Kraus’ views in that
regard, his analysis—appropriately in my view—allows for the idea that these psalms assumed their current
appearance outside of the Psalter’s composition history.

a2 Gerstenberger, Psalms: Part 1 with an Introduction, 218.
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unity, claiming that “[iJndependent use of the complaint in Psalm 70 does not preclude the
existence of a genuine liturgical composition that embraces precursory thanksgiving and
praise.”?" On the other hand, if one psalm originated from another via literary reduplication in
the process of the Psalter’s compilation, we could reasonably expect the two to correspond more
precisely. Second, superscriptional evidence also suggests parallel traditions. The superscripts of
Pss 57 and 60 differ greatly from Ps 108, having only ‘H_‘!'? in common.”* Given editors’ evident
care to preserve existing superscripts, it is unlikely that they creatively detached Pss 57 and 60
from their superscriptional moorings, let alone invent the Tl‘f? T "W superscript atop Ps

108.

/o798 Predominance
Numerous attempts have been made to explain the so-called Elohistic Psalter. Once again,
the phenomenon of Pss 42-83’s preference for the Divine epithet D’ﬁ'?;;; is hardly in question,
having been recognized since Gesenius, Ewald, and Delitzsch.?”’ The novelty resides rather in
how scholars explain the observation and its editorial implications.
The older opinion that the EP once stood alone persists in recent scholarship.?'® The most

common explanation is that the preference for D"D"?;;{ in these psalms resulted from a program of

n Gerstenberger, Psalms: Part 1 with an Introduction, 169.

*1* Psalms 57 are both given the genre of DRIM, while Ps 108 is a VR "W Other features not reflected in
Ps 108 include: Pss 57 and 60 are both headed with 1'1}3.37?‘!; each has a tune (Ps 57, nnv}q-'»_z; Ps 60, ]@!W"?I_J
N¥TY); and Ps 57 includes a historical note (NYRA3 '71&\?"’.}@1_3 1!:1'!;1,';1) and Ps 60 a further direction about its
purpose (117%).

25 For a brief history of scholarship, see Hossfeld and Zenger, “The So-Called Elohistic Psalter: A New
Solution for an Old Problem,” in 4 God So Near: Essays on Old Testament Theology in Honor of Patrick D. Miller
(ed. Brent A. Strawn and Nancy R. Bowen; Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 2003), 35-51.

*' E.g., Millard, Die Komposition des Psalters, 169, points out several generally accepted “compelling
indications” to accept Pss 4283 as an earlier stage of the Psalter; viz., the doublets, Ps 72:20, and the Elohistic
tendency. Thus, Millard essentially restates Mowinckel’s reasons for the Psalter’s gradual process of formation and
the original independence of Pss 42-83 specifically.
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editing that replaced M1 with D’fl"?;_g.z” For instance, Mowinckel believed that the EP arose in a
later period which “shrank from pronouncing the name of God, and so the change [from 11’ to
D’ﬁ'?{.;s] is linked to the use of this collection in the temple service.”?'® Recent scholarship
generally finds this explanation wanting, however. First, the “later period” to which Mowinckel
refers is too late to explain the phenomenon. As Mitchell observes, the prevalence of !
throughout Pss 84—150 shows that not even editors responsible for the final Psalter were
influenced by “Tetragrammaton reverence,” making it even less likely that the (supposedly)
earlier EP editors came under that influence.*”” Second, there are over forty instances of 7)1’
occur throughout Pss 42—83, which speak against any kind of programmatic editing based on
editorial or authorial preference for D’ﬁ5§. Moreover, Hossfeld and Zenger note that that "JTR,
not D’fl5§, was the usual replacement of choice.”

More recent scholarship suggests that a theological rationale lies behind the EP according
to the EP editors’ historical situation. For instance, Martin Rose dates the EP to the Persian era,
at which time its editors sought to proclaim Yahweh as the one God.?' Similarly, Hossfeld and

Zenger attribute Pss 42—-83’s Elohistic tendency to an increasingly monotheistic characterization

27 Alternatively, Wilson, Editing, 196-97, and Gerstenberger, Psalms: Part 1 with an Introduction, 37,
entertain the possibility Pss 1-41 and 84—150 underwent a “Y ahwistic” editing to eliminate U”D5§. Hossfeld and
Zenger, “The So-Called Elohistic Psalter,” 39, view this idea with skepticism. Indeed, the theory entails the unlikely
suggestion that the program of editing was not carried out consistently in Pss 42-83.

8 Mowinckel, The Psalms in Israel’s Worship, 2:194,
2% Mitchell, The Message of the Psalter, 70.

0 Hossfeld and Zenger, Psalms 2, 4-5. Hossfeld and Zenger cite Résel, Die messianische Redaktion des
Psalters, 35-36n104. Mitchell, The Message of the Psalter, 71, observes that the EP editor, “allowed 44 occurrences
of Yhwh to exist in the EP...and even changed elohim to Yhwh (40.18 [17]; 70.6 [5]).”

2! Rose, “Psaumes,” 570.
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of Yahweh that spanned the pre- to postexilic eras, noting especially the interest in “name
theology” that attends the raw statistical preference for D’Zﬁg over M.

Other explanations presuppose that Pss 42—83 were already part of a larger Psalter. For
instance, Laura Joffe argues that editors desired to limit the incidences of )" to forty-two in a
collection of forty-two psalms commencing with the forty-second psalm in the Psalter.?* Joffe’s
proposed rationale is that forty-two signifies disaster and divine judgment, and is a significant
organizing element in ANE catalogues. However this rationale is evaluated, the argument suffers
from the actual frequency of M)i7?, which is at least forty-four.** David Mitchell also offers a
theological explanation in his theory of an eschatological program in the Psalter. Mitchell
suggests that his hypothesis “hints at a literary and theological explanation for the Elohistic
Psalter (Pss. 42—83) in exactly its present scope and position. As in the Asaph Psalms, so in the
rest of the Elohistic Psalter, the predominance of the term elohim might suggest that Israel in the
initial period up until the eschatological conflict are estranged from God and under his judgment
and wrath.”?* Whether editors achieved the EP’s divine name distribution by selecting
“Elohistic” psalms or through a program of editing Mitchell does not indicate, but his rationale
seems compatible with Joffe’s proposition.

Leslie McFall provides a different kind of explanation, though one that need not preclude
theological motivations such as Mitchell suggests. McFall sees the predominance of D"tl"7§ or
M7 in individual psalms as one of several sorting principles editors used. According to McFall,
editors sorted Davidic and Korahite psalms into groups where i1’ outnumbered D’fl"?_tﬁ in the

individual psalms (e.g. Pss 3—41 and 84, 85, and 87), and groups of psalms exhibiting the reverse

22 Hossfeld and Zenger, “The So-Called Elohistic Psalter,” 42~51.

23 Joffe, Laura. “The Answer to the Meaning of Life, Universe and the Elohistic Psalter,” JSOT 27 (2002):
223-35; “The Elohistic Psalter: What, How and Why?” SJOT 15 (2001): 142-66.

24 Burnett, “Forty-Two Songs for Elohim,” 90, counts forty-five plus two instances of “Yah.”

22 Mitchell, The Message of the Psalter, 299-300.
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trend (e.g., Pss 51-72 and 42—49).”* McFall therefore does not attribute the predominance of
D’U"?;;; or M7 to an editing program applied to an existing groups of psalms; he rather views it
as an inherent characteristic of the individual psalms themselves. In this McFall takes a similar

LR

position to Delitzsch, who had connected the phenomenon to these psalms’ “peculiar style of

composition,” and “not from the caprice of an editor.”*’

So far as our investigation of covenants is concerned, our chief concern here is whether and
how the predominance of D’U*?{ﬁ in Pss 4283 contributes to our recognition of the Psalter’s
shape and shaping. Does it dilute the importance of the Psalter’s prima facie book structure by
presenting an alternative subunit more deserving of our attention than the Book divisions? There
are several reasons to answer this in the negative.

First, the above summary shows that the EP’s redaction-historical implications are anything
but clear. Although improving on theories that suggest a mechanical program of editing, it is not
clear that the theological rationales offered by Hossfeld and Zenger (i.e., monotheistic
perspective and “name theology™) or Rose (i.e., purposeful identification of i1)11! as the only
God) must be tied to a particular historical era, or that the EP must have been an independent,
earlier collection. In fact, the explanations of Hossfeld and Zenger and Rose seem better suited to
the emphasis on Yahweh’s sovereignty found in purportedly later stages of the Psalter’s
development such as Book I'V’s emphasis on Yahweh’s reign (i.e., T?Q M Pss 93, 97, and 99
in Book IV). In this light, the predominance of D’Ei'7§ in 42—83 presents a very thin basis on
which to conclude the original independence of the EP.

Second, the supportive evidence for an independent EP proves ambiguous. Millard argues

for a literary-critical break (ein literarkritischer Bruch) afier Ps 83 because he assumes that

226 McFall, “The Evidence for a Logical Arrangement of the Psalter,” 228-32.

227 Delitzsch, Psalms, 1:22.
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72:20 precludes further Davidic psalms.””® But as shown above, this assumption is not as secure
as Millard supposes, and his claim for a literary break before Davidic Ps 86 is questionable at
best. Besides this Millard also suggests that the doublets point to the EP as an early Psalter
because Pss 14, 40 and 108 are supposedly secondary to their counterparts in the EP.** But this
depends on a specific relationship of dependence between Pss 40 and 70, Pss 14 and 53, and Pss
57/60 and 108. It also assumes that those relationships arose in the compositional process of the
Psalter. Even granting the latter, our earlier discussion of the doublets shows considerable
scholarly disagreement about the direction of dependence. In any case, the portions of the
doublets found in the EP occur within the narrower bounds of David II (Pss 51-72). If the
doublets provide evidence of an earlier collection, then, David II is the more obvious candidate
for the “earlier group” than a broader group consisting of Pss 42—83. In general, the most we can
say for Millard’s argument is that the assumption of a preexisting EP conveys a certain kind of
sense to 72:20 and the doublets when understood in a particular way. But the evidence does not
point irresistibly in this direction, especially when other structural markers present a more
compelling case.

Third, as we have seen, Wilson’s thesis that superscriptional evidence reflects conscious
editorial effort to smooth transitions within the Psalter’s books seems very sound. However, that
effort continues beyond Pss 42—83 with Pss 84—89 at the end of Book III, and similarly reflects a
conscious break after Ps 72. While it is possible that editors supplemented an existing EP to
achieve this result, it leaves unanswered why, within a once independent EP, two author
transitions involving Korahites (Pss 42—49), Asaph (Ps 50), and David (Ps 51-72) were softened

by genre while the transition between Solomonic/Davidic Ps 72 and Asaph Ps 73 was not.

228 Millard, Die Komposition des Psalters, 169.

 Millard, Die Komposition des Psalters, 172. See also Weiser, The Psalms, 99, who attributes a similar
relevance to the doublets in relation to the EP.
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Moreover, Mitchell suggests that Pss 42—89 form “the real literary unit,” due to a chiastic
arrangement: Korah Pss 42—49; Asaph Ps 50; David Pss 51-65, 68—70; Asaph Pss 73—83; Korah
Pss 84-85, 87-88, (89).%° While a single Asaph psalm (Ps 50) must be counted to complete the
chiasm, single psalms of other or no attribution (e.g., Davidic Ps 86) have to be overlooked to
maintain it. But if we set aside claims of chiasmus, there is still considerable merit in the
suggestion that a second Korahite group (Pss 84—88) should, with the exception of Ps 89, round
off the literary unit comprising Books II-III just as the first Korahite group had begun it. In any
case, the mutually affirming evidence of the doxologies and superscriptional arrangement speaks
more clearly for Pss 42—72 and Pss 73—89 as the Psalter’s intended subunits than D’El"?;;t
predominance does for Pss 42-83.

In summing up, the evidence that Pss 42—83 constitute a major editorial subunit is at best
ambiguous. The balance achieved through subsequent Korahite Pss 84—85, 87-88, combined
with superscriptional evidence and the doxologies at 72:18—19 and 89:53 argue far more strongly
for two distinct books that were consciously structured that way. Accordingly, in our view Pss
42-83 likely did not constitute an early stage with its own theological profile (contra Millard,

Hossfeld and Zenger et al.). Nevertheless, this possibility cannot be ruled out absolutely.

Doxologies
As noted above, numerous modern scholars including Mowinckel, Gese, Gerstenberger, et
al. connect the 41:14, 72:18-19, 89:52, and 106:48 to their respective psalms or immediate
group, without recognizing an intentional division of the Psalter into books.?' While more recent

scholarship recognizes the five book structure to be editorially intended, some of these theories

B0 Mitchell, The Message of the Psalter, 71.

3! We shall not concern ourselves here with the question of the fifth doxology, because it has little bearing on
the five part division itself. Generally speaking, Wilson’s view that Ps 145:21 introduces 146—150 as the Psalter’s
doxological conclusion (Wilson, Editing, 225-28) prevails over the older view that Ps 150 constitutes the fifth and
final doxology (e.g., Delitzsch, Psalms, 1:15). See Chapter Six.
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nevertheless view the book structure as a later, somewhat superficial imposition. For instance,
Christoph Levin argues that 106:48 was deliberately added to shape the Psalter into five books
analogous to the Pentateuch. The first three doxologies owe their existence to the Psalter’s
growth process, whose main stages constituted the first Davidic collection (Pss 3—41), the second
“Elohistic” Davidic Psalter (Pss 51-72), and the Messianic Psalter (Pss 2—-89). However the
fourth doxology, 106:48, was added to divide Pss 90-150 into Books IV and V, thus creating the
five book structure via collaboration with the three preexisting doxologies.* For Beckwith both
72:18-19 and 106:48 were added to divide a three part Psalter into its five books.?* Kratz goes
further, attributing all four doxologies to a later redactional effort that also added Ps 1, thereby
giving the Psalter a Torah-like profile.?* Thus, all three scholars consider the book structure
intentional, but with caveats: the divisions marked by the doxologies are sometimes artificial
(e.g., 106:48), or doxologies were intended to conclude groups of psalms other than their
preceding book (e.g., Levin’s account of 72:18—19). In contrast to these, Wilson argues that all
the doxologies occur at real junctures in the Psalter (see above). They therefore intentionally
divide the Psalter into books; not as late, artificial additions, but as features that are original to
the arranging of psalms in the Psalter. At stake here is whether and in what sense the Psalter’s
books are its true, editorially intended subunits. The issue therefore merits closer attention. We

will address 106:48 separately because raises a different set of issues.

Books I-1II
Wilson recognized that “genre softening” techniques are conspicuously absent at the Pss

41-42, 72-73 and 8990 transitions, suggesting that these author changes represent intentional

2 L evin, “Die Entstehung der Biichereinteilung des Psalters,” 83-89. Seybold, /ntroducing the Psaims, 17-18,
also thinks that the fourth doxology was secondary, added to achieve the five-fold division of the Psalter late in its
development.

33 Beckwith, “Early History,” 6-7.

24 Kratz, “Die Tora Davids,” 28-29.
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breaks. Accordingly, the doxologies at 41:14, 72:18-19, and 89:53 conclude real sections of the
Psalter.”® On the other hand, Levin connects these doxologies exclusively with their presumed
redactional contexts, and denies them any intended function with regard to the Psalter’s book
structure.”®® According to Levin only 41:14 intentionally concluded a group of psalms that lines
up with one of the Psalter’s books (i.e., Pss 3—41), but it became a mere relic when Pss 3—41
were combined with 42—88 and framed by Pss 2 and 89 to create the Messianic Psalter.’

In arguing his case, Levin makes an important recognition in principle: the doxologies are
integral to the editorial process that yielded the Psalter’s psalms sequences.® His point of
departure is the example of 72:18—19 because it precedes the 72:20 postscript. He cogently
argues that this would not be the case if it were it a later insertion as Kratz suggests.”’ Levin’s
argument resembles Wilson’s at this point, who argues that the doxologies belong to their
respective psalms rather than a later editorial addition after the psalms sequence had already
become established.?*® But Levin views them through a different redaction-historical paradigm
that relates the 72:18—19 doxology to the “Elohistic” Davidic psalms (David II) rather than the
whole of Book II as Wilson does.

35 Beckwith, “Early History,” 6-8, makes the unconvincing argument for an original division into three parts
that correspond to Books I, II-III, and IV-V. His main reasons include the relative shortness of Books III and IV
(seventeen psalms each) and internal similarities between these three sections with respect to psalm titles and
Halleluiah groups (Books IV-V).

76 Levin, “Entstehung,” 89.
57 Levin, “Entstehung,” 85-86.

28 Zenger, “Der Psalter als Buch: Beobachtungen zu seiner Entstehung, Komposition und Funktion,” in Der
Psalter in Judentum und Christentum (ed. Erich Zenger; Freiburg im Breisgau, Germany: Herder, 1998), 27-31,
takes a similar view, but nevertheless considers 106:48 as an intentional division between Books IV and V.

29 Levin, “Entstehung,” 84-85.

9 Wilson, Editing, 184.
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However, whereas Wilson’s view depends on relatively straightforward observations about
the use of superscripts, Levin’s view operates with more complex redaction-historical
speculations and overlooks those same observations. Levin presumes an Asaphite redaction that
extended Pss 51-72 by Pss 73-83 and marked the end of David’s prayers by adding the
postscript.?*' Without the preceding Korahite Pss 42—49, Levin can claim that the 72:18-19
doxology concludes only David II rather than a group of psalms corresponding to Book II.** But
in order to be viable, an “Asaphite redaction” cannot be so simple as Levin presents it. First, it
seems unlikely that a “Davidic” collection would end with a Solomonic prayer (Ps 72) not yet
“Davidized” by 72:20. Similarly, 72:20 clearly belongs to the strong thematic sequence in Pss
71-72 discussed earlier, where an ageing David (Ps 71) cedes the throne to his successor (Ps 72).
These observations suggest that 72:20 already belonged to the Pss 51-72 sequence; the “Davidic
core” that Levin thinks was extended by an Asaphite redactor. This would suggest, then, that
72:20 was not a product of the supposed Asaphite redaction after all, unless one credits the
Asaphite redactor with adding (at least) Ps 72 itself in order to create the above described
sequence.’* Indeed, this is Hossfeld and Zenger’s view. They attribute the present shape of
David II psalms to Asaphite redactors who expanded “the exilic collection Psalms 52—-68 to form
the Davidic Psalter, Psalms 51—72...insert[ing] a caesura between Psalms 51-72 and their own

Psalms 73-83,” concluding it with the postscript at 72:20.** It seems, then, that one must adopt a

#1 Levin, “Entstehung,” 84, cites Gese (“Die Entstehung der Biichereinteilung des Psalters,” 162) approvingly:
“DalB die Doxologie Ixxii 18—19 ‘sich allein auf die Sammlung C [= Ps 51-72] bezieht, ist schon aus der Stellung
vor der Redaktionsbermerkung V. 20 zu schliefen.””

2 Levin does not say how Asaph Ps 50 fits in here, but he clearly attributes Korahite Pss 4249 to a later
redactional stage. His main objective is not to describe the process in detail but to disprove Kratz’s view that 72:18—
19 were added after Psalter had acquired its present macrostructural psalms sequence.

3 Already our reevaluation of 72:20 suggests other viable possibilities besides viewing it as a redactional
remnant, though one cannot absolutely rule this out as an explanation of its origin (see above).

24 Hossfeld and Zenger, Psalms 2, 4.
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much more complex redaction-historical paradigm like Hossfeld and Zenger’s at this point, if
one is to salvage an Asaphite redaction in which the doxology in 72:18-19 concluded the
narrower, Davidic group Pss 51-72 as an independent, redacted stage. Moreover, it is unclear
why the author-groups should be taken to indicate consecutive redactions in the first place,
especially when Levin also entertains an EP redaction that contributes some Korahite Pss (42—
49) but not others (84—85, 87-88)!**

More significantly, it overlooks the superscriptional evidence reviewed above, which
indicates editorial intention to bind Korahite Pss 42-49, Asaph Ps 50, and Davidic Pss 51-72
into a unit via Wilson’s “softening” technique (not to mention Pss 73—89). This suggests that Pss
42-72—that is, Book II—is the real unit concluded by 72:18—19.** In the final analysis, then,

there seems to be more reason to recognize 41:14, 72:18-19, and 89:53 as doxological

conclusions to the preceding books than merely some portion of them.

Psalm 106:48

Although they offer different explanations, Wilson, Levin, Hossfeld and Zenger, Kratz, and
Beckwith all agree that 106:48 intentionally divides Books IV and V. Despite this agreement,
they differ on the extent to which Books IV and V constitute intentional subunits within the
Psalter. For instance, for Levin the Book IV/V division created by 106:48 does little more than
bring about the fivefold structure akin to the Pentateuch. Levin explains the position of 106:48
on the basis of the symmetry it creates between Books I and V (41 and 44 psalms respectively)

and Books III and IV (17 psalms apiece).”’ As a result he finds little reason to consider Pss 90—

5 Levin, “Entstehung,” 84.

6 Moreover, this view does not rule out the possibility that 72:20 refers only to David I, for 72:20 itself
specifies Davidic psalms in its text, apparently excluding Korahite Pss 42—49 and Asaph 50 if we are only looking at
Book II. But it does not follow that the 72:18—19 doxology shared this limitation; a proposition that requires the
questionable premise of an Asaphite redaction.

7 Levin, “Entstehung,” 89.
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106 as a highly significant subunit of the Psalter.?*® Zenger, on the other hand, attributes a
stronger editorial integrity to Book IV because for him the Psalter already consisted of Books I—-
IV when Book V (and 106:48) was added.*” Wilson, as we have seen, similarly takes Pss 90—106
to be an editorially intended subunit with its own theological profile.

There are several factors to this question. First, Levin is right to recognize the relative
weakness of the “break™ between Pss 106 and 107 compared with the other three book
divisions.*® This is principally because these psalms lack authorial attribution, so that change in
authorship cannot play the same disjunctive role as in the other examples. As discussed above,
Wilson argues that Ps 106 concludes a section because it is a Halleluiah psalm, and because Ps
107’s opening 171 statement commences a new section. However, both Pss 106 and 107 begin
with 1TO0 ufgiy‘? 3 2iV73 Tlln"? 7(1)1, and this has led numerous scholars to see them as an
intended sequence rather than a point of disjuncture.”' In light of this apparent linkage, the
second part of Wilson’s argument is the weaker of his two claims. Nevertheless, 735971
precedes the 1717 clause in Ps 106:1, which suggests that the psalm is primarily to be recognized
by its ﬂf%z?'?a:l superscript and postscript (cf. v. 48).%2 So although the 71 clause creates a sense

of continuity between Pss 106 and 107, Ps 106 appears to exercise a concluding function after

28 I evin, “Enstehung,” 89n23.

9 Zenger, “Der Psalter als Buch,” 29. See also Koch, “Der Psalter und seine Redaktionsgeschichte,” 250,
“Dann aber liegt nahe, daf} die ersten vier Teile einmal ein Psalterbuch fiir sich gebildet hatten, wihrend das jetzige
5. Psalmenbuch seine eigene Gesichte gehabt hat und in spéterer Zeit angegliedert wurde.”

0 | evin, “Enstehung,” 86.

B! E.g., Gese, “Die Entstehung der Biichereinteilung des Psalters”; Sanders, “Five Books of Psalms?,” 679;
and Flint, The Dead Sea Psalms Scrolls, 213-14.

32 1 XX shifts the AAAnAouta from the end of Ps 106 to the beginning of Ps 107, but this is a characteristic
feature of the LXX. Syriac omits T-!i’ 1'7'?D after the 106:48 doxology altogether. Zenger, “Der Psalter als Buch,” 29,
likewise argues that A} 15?{_! belongs to Ps 106.
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all.*® In addition, Paul Sanders considers Ps 107:3’s “He gathered them” (D}'Z:;f)) as an answer to
Ps 106:46’s petition to Yahweh to “gather us” ("HJS,Z;;?'!).Z"‘ However it is unclear why this detail
should argue for Pss 106—107 as part of an original sequence, rather than reflect editorial intent
that Book V respond to the Book VI. All in all, then, the connections between Pss 106 and 107
are not so strong as to preclude a deliberate break after 106:48.

Second, scholars have drawn various conclusions from a comparison of 106:48 with other
biblical texts. Among the doxologies, for instance,106:48’s closest parallel is 41:14. A minor
difference is 106:48’s o?iya'm where 41:14 has the contracted prepositional form D'Z'IUDQ.”S
The main difference is 106:48’s longer final clause, ﬂ;’%‘?‘?a ]{th 093'5? PN, where 41:14
has a double ]Dl;l instead. Accordingly, Levin proposes that 106:48 was constructed from 41:14,
and suggests that the latter part comes from Deut 27:15-26, where it occurs twelve times in the
catalogue of curses.””® While the correlations are impressive, they do not explain the textual
relationships involved; that is, whether these parallels were produced by Ps 106’s author, or a
later editor who drew upon Ps 41 in its present place in the Psalter. Alternatively, scholars
commonly argue for a connection between 106:48 and 1 Chr 16:36; the final phrase in 1 Chr
16:36 showing only minor differences (:?'llﬂ"g 5?3] ]713:3 hg{t"@ 1NM). For instance, Patrick

53 Auwers, “Le Psautier comme livre biblique,” 76-77, similarly views the sequence of Halleluiah psalms (Pss
104-106) as the more decisive factor. '

4 For Sanders’ view see, e.g., Sanders, “Five Books of Psalms?” 679. See also Day, Psalms, 112, whom
Sanders also cites.

There is also a small textual question over"ug.jll?] in Ps 106:46. A few MSS add -'IJ'?’.?ZI] in an apparent effort
to make it conform to 1 Chr 16:35 where both verbs appear. However, the uncorrected LXX omits ﬁJg.‘;.lP_] in1 Chr
16:35, attesting a form of the text that only has u'g*xm. It would seem that later LXX scribes sought to conform 1
Chr 16:35 to include both verbs. However, the evidence is too scant ambiguous to conclude that ‘im:\m is not
original to Ps 106:46.

%5 106:48 reads: :A™19970 1OR 0Y-92 R 0VA T 10%V07TR YR 098 MinTTIN3; 41:14 reads
TR 1R 07VR T O7WnR S8 10K Injm T3

¢ Levin, “Entstehung,” 88.
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Skehan has argued that 1 Chr 16 presupposes a Psalter where Ps 106:48 was already known to
conclude Book IV.* It is indeed noteworthy that 1 Chr 16:7-36 is composed of Pss 105:1-15,
96:1-13, and 106:1, 47—-48, which could suggest that the Chronicler knew Book IV.** Aware of
the chronological implications for the Psalter’s compositional history and dating, Wilson prefers
Sanders’ suggestion that “the combination of “floating bits of liturgical material” was a viable
means of creating new pss for different situations or occasions.”?° He therefore questions a direct
dependence between these psalms and 1 Chr 16, including their respective doxologies. While 1
Chr 16:7-36’s dependence on Book IV seems the more compelling scenario, Wilson’s objection
cannot be automatically ruled out. In summary, the correlations between Ps 106:48, Ps 41:14,
Deut 27, and 1 Chr 16:36 undoubtedly suggest a relationship between these texts, but we can
only speculate about its nature.

Third, we return to the question of whether 106:48 was original to Ps 106 when the psalm
was incorporated into the Psalter or was added later as a “redactional” insertion. However the
question is to some degree a moot point. On the one hand, some scholars who take the latter view
see Pss 90-106 as an editorially important subunit of the Psalter (e.g., Zenger) while others
downplay its importance (e.g., Levin). On the other hand, the opinion that 106:48 was original to
Ps 106 need not minimize its book-dividing role. Indeed Wilson, who takes Mowinckel’s view

that the doxologies arose from the “liturgical milieu of the cult,” argues that Ps 106 en toto was

1 Skehan, “Qumran and Old Testament Criticism,” 167—68.

8 Levin, “Entstehung,” 8688, argues against a direct relationship, in part because he understands 1 Chr 16:7—
36 as a late insertion within 1 Chronicles that in his view complicates the theories of Gese and Kratz, Alternatively,
Wilson, Editing, 185, considers it “obvious” that Ps 106:48 depends on 1 Chr 16:36, suggesting that “[t]he perfect
verb form (otherwise unparalleled in these doxologies) is clear evidence for the dependence of Ps 106 on 1 Chr 16.”
How this constitutes “clear evidence” is unclear, however.

9 Wilson, Editing, 81, quoting James A. Sanders, “Cave 11 Surprises and the Question of Canon,” McCQ 21
(1968): 287.
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purposefully placed at the end of Book IV to conclude it.** Wilson’s main argument is that this
doxology contains subsequent material (FI;"#'?{_I) just as 72:18—19 precedes the v. 20 postscript,
and therefore appears to be part of the psalm.*' On the other hand, Zenger sees this T-l;'#'?ﬂ as
part of the doxological addition (though the initial Flfi'?‘?a in Ps 106:1 suggests that the final
FI:'!':"?{I is at home in the psalm). While possibilities such as Zenger’s cannot be entirely ruled
out, we earlier suggested that the Psalter’s compilers organized the psalms chiefly by arranging
whole psalms, rather than manipulating their compositional integrity. Given this proclivity,
Wilson’s proposition seems the more likely suggestion.

Nevertheless, other 7372 formulae occur in the Psalter that provide additional support for
the originality of v. 48 to Ps 106. These include Pss 28:6; 31:22; 66:20; 68:20, 36; 119:12; 124:6;
135:21; 144:1; and perhaps 18:47.%* Notably, all of these occur in the body of their psalms
except for Pss 66:20, 68:36, and 135:21, which occur at the end. This shows that psalmists
clearly employed 7373 formulae in their compositions. Moreover, since Pss 66:20, 68:36, and
135:21 are the final verses of their respective psalms, they potentially function in a similar—if
lesser—concluding way as 106:48.2° Of course Ps 66:20 and 68:38 occur within David II, where

such a function is unlikely. But these examples bear minimal resemblance to the four main

20 wilson, Editing, 185-86, quoting Mowinckel, The Psalms in Israel’s Worship, 2:193. See also Auwers, “Le
Psautier comme livre biblique,” 77.

*! Wilson, Editing, 185-86.

%2 Cf. Levin, “Entstehung,” 87, who on this basis rejects Kratz’s view that 106:48 (and 1Chr 16:36 as part of a
late insertion encompassing vv. 7-36) originate from Chronicles. See Kratz, “Die Tora Davids.”

%3 The DSS yields some interesting if inconclusive data on these psalms. In a few cases the preserved portion
begins with the verse after the one containing T7173. For example, 4QPs” 4 I contains Ps 31:23-25 (moreover, Hev
Ps may end with the 7173 v. 22). Similarly, 11QPs" 6 IV commences Ps 124 at v. 7. Nevertheless, this may be due
to the fragmentary nature of the evidence. On the other hand, Pss 119:10-21 is preserved in 4QPs" (hence v. 12
remains in the body of the psalm fragment), while Ps 144:1 similarly occurs in 11QPs® and 11QPs® with subsequent
verses known from the MT.
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doxologies in any case. On the other hand, Psalm 135:21 ( 9w 121 1¥gn |nim 173
Ar1550) offers a closer parallel, even if it lacks key terms like Y87 778, 071, and 1D that
distinguish the other four doxologies. It is therefore striking that Wilson identifies a minor break
at Ps 135/136 because Ps 135 is a Halleluiah psalm and 136 commences with 37172 It would
appear that Ps 135:21 therefore offers a similar parallel to Ps 106:48 and the other major
doxologies, albeit on a smaller scale; as a “lesser” 7172 formula, 135:21 occurs at a
correspondingly “lesser” juncture within the Psalter. Importantly, the imperative form 1373
occurs twice in v. 20, offering good reason to recognize the 172 formula in v. 21 as part of Ps
135 rather than a later insertion. It therefore seems that an editor selected Ps 135 with doxology
included, and intended it to conclude the previous psalms, in this case the Songs of Ascent Pss
120-134 and perhaps Pss 118-119 if Wilson’s account of Book V’s structure is accepted. The
example of 135:21 therefore adds weight to the view that Ps 106 was selected en toto because of
v. 48’s close formal resemblance to the other major doxologies.**

Finally, there is the question of Pss 90—106’s unity; whether there are other signs that it
forms a major subunit concluded by 106:48. Indeed, several observations suggest as much. First,
the concluding function of Halleluiah Pss 104—106 presupposes a larger sequence of which it isa
part, and Pss 90—106 presents a good prima facie candidate. Second, David Howard has traced

the numerous lexical and thematic connections throughout Pss 93—-100 especially, showing the

apparently deliberate editorial effort to associate these psalms with one another in their present

%4 66:20 reads :"MIRN 170 "NYOR POIKY WK DTOR T3, and 68:38 has simply 07198 T3, Thus
neither follow the 1§71 7373 form of the four main doxologies. Indeed, 7312 is the only element it has in common
with the four doxologies, for whereas the other doxologies have the construct form ‘)8'}1?1 "tl"7§, 66:20 and 68:38
employ D’ﬁ5§ in its absolute form after 7373.

25 Wilson, Editing, 188-89.

266 Cf. Zenger, “Der Psalter als Buch,” 28-29, who recognizes a chiastic relationship between the four

doxologies. For Zenger this accounts for 89:53’s relative brevity,
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group.”” Moreover, Book IV contains seven out of eight mentions of “Moses” in the Psalter
(90:1; 99:6; 103:7; 105:26; 106:16, 23, and 32). These span the entire Book and form part of
what is arguably a deliberate thematic inclusio between Pss 90 and 106 (cf. also “anger” [(R] in
90:11 and 106:14).%® There thus exist very good reasons to view Book IV as an editorially

intentional unity.

Summary Remarks on Doxologies and Their Implications

How then do we evaluate the apparent five-book structure of the Psalter suggested by the
doxologies? From a synchronic perspective the five book structure hints at an analogy to the
Mosaic Pentateuch. Whatever theological significance is drawn from this analogy, it suggests
that the Psalter’s books are its major subunits as many investigations into the Psalter presuppose.
However the issue becomes more involved from a diachronic perspective, as we have seen. On
one hand, if the Psalter’s macrostructure arose from one major editorial effort then the
doxologies were undoubtedly intended to divide it into five books. On the other hand, it is plain
that Wilson and Levin’s differing conclusions about the doxologies correspond to their different
redaction-historical models. For Levin the assumption of Asaphite, EP and Messianic Psalter
redactions proscribes limits on the doxologies’ intended relevance, whereas for Wilson the
superscriptional evidence is decisive. In our view, Wilson’s analysis convincingly accounts for
the Korahite-Asaph-David author-group transitions in Books I-III, making it unnecessary—even
counter-intuitive—to attribute these transitions to redactional layering. Significantly, such
theories of redactional layering fail to account for the superscriptional techniques noticed by
Wilson. Moreover, our reevaluation of the EP, 72:20, and doublets suggested that the redactional

layers scholars infer from them are more speculative than is generally recognized.

%7 Howard, The Structure of Psalms 93-100. See also Zenger, “The God of Israel’s Reign over the World (Pss
90-106),” 183-87, who argues further for the paring of psalms in the 101-106 group.

%8See Wilson, Editing, 189-90. Chapter Six discusses the significance of Moses in Book IV.

88



Of course, in Wilson’s two stage model the five book structure is only a product of the
“final” redaction. But our main concern has been whether or not the Psalter’s books constitute its
major editorial units. Even supposing that Pss 2—89 were originally independent, their doxologies
would suggest a “three book structure” according to Wilson’s analysis, with the addition of
Books IV-V simply increasing the number to five. Thus, the “original” and “final” functions of
the doxologies remain the same toward their respective books. Although his two stage model is
open to criticism, then, Wilson was justified in recognizing the “seams” as places of high
editorial importance, and the covenantal references and allusions found near them merit close

attention.

Lexical and Thematic Connections between Psalms

Scholars typically account for lexical and thematic “links” between psalms in two ways:
either they originated with the individual psalms and motivated their placement, or editors
created them to bind psalms together—or some combination thereof.?® Delitzsch and McFall, for
example, predominantly reflect the first approach.””® On the other hand, classical literary-critical
methodologies (e.g., Lohfink, Hossfeld, and Zenger) often invoke the second kind of
explanation, routinely accounting for common features as redactional glosses or additions. To
illustrate, Zenger claims that Ps 104:29b (“and return to their dust”) is secondary and “traces an
arc to “Ps 103:14b (‘he remembers that we are dust’).” Likewise, they surmise that other
“[i]mportant keyword connections between the two psalms, which possibly were only created
redactionally, are the motifs of ‘satisfying with good’ (Pss 103:5; 104:28) and the ‘renewal’ of

life by Yhwh (Pss 103:5; 104:30).”?! However the degree to which editors adapted the psalms to

29 Zenger, “Der Psalter als Buch,” 12, makes the same distinction between iuxtapositio (deliberate
collocation), and concatenatio (redactional linkage).

0 Delitzsch, Psalms, 1:21; McFall, “The Evidence for a Logical Arrangement of the Psalter.”

27! Zenger, “The God of Israel’s Reign Over the World (Psalms 90—106),” 185. Cf. Marko Marttila, Collective
Reinterpretation in the Psalms, who presupposes the same kind of editorial activity in his investigation of an
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“create” links between them is impossible to tell on the basis of the text itself. Provided the
connections are strong or numerous enough, however, one can detect editorial intention to
associate certain psalms without these speculative explanations.

That said, there is also reason to think that editors did not routinely manipulate psalms
when they incorporated them into the Psalter. Wilson’s analysis suggests the editors went to
considerable lengths to retain existing psalm superscripts when arranging sequences of psalms.
Their use of “frozen” superscripts reflects a conscious effort to preserve traditions associated
with individual psalms, even when obsolete to their new literary context.”? Significantly, Wilson
shows that this apparently Psalter-wide phenomenon is not unique to the Psalter, but a long-
established ANE practice.’” This suggests an important implication: when psalms were “adapted
to a function in a far different and later context,” as Wilson describes it,” this was achieved
ostensibly through placement and ordering rather than literary manipulation. For instance,
anonymous Pss 66 and 67 have been “Davidized” without altering their superscripts. The same
effect could have been achieved more simply by adding 'ﬁj? to the superscripts if the editor(s)
responsible for the arrangement had been disposed to making such alterations. Under these
circumstances it is difficult to imagine editors routinely adding redactional glosses. Nor do the

parallels between 1 Chr 16:7-36 and Pss 105:1-15, 96:1-13, and 106:1, 4748, or between the

apparent shift from individual-focused psalms to a more collective perspective in the Psalter.

%72 See also McFall, “The Evidence for a Logical Arrangement of the Psalter,” 236, who, due largely to
superscriptional variation in the MT, argues that “the compiler is arranging rather than editing the material that has
come down to him.” On a related point, various technical terms in the superscripts (e.g., ng;p‘z) had already

become obscure by the time of the LXX, which further testifies to their antiquity. See Anderson, “Division and
Order,” 226; and Beckwith, “Early History,” 10-11.

23 Wilson, Editing, 21-23, suggests a formative transmission history of the Sumerian Temple Hymn collection
that spans from the time of its original compiler, Enheduanna the daughter of Sargon of Akkad (23342279 B.C.) to
the Ur III period (end of the third century), with some hymns possibly going back to 2600 B.C.

774 Wilson, Editing, 23. 1t is not entirely clear from the quotation if Wilson means that the psalms were
“adapted” only in function due to a new literary context or also in their composition.
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Psalter’s “doublets,” suggest that editors routinely reshaped psalms through redactional glosses.
Sanders’ claim about the recombination of “floating bits of liturgical material” encountered
above® is a plausible explanation for these parallels. But it does not speak for the likelihood that
editors routinely added redactional glosses at their theological whim, let alone prove that these
recombinations occurred during the Psalter’s compilation process.” We therefore suggest that
lexical and thematic links between psalms generally reflect editorial selection of psalms rather

than “redactional” manipulation of their contents.

Conclusion
This examination of editorial evidence has yielded several outcomes important for our
investigation. First, the major editorial data at best offers ambiguous support for multi-stage
redaction hypotheses like those of Wilson or Zenger. For instance, Zenger’s interpretation of
author transitions, the “EP,” 72:20, etc. as evidence of redactional layering ultimately seems
arbitrary in the light of other implications for these editorial phenomena. On closer examination,
the evidence from Qumran or superscriptional evidence does not offer very strong support for

Wilson’s two-stage redaction either. Diachronically speaking, Mitchell’s hypothesis of one

%5 ganders, “Cave 11 Surprises,” 287.

%76 Although favoring growth by accretion, Anthony Gelston, “Editorial Arrangement in Book IV of the
Psalter,” in Genesis, Isaiah and Psalms: A Festschrift to Honour Professor John Emerton for His Eightieth Birthday
(ed. Katharine J. Dell, Graham Davies, and Yee Von Koh; VTSup 135; Leiden: Brill, 2010), 165, offers a similar
perspective when he states, “it seems overwhelmingly probable that the unit of composition in the Psalter is the
individual psalm...it is evident that there was no final process of editing the Psalter, by which such duplications
might have been removed, and textual inconsistencies between parallel passages ironed out. In all probability this
should not be ascribed to editorial negligence, but rather to respect for texts hallowed by long usage in worship,
which had already acquired a degree of sacrosanctity.” Gelston, ibid., 175, otherwise thinks it possible to find
evidence of editorial arrangement of smaller groups of psalms based on thematic and lexical similarities, but that
“[t]he larger the group of psalms under consideration, the harder it is to trace a convincing overall thematic
arrangement.”
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redactional impulse behind the Psalter’s macrostructure is at least as likely as any of the
alternatives. The implications for our investigation are clear: (a) it should not presuppose any one
redactional model; and (b) the degree of continuity or discontinuity in editorial perspective(s)
within the Psalter must remain a demonstrandum, not a methodological presupposition.

Second, we are better placed to identify editorially intended relationships between psalms
in the Psalter. The specific results can be summarized as follows. Author groups play a
conspicuous role in organizing psalms, both conjunctively and disjunctively. This is especially
apparent at book divisions and when anonymous psalms are “sandwiched” between authored
psalms. Genre plays a predominately conjunctive role, though one that is generally subordinate
to authorship except in the Songs of Ascent. Lexical and thematic links likewise reveal conscious
effort to associate psalms more closely together, depending on the strength and/or number of the
connections. Similarly, individual themes (e.g., those argued by Creach, Gillingham, et al.) and
leitworter may also play a conscious organizing role. 72:20 “Davidizes” anonymous Ps 71 and
Solomonic Ps 72, and proves that consecutive psalms may intentionally convey an unfolding
“meta-narratival” sequence. Moreover, rather than being (merely) a redactional relic, editors
likely intended that it signal a transition from historical David to David’s successor(s). On the
other hand, it is difficult to draw more confident conclusions about the doublets owing to their
small number and uncertain genesis. In any case, their potential editorial significance relates to
redaction-historical questions rather than the relationships between psalms. A similar situation
ensues with the EP, though it at least suggests that similar theological emphases span Pss 42—83.
Finally, editors sometimes employed concentric or chiastic structures in arranging (and therefore
relating) psalms (e.g., Pss 15-24), and gave intentional shape to the Psalter in terms of its

beginning and end (Pss 1-2, 146—150).
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CHAPTER THREE

AN EXPLORATORY SURVEY OF COVENANTAL REFERENCES AND ALLUSIONS
IN THE PSALTER. PART ONE: PROLEGOMENA AND DIRECT REFERENCES TO

YAHWEH’S ™32

In order to facilitate our study of covenant relationships, the next two chapters survey
covenant references and allusions throughout the Psalter. As the first part of this survey, the
present chapter examines the term "3 in individual psalms to ascertain its major covenantal
entailments and to draw preliminary conclusions about its potential to shed light on covenant
relationships, as each psalm allows. It also includes a short addendum on P11 (“decree”) and
MY (“testimony”) in their sg. forms as potential synonyms for N"J3. This chapter thus begins
to test our hypothesis set out in the Introduction. Chapter Four then surveys different kinds of
implicit “criteria” or indirect reference (phrases, lexemes, formulae, themes, etc.) that recall
prominent aspects of pre-monarchic covenants to examine their (re-)association with David in
the Psalter. Before commencing our investigation of direct references in this chapter, some
general preliminary remarks are necessary. These primarily have to do with methodology and

relevant scholarship.

Prolegomena to the Survey of Covenantal References and Allusions
Methodical attempts to survey the Psalter’s covenantal allusions are rare. This is not
surprising for a couple of reasons. First, the importance of Israel’s covenant traditions in the
psalms is self-evident and requires no methodological demonstration (e.g., Pss 50, 81, 89, etc.).
Second, earlier scholarship generally took a dimmer view of the editorial intentionality behind

the canonical Psalter, giving little reason for such a survey. Instead their interest in psalms’
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covenantal themes and theology focused predominantly on individual psalms and their historical
Sitze im Leben. However, a survey of references and allusions to the major biblical covenants is

essential if the Psalter’s covenantal theological contours are to be discovered and analyzed.

Previous Surveys of “Covenant” in the Psalter

Artur Weiser’s commentary on the Psalms is the most comprehensive attempt to account
for the Psalter’s covenantal concerns. Consistent with earlier scholarship, however, Weiser
approaches the matter with a cult-functional approach rather than one that analyzes the Psalter as
an edited product.””” Weiser redefined Mowinckel’s “annual enthronement festival” in terms of a
covenant renewal festival, which according to him provided the original Sitz im Leben for most
of the psalms.”” Accordingly, Weiser sees many psalmic expressions and terms as evidence of
the psalms’ use in this hypothetical autumn festival. For instance, he connects expressions like
the “face of Yahweh” (e.g. Ps 95:2) or Yahweh’s “shining forth” (*917 in 50:2; 80:2; and 94:1)
with the theophany “at the heart of the covenant festival.”*”® This enables him to attribute very
particular covenantal associations to these data: they denote Yahweh’s appearance at the
renewing of the covenant. For Weiser, “[t]he theme of the Old Testament Covenant Festival is
the continually renewed encounter of God with his people which has as its final aim the renewal
of the Sinai Covenant and of the salvation it promised.”*°

While such expressions no doubt evoked covenant associations for those who arranged the
Psalter, their connection with a particular annual festival remains conjectural. Subsequent
scholarship has seen the same weakness in Weiser’s covenant renewal festival as it has

Mowinckel’s: there is insufficient evidence for such a festival in Israel accounting for the all or

m Weiser, The Psalms.
m Weiser, The Psalms, 35.
® Weiser, The Psalms, 38-39.

280 Weiser, The Psalms, 28-29.
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most of the Psalms.?®' On the other hand, certain psalms (e.g., Pss 50, 81, and 95) are widely
understood to have their Sitze in cultic festivals that celebrated Yahweh’s covenant with his
people.® Methodologically, these facts suggest that we should consider potential allusions
without the assumption of a covenant renewal festival to steer our interpretation of them.
Moreover, although it is very probable that some psalms were used in cultic “covenant renewal”
contexts, the issue is not as pressing as it might seem. Our interest is in later editors’ perception

and literary use of those psalms, not their liturgical Sitze im Leben.

Al E.g., Kraus, Psalms 1-59, 60, summarizes the situation thus, “While we know ancient Near Eastern texts
that very precisely regulate the entire course of the worship and even provide individual directions for managing it,
the Psalter in this matter leaves us without a satisfactory clarification. The Psalms have basically a fragmentary,
incomplete character if we consider them from the viewpoint of a closed ritual.” Nevertheless, Kraus, Psalms 1-59,
61-62, recognizes the cult-liturgical function of individual psalms, citing as examples: Pss 15, 24, and 118, as
“entrance liturgies,” Ps 121 as a “recessional, "Pss 12, 14 (= 53), 75, and 82 as examples of “cultic prophetic
lamentation liturg[ies],” with 52 “an imitation of a lamentation liturgy,” Ps 107 as “a liturgy for a festival of
thanksgiving,” and Ps 67 as a “psalm of blessing” that “could point to a cultic-liturgical situation.” Similarly,
Samuel Terrien, review of Artur Weiser, The Psalms: A Commentary, JBR 4 (1963), 334, questions Weiser’s
exclusive focus on an autumn festival, suggesting that “room must also be reserved for the other seasonal feasts,
Massoth and Pesach, and also Shebhu‘oth, as well as a score of other public acts of worship.” In her specific study
of references to the Sinai covenant in the Psalter, Johanna W. H. Bos, “Psalms and Sinai Covenant” (Ph.D. diss.,
Union Theological Seminary, 1977), finds relatively few direct references to the Sinai event, whereupon she rejects
Weiser’s hypothesis.

2 Cf. Kraus, Psalms 1-59, 60, describes Pss 50, 81, and 95 as “the great festival psalms in the Psalter.” Kraus
cites Jorg Jeremias, Kultprophetie und Gerichtsverkiindigung in der spéten Konigszeit Israels (WMANT 35;
Germany: Neukirchener Verlag, 1970), 125. Cf. Hossfeld and Zenger, Psalms 2, 326 and 459-60. Hossfeld, 460,
sees all three psalms as consisting of two parts wherein, “[t]he first section in each psalm, despite all differences,
functions to tie the dominant YHWH discourse [i.e., the second part] into the cult.” Zenger and Seidl question the
unity of Ps 95, however, hence its comparability with Pss 50 and 81. Weiser, The Psalms, 35-36, 391-99, 551-56,
and 625-27, also recognizes a close relationship between Pss 81 and 95 in particular.

For a different viewpoint see Gerstenberger, Psalms: Part 1 with an Introduction to Cultic Poetry, 210, who
views Ps 50 as postexilic. For Gerstenberger the mention of Zion in v. 2 precludes its use in the temple because he
views Zion theology as a later development. Gerstenberger, Psalms, Part 2, and Lamentations (FOTL 14; Grand
Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1988), 111-12 and 184-85, also places Pss 81 and 95 in a later Jewish congregational
setting.
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Few other attempts have been made to collate the Psalter’s allusions to covenant in any
systematic way.? Johanna W. H. Bos’s 1977 dissertation on the Sinai covenant in the Psalter®
disputes Weiser’s covenant renewal festival hypothesis, principally by tracing N"33 in eight
psalms where she believes this term potentially elicits the Sinai covenant: Pss 25, 44, 50, 74, 78,
103, 106, and 111. However, Bos is more narrowly concerned with whether or not N"3 refers to
the covenant-making at Sinai in these psalms. Bos answers this negatively,” though recognizes
that the theme of “covenant” is not absent from the psalms on that account. In any case, our
investigation of covenant relationships requires a more comprehensive survey of covenantal

allusions than Bos offers.

Methodological Considerations

What constitutes an inner-biblical allusion and how do we identify allusions? Scholars
agree that there is no “one size fits all” answer to these questions. As a starting point, Beth
Tanner reasonably suggests that genuine allusions are both intended by the author and

identifiable to the reader.”®® Ordinarily, this raises further questions about who those readers are,

%3 Frank-Lothar Hossfeld, “Bundestheologie im Psalter” in Der neue Bund im Alten: Studien zur
Bundestheologie der beiden Testamente (ed. Erich Zenger; Freiburg im Breisgau, Germany: Herder, 1992), 169-76;
and “Bund und Tora in den Psalmen,” in Bibel in jiidischer und christlicher Tradition: Festschrift fiir J. Maier (ed.
H. Merklein; BBB 88; Frankfurt, 1993), 66-77, are more interpretive and selective than heuristic or comprehensive
treatments of covenant in the Psalter.

34 Johanna W. H. Bos, “Psalms and Sinai Covenant.”

%5 Bos, “The Psalms and Sinai Covenant,” 102 and 128, concludes that ™13 does not refer to the covenant
making in Pss 25, 44, 78, 103, 106, and 111, and she, op. cit., 24244, attributes N™3 in 74:10 to textual error.
Finally, Bos, op. cit., 231, sees Pss 50, 81, and 95 as evidence that “there were professional poets connected with the
cult, namely the cultic prophets, whose poetry reflects an awareness of the covenant and of its obligations and
demands,” but that there is nevertheless “no evidence...of a commemoration of the Sinai covenant in the formof a
covenant festival.”

286 Beth LaNeel Tanner, “Allusion or Illusion in the Psalms: How Do We Decide?” (paper presented at the
annual meeting of the SBL, San Francisco, 20 November, 2011).
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and how to determine whether they perceived the allusion and how. The first part of this question
is considerably narrowed by our investigation’s focus on ediforial perspective, for it is their view
that concerns us.?®” Indeed, the editors’ perception of the psalms they collected and arranged is
even more important for our investigation than that of the psalms’ original composers. Our focus
on editorial perspective also suggests a way forward for answering the latter question, because
the editorial evidence discussed in Chapters One and Two often sheds considerable light on how
editors understood and employed the allusion. In addition, some covenant allusions are so
explicit as to eliminate any doubt that editors recognized them (e.g. Pss 50, 89 and 105)—

(13

whether they occur at the Psalter’s “seams” or not.

Michael Fishbane offers a similar caution concerning inner-biblical allusions. Fishbane
rightly insists that instances of biblical allusion must be evaluated case by case, since the
recurrence of lexical features known from older biblical tadita does not guarantee that the
authors of those texts intended an allusion.”®® Common lexical features may just be coincidental;
the product of shared vocabulary or schools of thought.?*

However, Fishbane’s caution has limited relevance for the present investigation. First,
whereas Fishbane investigates an author’s exegetical reuse of a traditum, our investigation is
concerned with the editorial reception and reuse of the individual psalms in which this dynamic
has already occurred. In terms of focus, then, our investigation is one step removed from the

traditum-traditio phenomenon as Fishbane examines it. Second, our investigation requires us to

identify kinds of covenant allusion across multiple psalms, not examine them as isolated

%7 That the identities of the Psalter’s editors remain unknown matters less than it might seem, since we are in

any case more interested in what editors actually did with the psalms they received than who they were.
28 Cf. Michael Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation in Ancient Israel (Oxford: Clarendon, 1985), 12-13, 289.

2 Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation, 13, wams that, “it makes all the difference... whether a specific traditum
has been reused or annotated; or whether, on the contrary, it contains independent reflexes of common idioms or
comments which are original to the particular composition or teaching.”
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instances of exegesis.”® Accordingly, our survey ought to be focused on the incidence of
potentially allusive data throughout the Psalter rather than adopt a purely “case by case”
approach. In other words the Psalter, its subgroups, and psalm-sequences are our “text”—not
individual psalms in isolation. Therefore, this chapter’s case by case examination of explicit
examples using "3 must be supplemented by Chapter Four’s survey of covenant-alluding
“criteria,”®' thereby ensuring that our survey provides a sufficiently full view of the Psalter’s
covenantal allusions for the purposes of testing our hypothesis. Third, Fishbane’s investigation of
inner-biblical exegesis confines him to those instances where a traditum has undergone some
degree of discernible transformation through scribes’ interpretive reuse. By contrast we are
concerned with allusions to biblical covenants whether the psalmist has significantly reshaped or
redirected his received traditum or not. Again, this is because our object is to examine the
editors’ perspective, not that of the psalm authors. Fourth, while most covenant allusions are
textual allusions (e.g. 2 Sam 7, Exod 34, etc.), our investigation is not strictly limited in this way.
Some themes (e.g. promise of land, “two ways” theology, etc.) and vocabulary (e.g. 70T,

NINRK, NRR, and their frequent pairing) have potential to achieve a covenantal allusion without

specific or obvious dependency on any one covenantal text.
A Two-Pronged Approach: Direct References and Indirect Allusions. In light of these

considerations, an initial survey of N"2 followed by a survey of covenant-alluding criteria suits

0 The editorial reuse of psalms itself may be said to fit within the traditum-traditio dynamic that Fishbane
explores. In practice, however, Fishbane pays little attention to the Psalter as an editorial product, except regarding
the doxologies (41:14, 72:18-19; 89:53, and 106:48) and the postscript at 72:20 as examples of general scribal
conventions (op. cit., 28—-29). For instance, Fishbane’s investigation of Ps 89’s “mantic” exegetical reuse of the
oracle to David in 2 Sam 7 stops short of examining that psalm’s later editorial use of this psalm in the Psalter. By
exploring the editorial appropriation of covenant-alluding psalms, therefore, our investigation contributes to the
phenomenon of intertextuality at a level at some remove from that which Fishbane’s study examines.

! That is, to survey indirect reference (phrases, lexemes, formulae, themes, etc.) that recall prominent aspects
of the Abrahamic, Mosaic, and Davidic covenants
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the nature of this investigation. The Psalter contains numerous psalms that refer directly to
Yahweh’s covenant via the term I3, and these provide a logical place from which to expand
our survey of allusive criteria. In some cases psalms identify which covenant is ostensibly in
view.” For example, "2 occurs four times in Ps 89 in plain reference to the Davidic covenant
(vv. 4,29, 35, and 40), and twice in Ps 105:8—11 regarding the Abrahamic covenant (vv. 8 and
10). These psalms refer directly to David or Abraham in their use of I""73. Other cases are more
subtle. For instance, contextual factors suggest that "2 has primarily Mosaic covenantal
entailments in Pss 25, 44, 50, and 78—usually by allusion to Sinaitic commandments (cf. Ps
50:17-18) or the covenantal obligation to walk in Yahweh’s “way” or torah (e.g., Pss 25: 9-10
and 44:17-18), historical recollection, or echoes of the “grace formula” (Exod 34:6-7).**

Since these psalms already refer to "3, they demonstrate the potential of such implicit
“criteria” to achieve indirect allusions in psalms that lack "3, and our survey must account for
these also if is to provide an expansive view of the Psalter’s references and allusions to covenant.
In many cases these “criteria” are best viewed as a potential indicator of covenantal themes, not a
strict condition of an allusion to a covenant. Indeed, the allusive strength of these criteria varies
from instance to instance. We cannot simply assume that every instance of a given criterion in
the Psalter—be it a term like NN or a theological theme like the “two ways”—has equally
strong covenantal associations (consider, e.g., the latter’s Wisdom associations). Accordingly,
the results of this second part of the survey are necessarily tentative, and its basic goal is to map

out and examine the distribution of each covenant-alluding criterion throughout the Psalter.

2 Nevertheless a caveat is in order here. Although a particular covenant may be ostensibly in view in certain
cases, it does not follow this should be the excl/usive meaning of N™3 there—at least in terms of how editors
understood the term. Indeed, the degree of unity that editors perceived between the covenants is itself an aspect of
the question under investigation.

%3 Note, e.g., [l 192 |01 R as an allusion to Exod 34:6-7 in 78:38, and the pre-monarchic focus of
vv. 5-67.
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Sketching their distribution in this way benefits our investigation in important ways. First, it
provides a better view of each of these covenant-related themes across groups of psalms,
enabling us in a preliminary way to assess their potential editorial importance and draw
conclusions relevant to the thesis we are testing. Second, it highlights psalms where several
criteria mutually confirm their covenant-alluding force. Finally, it complements our initial survey
of "3 in the present chapter, thus furnishing a fuller view of the Psalter’s covenantal
“landscape.” The survey further justifies our selection of Pss 72:17, 86:15, 103:8, and 145:8 as
key texts for addressing the question of the relationship between the Davidic and pre-monarchic
covenants, and provides data helpful for analyzing these psalms their Book contexts, thus paving
the way for Chapters Five and Six.

A Question of Terminology: the “Mosaic Covenant.” For several reasons we shall
generally use the more inclusive term “Mosaic” rather than “Sinaitic” when referring to that
covenant. First, this investigation is concerned with editorial perception of the tradition, not to
mount a historical investigation of narrower traditional strata. For their part, editors likely did not
perceive any meaningful difference between the Sinaitic covenant and the second law-giving
recorded Deuteronomy, but recognized the same Mosaic covenantal reality in both. Second, as
noted in the Introduction, Book IV includes the name of “Moses” seven times and itself raises
the question of how the Davidic covenant—so focal in Books I-III—relates to its premonarchic
counterparts. Thus the Psalter as an “editorial product” prompts the question of covenant
relationships in broader “Mosaic” terms rather than the “Sinai covenant” narrowly conceived.?*

Thus the term “Mosaic covenant” is appropriate for our investigation.

4 Some psalms highlight the Sinaitic theophany (e.g., Ps 50) or other particular events (e.g., Ps 103’s allusion
to Moses’ intercession after the golden calf incident). In general, however, the Psalter’s allusions to the Sinai event
are found within a broader “Mosaic” tradition complex (e.g., Exodus and wilderness narrative allusions). We may
also readily observe the relative infrequency of the term “Sinai” compared with “Moses” in the Psalter. “Sinai”
occurs only twice in one psalm (Ps 68:9 and 18), while Book IV’s Ps 106:19 contains the only reference to “Horeb.”
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Direct References Achieved with the Term N"2
The term "3 occurs twenty one times in the Psalter in thirteen psalms: Pss 25:10, 14;
44:17; 50:5, 16; 55:21; 74:20; 78:10, 37; 83:6; 89:4, 29, 35, 40; 103:18; 105:8, 10; 106:45;
111:5, 9; and 132:12. Of these, Pss 55:21 and 83:6 can be discounted, since they either refer to a

private covenant or agreement or a covenant made against Yahweh by his enemies.”

Psalm 25

Davidic Ps 25 is an acrostic prayer that asks for Yahweh’s forgiveness, help, and
instruction.”® Other features that give Ps 25 its “wisdom” character include “fearing Yahweh”
introduced in v. 12 (7} R7Y), an emphasis on teaching and instruction (cf. 11" in v. 8, and
Y in vv. 4,5, and 9), and frequent references to Yahweh’s “ways” (cf. 717 invv. 4,5, 8,9,
and 12). Within Book I, Ps 25 appears to introduce a subgroup of psalms after the oft-noted
chiastically-arranged subgroup, Pss 15-24, which is centered on Torah Ps 19 and neighboring
royal psalms (Pss 18, 20-21).”" This gives Ps 25 a place of relative prominence, together with

the subject of “Yahweh’s covenant,” which is itself prominent within the psalm.*®

5 Paul Kalluveettil, Declaration and Covenant: A Comprehensive Review of Covenant Formula from the Old
Testament and Ancient Near East (Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1982), 9, classifies Ps 55:9 as “a secular b°rit
text.” In Ps 83:6 a league of ten nations (cf. vv. 7-9) “conspire with one accord and make a covenant against you
N2 113 T

26 Kraus, Psalms 1-59, 319, thinks that ’Zi'?gg in v. 2 properly belongs at the end of v. 1, thus preserving the
acrostic pattern by beginning v. 2 with "NV 73 (cf. LXX), and suggests that the final 2 verse (v. 22) may be a
later addition given its departure from the alphabetical arrangement. Kraus rejects the traditional view that Ps 25 is a
lament because “it is preponderantly characterized by petitions and expressions of trust.”

#7 See, e.g., Miller, “Kingship, Torah Obedience, and Prayer.” Cf. also Grant, The King as Exemplar, 73, who
draws further significance from the juxtaposition of Torah Ps 19 with Royal psalms. Psalms 15 and 24 begin and
conclude the group as entrance liturgies then, moving inward, Pss 16 and 23 parallel each other as psalms of trust,
Pss 17 and 22 as laments, Pss 18 and 2021 as royal psalms, with Torah Ps 19 at the center of the chiastic group.

28 The scope of this subsequent group could extend to the end of Book I as, e.g., Grant, The King as Exemplar,
239, seems to suggest. Alternatively, Ps 34 might conclude a subgroup of equivalent length to Pss 15-24, for it too
is an acrostic and shares numerous affinities with Ps 25 (see Les D. Maloney, “Intertextual Links: Part of the Poetic
Artistry within the Book I Acrostic Psalms,” RQ 49 [2007], 11-21, who explores these psalms’ intertextual links and
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Indeed, Ps 25 uses the term "3 twice (vv. 10 and 14); both times with a 3ms suffix
(IN"3) to identify it as Yahweh's covenant. Both instances use the term without further
qualification, which suggests that the psalmist deems its meaning self-evident. Moreover, the
definite, singular form of the reference, “his covenant,” accentuates the singularity and
particularity of Yahweh’s covenant and excludes any sense of a plurality of covenants within the
horizon of the psalm.

Verse 10 pairs "3 with PI7P1 which Yahweh’s people “keep” (*I[}T11 ‘ifl"')'.:i ’:!3327);
expressions most naturally associated with the Mosaic covenant.”® Moreover, vv. 6—7 contain
numerous terms found in Exod 34:6—7 (D7, TOM, NXVN, and YWA).*® The psalmist pleads
with Yahweh to “remember your mercies” and “forget the sins of my youth,” basing these
petitions on Yahweh’s nature as he revealed it to Moses when about to the Sinaitic covenant,
much as Moses himself did in his intercessory pleas for forgiveness in Num 14:18-19. A few
verses later v. 13 declares concerning “the man who fears Yahweh” (M)7? R WR—v. 12)
that “his offspring shall inherit the land (P8 W7 'ii?‘!'_ﬂ:),” echoing the promise of the

Abrahamic covenant (Gen 15:18) taken up extensively in Deuteronomy. The following verse

draws attention to David Noel Freedman’s work on them). Either way, Ps 25 appears as the first of a group of
psalms following Pss 15-24. David’s trust in this and the following psalm (25:2; 26:1), as one who has, e.g.,
“washed [his] hands in innocence and go[es] about your altar” (26:6) follows well after the previous subgroup,
particularly its focus on the king, Torah piety, and the theme of entering the sanctuary.

*? When human beings are the subject, 1¥1 most often occurs with plural nouns like Ni¥n (e.g., 78:7), DN
(e.g., Ps 105:45; 119:145), NiTY (Ps 119:2, 22) and similar terms. Other theologically charged uses of %3 usually
have Yahweh as subject; e.g., Exod 34:7 where Yahweh is “keeper of steadfast love ('lglf_l q3),” and [sa 42:9
where Yahweh promises to “keep you” (i.e., his servant) and “give you as a covenant to the people ( n’j;l'? ':;;nm
DY).” However Moses’ blessing of Levi in Deut 33:9 offers a close parallel to Ps 25:10. In Deut 33:9 as in Ps 25:10
%1 has an m. pl. subject and I1™3 as its object (A%’ TN AR 1Y *2), whereupon Moses enjoins the
Levites to “teach Jacob your rules (T"09WnR) and Israel your law (7071N).” Psalm 132:12 also has N3 in parallel
with either IR or NWTY as well (see discussion in Chapter Four), as the object of 1AW, a semantic equivalent of
axl.

300 To this list we may add 2i0, which occurs in Yahweh’s 33:19.
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continues the wisdom terminology, where Yahweh’s covenant (11*713) parallels his “counsel”
(7MiM TiR); a term that occurs predominantly in the prophets and wisdom literature:*' “The
counsel of Yahweh is for those who fear him (I’I;Z‘J_’?) to make them know (mp'n'n?) his
covenant.”

In sum, the “Davidic” praying subject of Ps 25 describes “Yahweh’s covenant” in sapiental
tones, drawing in both Abrahamic promises and Mosaic covenantal life and obligations.
Moreover, both indicative statements about Yahweh’s covenant in vv. 10 and 14 are preceded by
petitions for mercy or forgiveness, suggesting that Yahweh’s forgiving character is foundational
to the integrity of the covenant and the psalmist’s participation in it (see esp. 6—7). Indeed, these
parallels to Moses’ intercession in Num 14 at least raise the possibility that later editors
perceived Ps 25 as David praying for himself according to a model of Mosaic intercession,

whose importance for the preservation and renewal of the covenant was well-established.

Psalm 44

Psalm 44 is the third psalm of the Korahite group, Pss 42—49, and also of Book II (or
second if Pss 42—43 are treated as one psalm). As in Ps 25, N"72 in Ps 44:18 is definite, this time
with a 2d sg. suffix. Again, definiteness stresses its singularity and particularity. After recalling
God’s favorable dealings in former times (vv. 1-9), and lamenting his present rejection (vv. 10—
17), the psalmist claims in v. 18 that, “all this has come upon us, though we have not forsaken
you (INW R'?]), and we have not been false to your covenant (11723 11'!;?'(;7"&'?}).” Indeed,
Deuteronomy’s frequent warning not to “forget Yahweh” or his covenant seems to stand behind
the psalm in general and v. 18 in particular.® In v. 19 the psalmist further affirms the people’s

covenantal fidelity by declaring with terminology most familiar from the Prophets, “Our heart

30! 19D occurs mostly in Jeremiah, Job, Proverbs, Psalms, and once in Genesis, Ezekiel, and Amos.

%92 In several notable places in Deuteronomy the verb NIV takes ) as its object (6:12; 8:11, 14, 19) as well
as N3 (4:23 and 31), often preceded by “lest...” (e.g., 6:12, M"NR NVATD).
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has not turned back, nor have our steps departed from your way.”*® In v. 21 the psalmist
indirectly claims that the people are innocent with regard to “forgetting God’s name”

(ar;_g"vg;; DW 1312W-DR) and worshipping “foreign gods” (1 '7;3'? 183 991), which allude
to the commands to “have no other gods” (cf. D":]ljtj D’f_l"?{;f in Exod 20:3/Deut 5:7) and to not
“take Yahweh your God’s name in vain” (cf. R1W2 P98 M ow-nK RN &Y in Exod
20:7/Deut 5:11).>* Rhetorically, the psalmist protests that Yahweh has rejected and disgraced the
people (vv. 10—-17) even though they have heeded the stipulations of the Mosaic covenant. Thus,
Ps 44 laments God’s apparent rejection of his people in a manner reminiscent of Ps 89 in that it
levels no blame at the people just as Ps 89 levels no blame at the king.’* Furthermore, in vv. 3—4
the psalmist acknowledges that they had possessed the land by Yahweh’s doing, not their own
military power (cf. v. 4a P‘It;% W D;ﬁ'}lj;l R'? *3), thus echoing the motif of the gift of land
prominent in the Abrahamic and Mosaic covenantal texts (e.g. Gen 15:7; Exod 23:30; Lev 20:24;
25:24; Num 35:53; Deut 3:18; 4:14; 6:1; 7:6-7; 9:4-5 etc.). Their success in gaining the land was

God’s doing, and he alone can prosper them now (vv. 5-9).

Psalm 50

Psalm 50 is conspicuous by its separation from the main group of Asaph psalms (Pss 73—
83) and the apparent editorial effort to smooth the transition from the Korahite and Davidic
psalms either side of it (see Chapter Two). Moreover, Ps 50 and David’s penitential Ps 51 each

display a special interest in offerings (see 50:5, 7, 14, 23; 51:18-22), suggesting deliberate

%% The term for “way” here is T[], which occurs only twice in the Pentateuch (Gen 18:11 and 49:17).
Similarly, the verb X0 occurs only in Deut 19:14 and 27:17—both times in reference to the shifting of boundary
stones rather than “turning back” from Yahweh’s ways (cf. Prov 22:28 and 23:10). On the other hand, these terms
are used in comparable ways in prophetic literature (cf. Isa 42:17; 50:5; 59:14; Jer 38:22; and 46:5).

3% To avoid confusion I will avoid using the existing systems for numbering the commandments.

3% Note also the shared verb RM3T in 44:10 and 89:39. John Goldingay, Psalms (3 vols.; Grand Rapids, Mich.:
Baker, 2006—2008), 2:663, suggests that Ps 89 may be seen “as a heightened version of Ps. 44.”
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connection between Asaph Ps 50 and David II around this theme.** It therefore stands in a place
of demonstrable editorial importance.

As one of the three commonly identified “festival psalms,”*” Ps 50 moves from a
description of divine theophany (vv. 1-6) to God’s address to his covenant people (vv. 7-23).
The term ™3 occurs first in v. 5, where God summons his “faithful ones ("70oN),** who made
a covenant with [him] by sacrifice ( n;;""?g 112 *I1N3).” The second occurrence is in v. 16,
where God challenges “the wicked” (V\:ﬁj?}), asking them, “what right have you to recite my
statutes ("P73) or take my covenant on your lips (?[’L:J"'?Q T2 RWM)?” Both times N™3 has

306 Scholars usually explain 51:20-21 as a later editorial gloss in order to explain the “problem” of an apparent
shift in attitude toward the offering system from disparagement in v. 18 to approval in v. 21. Kraus, Psalms 1-59,
500, writes, “It has been recognized a long time that...vv. 18—19 [= vv. 20-21]...is a later accretion which corrects
the thoughts about offerings in v. 15 in a striking way and inserts a time-conditioned plea: to build the walls of
Jerusalem.” Hossfeld and Zenger, Psalms 2, 18, share the view that vv. 20-21 are an addition to the “primary
psalm” (vv. 1-19), but do not consider it to have arisen amid the circumstances surrounding the historical rebuilding
of the temple. For them v. 20 is an editor’s “plea for eschatological restoration of the city of God” and part of “a
more broadly applied redaction...whose program is developed most fully in the final Hallel (cf. Psalm 147).”
Whether due to such “redactional layering” in the growth process of the Psalter, or—more likely in our view (see
previous chapter)—an editor’s deliberate collocation of psalms that bear similar themes, there can be little question
that Pss 50-51’s common emphasis on sacrifice reflects editorial intent to connect David II with Ps 50’s theophanic
address to the people with its emphasis on offerings (see, Christine D. B. Jones, “The Psalms of Asaph: A Study of
the Function of a Psalm Collection” [Ph.D. diss., Baylor University, 2009], 137).

Against the widespread scholarly assumption that vv. 20-21 is “a later accretion” attested by Kraus, we may
question whether the above-mentioned attitudinal shift between vv. 18 and 21 is real or perceived. If read with
David’s adultery with Bathsheba and murder of Uriah the Hittite in view as Ps 51°s superscript directs, v. 18’s “For
you will not delight in sacrifice, or I would give it, you will not be pleased with a burnt offering” is most easily
explained as David’s recognition that no sin or guilt offering had been provided for his grave sins—not a general
criticism of the offering system en toto. Understood thus, v. 21’s hopeful anticipation of the resumption of pleasing
burnt offerings does not “correct” earlier comments about the value of offerings so much as anticipate the right
relationship between God and Israel in the wake of God’s forgiveness of the king (cf. 2Sam 12:13). In our view,

alternative explanations like those identified above offer an unnecessarily complicated account of vv. 20-21.
7 See above.

3%8 MS evidence from Cairo Geniza, as well as the LXX and Syriac reflect 3 sg. suffix.
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the 1st sg. suffix. The parallel between ¥T'0OT] and l'l;]f"'z;? T3 "M inv. 5 identifies the
people closely with the sacrificial cult. More specifically, v. 5 appears to recall Exodus 24 where
Moses consecrated the people with the “blood of the covenant” at Mt Sinai.*” Indeed, several
other indicators within the psalm highlight these Mosaic covenantal concerns. The address in v.
7, “Hear, O my people ("RY nPRY)...Iam God, your God (*238 Tg‘l‘)& D'.j'?;_s)” resembles the
Shema in Deut 6:4 and the numerous instances of similar “self-introductory” formulae found
throughout Exodus, Leviticus, and Deuteronomy.*'° Moreover, v. 18 charges the wicked with
consorting with thieves and adulterers, thus alluding to the corresponding prohibitions in the
Decalogue (Exod 20:14—-15; Deut 5:18-19).*"' In addition, v. 20 seems to allude to the command
against false witness in Exod 20:16, despite lexical dissimilarities.*'

Moreover, Ps 50°s attribution to Asaph suggests that Ps 50 may be naturally associated
with centralized worship under David and especially Solomon (cf. 2 Chr 7). Indeed, v. 2 locates
the theophany in Zion: “Out of Zion, the perfection of beauty, God shines forth.” As Jon
Levenson notes, “the renewal of the Siniatic covenant has become a liturgy of the Temple of
Jerusalem.”*" For Levenson, the covenantal life begun at Sinai was not merely superceded, but

vibrantly taken up at Mt Zion, which Ps 50’s divine summons demonstrates powerfully. When it

3% Cf. Geoffrey W. Grogan, Psalms (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 2008), 105; Willem A. Vangemeren,
Psalms (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Zondervan, 2008), 428.

*19 Rolf Rendtorff, The Covenant Formula: An Exegetical and Theological Investigation (OTS; Edinburgh:
T&T Clark, 1998), 15n23, credits the term “self introductory formula” to Walter Zimmerli, who identifies it as “Ich
bin Jahwe.” The formula usually uses “Yahweh” (e.g., Exod 6:7, DJ’H?§ h;n; R, and some 27 other instances in
Exodus-Deuteronomy, which account for the vast majority of occurrences). But the resemblance is scarcely
obscured by Ps 50°s use of D’.\'f'?ﬁ, especially since it occurs in the “Elohistic” portion of the Psalter.

31 Cf. Peter Craigie, Psalms 1-50 (WBC 19; Waco, Tex: 1983), 365.

312Cf, Ps 50:20, “You sit and speak against your brother; you slander your own mother’s son” ( TNRA awn
*DT°IRR TAR"IA2 12TN), and Exod 20:16, “You shall not bear false witness against your neighbor” ( ng_gn'&'?
IPY T TY73; cf. Deut 5:20 that has 1Y instead of 1RY).

33 Jon D. Levenson, Sinai & Zion: An Entry into the Jewish Bible (New York: HarperCollins, 1985), 207.
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comes to human kingship, however, further possibilities need to be explored than Levenson’s
analysis allows. Indeed, the dissociation of Ps 50 from other Asaph psalms raises the possibility
that editors deliberately sought to associate it with the subsequent Davidic group (Pss 51-72),
perhaps in order to present David or the royal office as a response to God’s summons in Ps 50 in
some sense, thereby raising compelling implications for how editors understood David’s
relationship to the Mosaic covenant.*'* Chapter Five’s analysis of Books I-II will address this

further.

Psalm 74

Asaph Ps 74 laments the oppression of a scoffing enemy (e.g., vv. 18, 22—23) that has
profaned Yahweh’s name and defiled his sanctuary (cf. vv. 3-8, 18). Whether or not the psalm
was authored with the destruction of the temple in view (587 B.C.), editors living after that event
could hardly avoid this association.?"

Verse 20 petitions God to “have regard for the covenant” (I‘P]Q’? L27). This definite form
of I™3 is unique in the psalms, where "2 normally takes a possessive suffix.’'* Nevertheless
I3 with the definite article has numerous precedents outside the Psalter, particularly in regard
to the Noahic covenant (Gen 9:12, 17) and in construct chains from clear Mosaic covenantal

contexts: e.g., “the book of the covenant” (N2 780 in Exod 24:7), “the blood of the

314 See also Samuel Terrien, The Psalms: Strophic Structure and Theological Commentary (Grand Rapids,
Mich.: Eerdmans, 2003), 396, who writes that “[t]he Hebrew stories of theophany, originally part of the Sinai
tradition...were later transferred to Zion.” Similarly Levenson, Sinai & Zion.

315 Jones, “The Psalms of Asaph,” 68 and 72.

%16 Bos, “Psalms and Sinai Covenant,” 243. For Bos “the mention of “the covenant” without qualification, the
sole instance of its kind in the psalms,” is cause to suspect textual corruption. Moreover, Bos observes that this verb-
object combination is a hapax and objects that “the colon is too short.” Accordingly, she emends the text to read
“Look at the hollows (nn:vb).” However none of these objections seem serious enough to justify emendation,
especially since N™M21] (i.e., with the definite article) is attested outside the Psalms (see above). Moreover, N"M3
often lacks explicit qualification in the Psalter as we have noted (e.g., Ps 25:10, 14; 44:18 etc.); its possessive suffix
doing little to qualify it in any meaningful way.
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covenant” (IT"30707 in Exod 24:8), “the words of the covenant” (I"27 "27 in Exod 34:28),
“the tablets of the covenant” (I""20 m‘n'g in Deut 9:9, 11, 15), “the ark of the covenant” ( ]1"\1:5
37 inJosh 3:6, 8, 14; 4:9; 6:6), etc. More pertinently, Deut 7:9 describes “Yahweh your
God” as “the faithful God who keeps the covenant and steadfast love with those who love him
and keep his commandments to a thousand generations” ( D’Zf?gt:j NI ?[’Tl"‘ﬁf AT DY
21T 9285 PRivn MW 1R TOoNM MMan W pRID HRD). Like in Ps 74:20, the
definite form 37 is stated in an absolute, unqualified manner, and it is possible that Ps 74:20
appeals to Yahweh to act according to his nature as expressed in Deut 7:9. The evidence for a
specific allusion to Deut 7:9 here is otherwise minimal though. In any case, a conscious allusion
to Deut 7:9 would not necessarily clarify whether a specific covenant is in view, since Deut 7:9
describes Yahweh himself rather than a particular covenant per se.

However v. 2 presents a corresponding petition to v. 20 that clarifies the horizon of Ps 74.
It asks God to “remember your congregation, which you purchased of old, which you have
redeemed to be the tribe of your heritage ("TQ'?I_':L] LY 1:\"?8.}‘ oTR R 190TY a9,
[remember] Mount Zion where you have dwelt (i3 I:l.ﬁl? Iy I'islf“lfl).” This petition bears
striking lexical and conceptual similarities to the Song of the Sea in Exod 15 in the way it
describes the “congregation” (e.g., the expressions 13'795.} 1"0Y and 132 3170V in Exod 15:13
and 16 respectively). Moreover, Ps 74:2°s mention of Zion and v. 3’s lament that “the enemy has
destroyed everything in the sanctuary (U7{73)” (see also JWTPN in v. 7)*" employs similar
terms and concepts found in v.17 of the Song of the Sea. There Yahweh leads his people to “the
mountain of your inheritance (?m?n; 7i13), the place... which you have made for your abode
(l:l?yg jﬂ:W'? 1191), and the sanctuary...which your hands have established ( 13313 38 w-"gpu

317 Multiple MSS have the plural, “your sanctuaries.” However LXX, Vg, and Tg all witness a singular form.
That WTPA is paralleled by another sg. noun (TRW-12WN) further suggests the sg. Nevertheless, in v. 8 the
enemies “burned all the meeting places of God ('7;5"‘1;,11'33"7;) in the land,” which may account for the plural in
those MSS that attest it.
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TT).” Verse 2 also petitions God to “remember your congregation... which you redeemed
(13‘?8:}). ..etc.,” echoing Exod 15:13’s similar description of the people. Added to these
associations is v.1’s description of God’s people as “the sheep of your pasture (JI'071 |NX3);”
a phrase strongly reminiscent of variations on the covenant formula found in Ps 95:7 and 100:3
(see the same expression in Asaph Ps 79:13).*"®

These implicit data suggest that the psalmist associates “the covenant” (n*",l;'?) with both
God’s redemption and acquisition of his people at the Exodus and Mt Zion. The covenant, then,
exists between God and his people—a point reflected by Ps 74°s linguistic parallels to the Song
of the Sea and probable reflection of the covenant formula in v. 1—and centers upon the
sanctuary at Zion. As Jon Levenson’s study of Sinai and Zion also suggests, the seamless shift
from n’j;'? to “Zion” reflects an essential unity between the Mosaic covenant and Zion as its
locale.*® Here in Ps 74 the Mosaic covenant and Zion go together very closely. Moreover,
inasmuch as Ps 74 associates N"2 with a blend of both Exodus and Zion motifs, it also reflects a
similar convergence of themes found in Ps 78, whose earlier focus on the Mosaic covenant shifts

to God’s election of Judah, Zion, and David.

Psalm 78
At seventy-two verses long, Ps 78 is surpassed in length only by Ps 119 and dominates the
main group of eleven Asaph psalms at whose center it stands.**® Psalm 78 is often described as a

historical psalm similar to Pss 105 and 106, all three of which contain the term "93. Psalm 78

¥18 Ps 95:7a reads, 1T INY) iY77 DY DR WEE9R K17 °3; and Ps 100:3 reads, D798 RIQ M3 W1
AN NN iny unn R"?] 1YY NIN. Cf. Lohfink, “The Covenant Formula in Psalm 33,” 87, who regards Pss
33:12, 95:7, and 100:3 as allusions to covenant formula “with a high degree of certainty.” See further below.

*'% Levenson, Sinai & Zion, esp. 187-217. Levenson describes the relationship between Sinai and Zion

traditions as more complex than a simple matter of transfer from one locale to another, or the replacement of the one
with the other.

320 Hossfeld and Zenger, Psalms 2, 285.
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presents Israel’s history as a repeating cycle of the people’s faithlessness followed by God’s
mercy and intervention, and culminates with God’s election of Judah, Zion, and David (vv. 68—
72).3%' Indeed, Ps 78’s final, positive focus on David, Zion and Judah—in contrast to the
foregoing pattern of sin and rebellion—suggest that Yahweh’s “election” of these (713 in vv. 68
and 70) is in some sense his solution to the people’s perpetual faithlessness to Yahweh. The
sequence in vv. 68—72 narrows from tribe (Judah) to city/mountain (Zion) to sanctuary to an
individual, David, whose vocation is elaborated on more fully in vv. 70—72 at the psalm’s
conclusion. Even within the narrower purview of this sequence, then, David appears to be the
culminating point.*?? David’s specific role is “to shepherd Jacob his people, and Israel his
inheritance (in'gq;),” thus preserving a key aspect of their status within the Mosaic covenant as
Moses had done through his intercession for them (e.g., Deut 9:26, 29; cf. 4:20). Verse 72 then
concludes the psalm by identifying David’s “uprightness of heart” (12;1:7 DN3) and “skillful
hand” (193 Ni312N27) as instrumental to David’s success in his vocational task as shepherd.
This raises important implications for covenant relationships, presenting David or the Davidic
king as God’s solution to his people’s perennial faithlessness to the Mosaic covenant, and

suggesting that he is somehow central to the renewal of the Mosaic covenant and the people’s

321 psalm 78 seems primarily concerned with this theological pattern of Israel’s existence, rather than
chronological precision. Hossfeld and Zenger, Psalms 2, 286, comment, “In contrast to an exact description of
events, here we find history in poetic refraction...The history of the people Israel is clumped together and narrated
for the most part in an arbitrary sequence.”

32 Hossfeld and Zenger, Psalms 2, 405. Jones, “The Psalms of Asaph,” 89, suggests that vv. 67-72 “[i]n some
sense...provide great hope.” However, Jones goes on to say that “read in light of the exile, the point of the last
verses is less clear,” limiting the substance of that hope to the idea “the people of the exile can gain religious identity
from the recollection of Judah/David’s election,” and that “God does wake up and God does restore a relationship,
albeit in a new way (vv 65—-72).” This is methodologically consistent with her purpose, “The Psalms of Asaph,” 2, to
“test the thesis that the Psalms of Asaph as a collection guide the reader through the turmoil experienced by the
people as a result of exile,” and therefore resembles the historicizing approaches of Wilson, McCann and others
discussed in the Introduction. Accordingly, Jones’ approach precludes the Davidic monarchy or a future Davidide

from being a more meaningful source of hope in Ps 78 than that.
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continued status as “Yahweh’s inheritance” within it. Indeed, Ps 78 places “David” in a
relationship to the Mosaic covenant that coheres with Kraus’ description of the king’s central
role in the maintenance/renewal of the Mosaic covenant (see Introduction). At the very least, Ps
78 presents the monarchy as the solution to Mosaic covenantal failure, rather than the Mosaic
covenant as the solution to Davidic covenantal failure as Wilson suggests (see Introduction).
Indeed, both instances of N3 (vv. 10 and 37) offer succinct statements about Israel’s
unfaithfulness to Yahweh in terms that primarily evoke the Mosaic covenant. Verse 10 states,
“They did not keep God’s covenant, but refused to walk according to his law.” Thus, v. 10
parallels the notions of (not) “walking according to Torah” (I'ID'?'? RN i.ﬁjin;li) and (not)
“keeping covenant” (D’;I"?_l_g o2 M"Y R'LJ)), that is, the Mosaic covenant. Similarly, v. 37
expresses Israel’s problem as its faithlessness to God’s N*J3. Here “not being faithful” ( x'?'l
inmaa -'tjl;t;&,}') is met by God’s compassionate (0IN7) and forgiving ("]1'1} A82) response (v. 38)
in which Yahweh turns from “his anger” (18R); terms that elicit Yahweh’s response in Exod
34:6~7 to Israel’s breach of the Mosaic covenant, whereupon he renewed that covenant (Exod

34:10).** Since Yahweh’s choice of Judah, Zion, and David in vv. 68—72 culminates Ps 78’s
mm niban

B

* Mary Vanderzee-Pals, “God’s Moral Essence: Exodus 34:6-7a and Its Echoes in the Old Testament ,” 106,
identifies Ps 78:38 as an echo of Exod 34:6-7.

Significantly, v. 37 occurs at the approximate midpoint of the psalm within a centrally located theological
summary of Israel’s condition before God, and his mercy toward them (vv. 32-39). Hossfeld and Zenger, Psalms 2,
286, highlight vv. 32-39 and vv. 61-64 as portions where the psalm’s “metaphors and poetic depictions” are “not to
be applied precisely to a concrete event.” Indeed, it appears that the psalmist appropriated Exod 34:6—7 terminology
as a general commentary on Israel’s faithlessness toward the Mosaic covenant and Yahweh’s gracious dealings with
his people.

Interestingly, the Masoretes also recognize the preceding verse, v. 36 (“But they flattered him with their
mouths; they lied to him with their tongues™), as the midpoint of the Psalter itself. It is tempting to conclude that the
(final?) editors intended this unit to be the theological “center” of the Psalter; that the heart of the Psalter is the
covenant relationship between Yahweh and his people as a story of sin and grace.
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oY TR 1"1:!1&'?@.]}), the psalm presupposes continuity between God’s compassionate
forgiveness of his people and covenant renewal in Exod 34:6—7 on the one hand, and his election
of David as shepherd on the other. Indeed, this pairing already stands out within the Psalter as we
noted earlier and shall investigate further in Chapter Six.

Psalm 78’s use of NV TY also suggests that "3 primarily has Mosaic covenantal
associations in the psalm. According to v. 5 God “established a testimony (MTP) in Jacob and
appointed a law (“mjn’g) in Israel, which he commanded our fathers to teach their children.”
Verse 4 indicates that Yahweh’s “praises” (i)? m"?aza), “might” (i17TR1), and “the wonders he
has done” (MWD IR 1’@1&?53.}1’) are the substance of that command, so that TP and nin are
most directly concerned with Yahweh’s acts about to be recounted. The psalmist invites his
hearers to “give ear to my instruction” (7171);** resolving to “tell to the coming generation” (v.
3) the “things that we have heard and known, that our fathers have told us” (v. 3): Yahweh’s
praises, mighty works, and wonders, and resembling Moses’ injunction to teach future
generations in Deut 6:4—7. Thus, while we cannot say that MWD here is a direct reference to the
Mosaic covenant per se, it denotes a command equivalent to the great Shema of Deut 6, and thus
reinforces the above uses of N3 in primary reference to the Mosaic covenant. Moreover, Psalm
78’s premonarchic focus prior to v. 68 also suggests the particular association of "33 and my
in vv. §, 10, and 37 with the Mosaic covenant.

Thus Ps 78 employs N"3 primarily in reference to the Mosaic covenant.** Of most
interest for our investigation is the larger context in which Ps 78 employs these references. The

people keep breaking the covenant, and God keeps judging and showing mercy to sustain the

324 i1 here need not exclude the Mosaic covenantal stipulations, but these do not seem to be the main focus.

325 Indeed, Goldingay, Psalms 2, 479, likens the whole psalm to Moses song in Deut 32, describing it as
“exhortation in poetic form.” Similarly, Hossfeld and Zenger, Psalms 2, 286, liken it to Exod 15, Deut 32, and Judg
5, and consider its superscript’s description of it as “an instructional poem” ('7’_31'??;) an accurate description of the
psalm’s form. These observations further support Ps 78’s primary interest in the Mosaic covenant.
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covenant relationship—a cycle seen clearly in the DH. The psalm culminates the cycle with the
rejection of the northern tribes (vv. 65—67) and election of Judah, Zion, and David (vv. 68-72).
The psalmist does not care to recount the Davidic dynasty’s subsequent “highs and lows” as the
DH does, but rather accentuates David’s status as “his servant” ('i"l';I_J)—a feature that becomes
especially significant for our analysis of Book III in Chapter Six. Within the horizon of Ps 78
Yahweh’s election of Judah, Zion, and David is only positive, and the institutions of monarchy
and centralized sanctuary are presented as God’s answer to this cycle.

How, then, did editors understand by “David.” There seem to be two main possibilities.
One possibility is that editors understood 78:68—72 as a nostalgic, historical reference to the
centralization of worship in Zion and election of historical David as the next, now passé, stage in
dealing with his people. Grammatically, the verb sequence OIJ...DP in v. 72—a waw
consecutive imperfect verb followed by a shortened imperfect verb form—is perhaps most
naturally understood as historic sequence rather than present. Nevertheless the second verb-form
leaves room for its interpretation in a present, ongoing, or even future sense: “He guides them”
or “will (still/yet) guide them” etc. However, non-agreement in verb sequences is common in
Hebrew poetry, making it difficult to be dogmatic about tense on the basis of verb form alone.
Even if editors understood the “historic” David of the past as these verbs’ ostensive referent, it
does not follow that they saw no present or future implications in God’s election of “David” as
founding figure for the Davidic monarchy. Indeed, such a present/future perspective seems more
in keeping with Ps 78’s illustrative way of recalling history as seen, for example, with v. 38’s
general application of the echoes of Exod 34:6—7.%* The whole psalm seems less concerned with
temporal sequence than it does establishing the Davidic covenant’s theological importance in
relation to the Mosaic covenant that God’s people repeatedly broke. On the one hand, this echoes

Levenson’s view on the close relationship between the Mosaic covenant and Zion. On the other

326 Cf. Hossfeld and Zenger’s views above.
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hand, noting that the construction of the Temple (v. 69) precedes David’s election (v. 70),
Levenson writes, “In contrast to what we read in Samuel and Kings, Psalm 78 describes the
divine choice of Zion (in the tribe of Judah) as lying before the rise of David...because to the
psalmist, the essential meaning of the Temple lies in its foundation in primal times, in illo
tempore, in other words, in its protological character.”*”” Levenson’s point concerning the
Temple’s significance is valid,’® but Ps 78’s final verses suggest that there’s more to the
psalmist’s lack of regard for strict chronology than just this. Indeed, we see in Ps 78:68-72 a
narrowing focus from tribe (Judah) to mountain (Zion) to individual (David) that culminates with
the latter. Though clearly going together, it is on the last of these, “David,” that the psalm itself
places greatest stress.

Indeed, it is very plausible that editors understood the election of Judah, Zion, and David in
a more “institutional” sense that transcends the particularities of 10" century B.C. events and
keeps in view the divine purpose for Davidide king and sanctuary in the present and future.
Within the canonical Psalter, or even a hypothetical smaller collection like the EP or the larger
“Messianic Psalter” (Books I-III), Ps 78’s placement after the “royal succession” themed Pss
71-72 makes an exclusive focus on “historical David” in Ps 78 seem an unlikely way for editors
to understand the reference to David. Rather, Ps 78’s position after Ps 72 suggests that editors
saw in vv. 70-72 the institution of the monarchy and future Davidides. Such a view is also more
consistent with Book III’s “present” interest in the fortunes of the monarchy—a characteristic

most clearly evident in Ps 89 as we shall see.

327 | evenson, Sinai & Zion, 106.

328 For his full analysis of Zion as cosmic mountain, see Levenson, Sinai and Zion, 111-36.
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Psalm 89

Psalm 89’s placement at the end of Book III—also the so-called “Messianic Psalter” (Pss
2—-89)*”—and earnest lament over Yahweh’s apparent neglect of the Davidic covenant make it
focal for an investigation of covenant relationships. Indeed, at the macrostructural level, Wilson
observes that Ps 89 presents a crisis to which Books IV-V seem to offer some kind of response;
a view generally followed by recent scholars despite some variations (see Introduction).
Accordingly, Ps 89 provides an important window into how the editors understood that covenant
and the crisis it apparently portends. After examining Ps 89’s presentation of the Davidic
covenant and use of "3, then, the following analysis will also consider to the psalm’s potential
for editorial reuse.

Psalm 89’s Presentation of the Davidic Covenant. In general, scholars believe the author
of Ps 89 consciously depended on Nathan’s oracle to David in 2Sam 7. Fishbane sees Ps 89 as an
example “mantic exegesis,” which sought to preserve the validity of the oracle in a new
historical situation through “subtle adjustments” that in his view ultimately exceed the intention
of 2 Sam 7. Indeed, in Fishbane’s view Ps 89 stretches its source text in tendentious ways.**
Knut Heim offers a more positive evaluation, acknowledging that Ps 89 “is a highly artistic piece

of poetry” that “may go beyond its source text, but it does not go against it.”*' Alternatively,

32 See Chapter One.

330 Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation, 466—67, 534. Fishbane notes several differences introduced by Ps 89 that
he later describes as “numerous tendentious changes... which go well beyond any implicit sense of the language of 2
Sam. 7.” These include Ps 89’s focus on dynastic crisis and omission of the Temple, restriction of the promise of
respite from enemies to David alone in vv. 23-24, application of Yahweh’s father-son relationship to David himself
rather than his heirs as in 2 Sam 7, and the reference to Nathan’s prophecy in “covenant-legal terms’ in Ps 89 that
Fishbane, following Sarna, deems lacking in the prose version.

331 Knut Heim, “The (God-)Forsaken King of Psalm 89: A Historical and Intertextual Enquiry,” in King and
Messiah in Israel and the Ancient Near East: Proceedings of the Oxford Old Testament Seminar (ed. John Day;
Sheffield: Sheffield Academic, 1998), 301.

115



Goldingay suggests neither piece bears the marks of direct dependence on the other.*** As noted
earlier, the question of direct or indirect dependence on 2 Sam 7 is relatively unimportant to our
investigation of the edifors’ use of Ps 89.>* Nevertheless, scholars’ comparisons of Ps 89 with 2
Sam 7 illuminate Ps 89’s portrayal of the Davidic covenant and the crisis surrounding it.

For instance, Fishbane observes that whereas 2 Sam 7:12-15 describes the promises of an
established kingdom and Yahweh’s father-son relationship to the king in terms of David’s
offspring (cf. ‘P‘ll‘}R ‘?[Q'}I in 2 Sam 12), Ps 89 ostensibly relates these promises directly to
David himself (cf. vv. 26-28).** Additionally, Fishbane notes that Ps 89 omits any reference to
the building of Yahweh’s house (cf. 2 Sam 7:13), thereby “highlighting the contemporary threat
to the royal line.”** Both observations are noteworthy, and we shall explore their possible
implications for Ps 89’s editorial reuse further below.

A second general difference that scholars perceive between the two texts involves Ps 89’s
presentation of Yahweh’s promises to David as “a full-blown covenant,”** even using the formal

expression, “to cuta covenant” (i.e., I3 1712 inv. 4). In light of the Psalter’s use of M3 to

L it

332 Goldingay, Psalms, 2:668. Jungwoo Kim, “Psalm 89: Its Biblical-Theological Contribution to the Presence
of Law within the Unconditional Covenant” (Ph.D. diss., Westminster Thoelogical Seminary, 1989), 80, notes that
Casper J. Labuschagne expressed this view in 1960.

333 Nahum M. Sarna, “Psalm 89: A Study in Inner Biblical Exegesis,” in Biblical and Other Studies (ed.
Alexander Altmann; Cambridge: Harvard University, 1963), 29-46, lists Duhm, Kirkpatrick, Chajes, Briggs,
Gunkel, E. A. Leslie, M. Simon, van den Bussche, and himself among those advocating the greater antiquity of 2
Sam 7 over Ps 89, and Mowinckel, C. R. North, R. H. Pfeiffer, A. R. Johnson, and Ahlstrém among those who take
the opposite view.

334 This difference is mitigated somewhat when it is recognized that 2 Sam 7:16 also concludes Yahweh'’s
speech with direct reference David 's house ("), kingdom (?[1;1;'??;{31), and throne (IR D3), as established forever
@%y-w...o%y-Tw. R

33 Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation, 467.

3% Heim, “The (God-)Forsaken King,” 300. Similarly, Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation, 467, notes that vv. 4,
35-36, 40, and 50 “strikingly refers to the prophecy in covenant-legal terms. No such reference is found in the prose
version of the dynastic oracle in 2 Sam. 7.”
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ostensibly refer to the Mosaic covenant observed in the psalms examined above, Ps 89’s
presentation of Yahweh’s promises to David via such explicit covenantal language is indeed
striking.

Heim notes two other “developments” of Nathan’s oracle in Ps 89. First, he understands v.
26, “I will set his hand on the sea and his right hand on the rivers,” as an explicit statement about
“the expansion of David’s rule to a worldwide scope.”**’ Indeed, Ps 72 already presents its
universal vision of the king’s son’s reign at the end of Book II (cf. Ps 72:8-11; esp. v. 8’s “sea to
sea” and “from the River to the ends of the earth”).**® This suggests that Heim’s observation
reflects the editors’ perspective also, and not merely that of Ps 89’s author—at least as far as
Book II-III are concerned. A second adaptation that Heim notes is Ps 89°s transfer of divine
chastisement “from David’s immediate successor (cf. 2 Sam. 7.14) to the whole dynasty (Ps.
89.31-33).”** Indeed, Ps 89:31 uses a plural (cf. 1"J2 in v. 31) where 2 Sam 7:14 uses singular
pronouns. Although this feature is notable within a psalm otherwise preoccupied with the
singular personage of “David,” it is hard to determine how significant it is, beyond the general
observation that vv. 31-33 are as close as the psalm comes to the question of royal culpability for
exile so dear to the Deuteronomic Historian. Verses 31-33 only threaten punishment for faithless
incumbents of the Davidic throne; they do not make Yahweh’s promises conditional, as vv. 34—

38 make abundantly clear, let alone claim any guilt on the part of the current Davidide.*

37 Heim, “The (God-)Forsaken King,” 299.

338 Reading Pss 72 and 89 as a developing sequence of ideas within the Psalter, Wilson, “The Use of Royal
Psalms at the ‘Seams’ of the Hebrew Psalter,” views Ps 89:39—47’s lament over the current misfortunes of the king
shows that Ps 72’s vision has not been realized. However, whether or in what sense this might the Psalter’s “final”
message concerning Davidic rule depends on one’s account of Books IV-V (see Introduction).

339 Heim, “The (God-)Forsaken King,” 299.

340 Cf. Kim, “Psalm 89,” 35179, who argues that it is the law’s function, not its mere presence, that
distinguishes the Davidic covenant as an “unconditional” covenant. Kim, “Psalm 89,” 361-62, accepts a distinction
between “grant” and “treaty” types of covenant proffered by Moshe Weinfeld, “The Covenant of Grant in the Old
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™3 in Psalm 89:4, 29, 35, and 40. N"32 occurs four times in Ps 89 (vv. 4, 29, 35, and
40); twice more than any other (Pss 25, 50, 78, 105, and 111 each have two occurrences). The
first three instances occur in the first “positive” part of the psalm (vv. 1-38), which celebrates
Yahweh’s fidelity to his 773 with David. The forth occurrence laments Yahweh’s apparent
rejection of his promises to David and will be treated under a separate subheading.

The psalm opens with the psalmist’s resolve to sing of Yahweh’s “steadfast love” (
*70N)*' and “faithfulness” (NJ3R),whereupon vv. 35 proclaim that Yahweh’s “steadfast
love” (TON) is “built up in the heavens (cf. DMWY in v. 3), before relating Yahweh’s own words
in v. 4: “I have made a covenant (N"73) with my chosen one ("Tf‘:,b); I have sworn to David
my servant (72 ‘r]f;'? "MYAWI). The oracle continues in v. 5, where Yahweh declares his
Davidic covenantal promise to establish David’s seed (J¥71) and throne (IR®3). Thus, vv. 3-5
recognize Yahweh’s covenantal faithfulness (117? *707) toward David to be in the same league
as his faithfulness toward creation.*” Like in v. 40, N"2 here lacks a pronominal suffix, though
it is clear this is Yahweh’s covenant. Indeed, v. 4, “I have cut a covenant with my chosen one,”
gives the impression of telling the story of the Davidic covenant from the very beginning,
focusing on Yahweh’s fidelity as a solemn promise (cf. *V3aW3). We may also note that, at the
editorial level, the description of David as “my chosen one” (*1°113) in 89:4 seems to recall Ps

78:70’s use of the cognate N1 in relation to David (cf. vv. 67—68).

Testament and in the Ancient Near East,” J40S 90 (1970), 184-203, and his view that the Davidic and Abrahamic
covenants belong the former kind. Kim summarizes Weinfeld’s explanation of implications of law for a grant: “By
“unconditional covenant” he means that the violation of stipulations on the part of the participants of the covenant
does not annul the original grant of the suzerain, although the individual wrong-doer is to be punished.” See further
our earlier comments regarding the allusion to Deut 7:9 in vv. 29 and (32), 34-35, which accentuates the
unconditional nature of Yahweh’s commitment to his promises to David.

31 Goldingay, Psalms, 2:660, translates “Yahweh’s acts of commitment.”

2 Goldingay, Psalms, 2:664, rightly identifies the “twofold theme” of Yahweh’s “sovereignty and faithfulness
in creation and in the Davidic covenant,” in vv. 25, on which vv. 6-15 and 16-38 elaborate respectively. Indeed,
the combination of David’s ) and RP3 occurs again in v. 37-38 (see below).
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Indeed, the term N2 invites several possible associations with potential significance for
the Davidic covenant’s relationship to other covenants. On the one hand, Goldingay notes in
relation to v. 20 that the similar phrase “one chosen from the people” (DYR TIN3) “underlines
the fact that in Deuteronomy it was the people who were chosen.”** Given that v. 28 also
describes the Davidic king as “firstborn” (7133)—a term normally applied to Israel (cf. Exod
4:22; Deut 26:19, and 28:1), Goldingay generalizes that “the psalm itself applies language to the
king that applies primarily to the people as a whole: they are Yhwh’s chosen, Yhwh’s
firstborn.”** If this is correct, then Ps 89’s language reflects a “royalizing” of motifs normally
reserved for the people in contexts where the Abrahamic and Mosaic covenants form the
conceptual background; that is, the reverse of the “democratizing” theological trend that
scholars—including Goldingay—deem the standard response to the loss of the Davidic king due
to exile.** This does not in itself preclude a later, democratizing editorial agenda, but it does
indicate that such an agenda would require editors to read Ps 89 against its own grain. On the
other hand, Deut 17:15 offers a closer parallel to 89:20—and by extension to v. 4 also—where
Yahweh will choose (7123) the king whom the people will set over themselves “from among his
brothers” (cf. :rmg 3727 as semantic equivalent of Ps 89:20’s DVN). Indeed, Verses 31-32
suggest conscious allusion to the “kingship law” in Deut 17 due to their strong lexical and
thematic resemblance specifically with Deut 17:19-20. Verses 31-32 read: “If his children
forsake my Jaw (*[17IR) and do not walk according to my rules ("08WN), if they violate my
statutes ("DPT]) and do not keep my commandments ("[NI¥R).” Three of the four italicized terms

occur in Deut 17:19-20, where the king is to “keep all the words of this torah (NN N7IN7D)

*3 Goldingay, Psalms, 2:677.
34 Goldingay, Psalms, 2:692.

35 As, for instance, John Goldingay, The Message of Isaiah 40-55: A Literary-Theological Commentary
(London: T&T Clark, 2005), 547, believes concerning Isa 55:3.
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and these statutes (n',_??}ﬁl D'2101)” and “not turn aside from the commandment (MRAT).”** It
seems, then, that Ps 89 consciously reflects the expectation of the Deuteronomic kingship law
that Yahweh’s chosen king is to keep the Mosaic covenantal torah and stipulations.**’ This would
allow editors to recognize *'113 as a direct reference to Yahweh’s choice of a king, without
necessarily viewing it as the royal application of a motif normally reserved for people and nation.
(Of course, in the bigger picture of Ps 89, the fortunes of people and nation are not forgotten
despite the psalms almost exclusive focus on the king’s fate [cf. "7V in v. 51]).** More
importantly for our purposes, Ps 89 elicits Deut 17 precisely at the point where it relates Mosaic
covenantal observance to the person of the king (vv. 31-32): as Yahweh’s chosen one the king is
to observe the stipulations of the Mosaic covenant—a point consistent with our hypothesis and

Jamie Grant’s study of Pss 1-2, 18-19, and 118-119.**

346 Kim, “Psalm 89,” 191-92, makes the same observation, adding also that all four terms “are found in 2 Kgs
17:34, 37.. .to give a theological explanation for the fall of the northern kingdom: Samaria was ruined and exiled
because it failed to keep the conditions of the covenant it made with the LORD at Sinai (v. 38).” Kim also notes
texts such as Deut 6:1 and 7:11, where three of the four terms occur (D’\bg\?l;ltl, b"r;Jl:iil'_l, and Tli.'gl;:tt). These
observations support the idea that the combination of iR, VWA, *NPN, and "NIYA in Ps 89:31-32 refer to
Mosaic covenantal stipulations, which the Davidic king was to observe according to Deut 17. Indeed, the connection
between vv. 31--32 and Deut 17 implied by these three overlapping terms is all the more marked when we compare 2
Sam 7:14, which simply has “when he commits iniquity” (iN10713). Meanwhile 1 Chr 17, which like Ps 89
specifically refers to Yahweh’s Davidic covenantal promises as spoken in a “dream” (cf. [itT} in 1Chron 17:15 and
Ps 89:20), omits any reference to royal culpability at all.

47 Cf. Mays, The Lord Reigns, 125, who writes, “The law of the LORD is the norm by which Davidic kings are
to be judged (89:30-33).” Grant, The King as Exemplar, 68, quotes Mays in this regard and seems to recognize the
same connection.

38 Notwithstanding numerous LXX MSS and the Syriac, which attest the sg. 7T.

9 Grant, The King as Exemplar. In reference to vv. 31-32, Kim, “Psalm 89: Its Biblical-Theological
Contribution to the Presence of Law Within the Unconditional Covenant,” 371, similarly concludes that, “the
stipulations in the Mosaic covenant, probably the royal charter in Dt 17:18-20 and its later developments, was
incorporated as an important element within the Davidic covenant.”
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The Aramaic Targum offers another perspective on v. 4. It replaces “Ethan the Ezrahite” in
Ps 89°s superscript with “Abraham come from the east” (RN1*T2 |2 RNART DANART),
understanding ™' in v. 4 as a reference to Abraham.’** Since v. 4 has the covenant explicitly
in view, Tg Pss suggests that Ps 89 laments the status of the Abrahamic and Davidic covenant as
a unity. The question becomes, did the Psalter’s editors so envisage the unity of biblical
covenants that they too understood Ps 89’s lament over the Davidic king as effectively a lament
over the Abrahamic covenant and its associated promises? Indeed, the intertwined fortunes of
David and people noted earlier suggests as much, as do other laments over the destruction of
land and temple in Book III (e.g., Pss 74, 79, 80). Other more specific observations point in the
same direction too. Although we have noted connections between Ps 89:4 and 78:70—namely
the use of N2 in connection with David, at the macrostructural level Ps 105:9 uses the same
combination of N3 and YW (niph) found in 89:4 in reference to the Abrahamic covenant: “[the
covenant] that he made (11732) with Abraham, his sworn promise (IN12) to Isaac.” The
parallel is editorially noteworthy because the historical Pss 105—106 pair conclude Book IV, just
as Ps 89 concludes Book III. So, if the placement of covenant-referring psalms at the conclusion
of Books III and IV demonstrates editors’ interest in the biblical covenants, this consistency of
language regarding ostensibly distinct covenants further suggests that editors recognized a
convergence between the Abrahamic and Davidic covenants similar to the unified perspective of
Tg Pss.*!

We shall address Ps 105 further momentarily. The situation becomes more intriguing,

however, when we consider Ps 72:17—also the last psalm of its Book—that identifies David’s

30 3y MY NP N DANARY 0P NM. Cf. LXX 90:4 (= MT 88:4), which makes “chosen one”
pl. (tois &cAextois pov), and might similarly relate the Abrahamic covenant to the Davidic.

351 Cf. Creach, The Destiny of the Righteous, 79, who suggests that “the Davidic and Abrahamic covenants
have been conflated” in both places. Creach surmises that “the promises once given to David have now been applied
to the whole people”; i.e., a democratization of the Davidic covenant.
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successor(s) as Abraham’s seed (see Chapter Five). Though not using N3, 72:17 “royalizes”
Abrahamic covenantal promises in manner consistent with what we see in 89:28. As Chapter

- Five will show, Ps 72 shows the Abrahamic and Davidic covenants as a theological unity, in
which David’s successor fulfills a key promise traditionally applied to all Abraham’s “seed.”
Thus, within the final psalms of Books II-IV (Pss 72, 89, and 105-106) “covenant” is cast as
singular entity. Moreover, in Pss 72 and 89 Abrahamic/Mosaic covenantal themes, obligations,
promises etc. quite clearly coalesce around the person or office of the Davidic king.

The second and third instances of N"J3 (vv. 29 and 35) occur in vv. 20-38. This portion of
the psalm reports Yahweh’s promises to David via first person discourse, with both occurrences
of N3 sporting a 1cs suffix ("N"™3) in reference to Yahweh’s original declaration, “I have
made a covenant with my chosen one” in v. 4. Within this section Yahweh declares his numerous
commitments to David concerning his enemies (vv. 23—24), dominion (v. 26), status as
Yahweh’s royal son (vv. 27-28), offspring (vv. 30 and 37-38), and throne (vv. 37-38), and so
enunciates the content of Yahweh’s "2 with David seen in 2 Sam 7. Indeed, this section
recalls v. 5’s summary of Yahweh’s covenantal promise to David to forever establish ( D'?i}{"Tl_J
"2R) “your offspring...and your throne” (RD3I ... JYN) by culminating with David’s
“offspring” and “throne” (IRD...1WM) in v. 37.

Other individual features of Yahweh’s discourse merit attention. In v. 27 Yahweh says,
“He shall cry to me, ‘You are my Father ("2R), my God (’?k&), and the Rock of my salvation
(RYIY" MRY).’” This is elicits several poignant intertextual connections. First, “you are my
Father” (R "2R) expresses the counterpart to the adoption formula “you are my Son” ( 3
NR) in Ps 2:7, and without doubt recalls it at the editorial level. Second, “you are...my God”
seems a clear echo the covenant formula (see Chapter Four), which normally concerns Israel
corporately. Third, “the Rock of my salvation” possibly recalls texts like the Song of the Sea,

where Yahweh has “become my salvation” (Exod 15:2), and the Song of Moses, where he is
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Israel’s “Rock” (cf. WX in Deut 32:4, 15, 18, 30-31, and 37). Whereas these pivotal Pentateuchal
texts typically describe Yahweh as the “God” and “Rock” of Israel corporately,*? Ps 89:27
applies the same terminology to the relationship between the Davidic king and Yahweh.
Traditional covenantal language normally applicable to all Israel is here “royalized” by applying
it specifically to David. Indeed, as the next chapter will show, “my God” and “my Rock” occur
almost exclusively in Davidic psalms, suggesting that this is a Psalter-wide phenomenon.

In v. 29 Yahweh declares, “My steadfast love (*701) I will keep for him forever ( D'??}J:?
ﬁ"ﬁ@\?k}), and my covenant will stand firm for him (1"? DINRI ’lfl"!;’f).” Earlier we raised the
possibility that Ps 74:20 may allude to the confession of Yahweh in Deut 7:9, though the
connecting points are few. In contrast, Ps 89:29 reflects the key vocabulary found in Deut 7:9,
“Yahweh your God is God, the faithful God (JAR37 787) who keeps the covenant and steadfast
love ('lQlf]U’! N30 RY) with those who love him and keep his commandments.”** Indeed,
this lexical overlap suggests that the same Deuteronomic confession of Yahweh’s faithfulness to
his covenant underlies Ps 89’s presentation of the Davidic covenant. As in Ps 74, this allusion
does not so much identify the covenant as underscore Yahweh’s character in relation to it, and in
fact Deut 7 and Ps 89 show by their contexts that they ostensibly have “different” covenants in
view. Interestingly, Solomon also alludes to Deut 7:9 in reference to Yahweh’s promises to his
father David in his prayer at the dedication of the temple (1Kgs 8:23-26).>* Like 1Kgs 8:23-26,
Ps 89:29 appropriates to the Davidic covenant a formulaic expression of God’s faithfulness to the

Mosaic covenant. The continuity and unity between covenants implied by such intertextuality is

352 The noun WY normally refers to a physical rock in the Pentateuch, but in Deut 32:30-31 91% describes
Yahweh as Israel’s “Rock” (cf. 3d pl. suffixes).

% The terms N™3 and TN are focal in both verses, which use the same verbs as well: 913W and a niph. pt.
form of JOR. Although NIARIINRANT qualify different subjects (“my covenant” and “God” respectively), in both

VY

cases Yahweh “keeps” (W) “steadfast love” (TPI).

¥* Note the same phrase TP0 N™37 Y in 1 Kes 8:23.
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therefore theological in the truest sense; common to both is Yahweh’s faithfulness and steadfast
commitment to his promises.

Later in v. 35 Yahweh expresses the same commitment negatively, “I will not violate my
covenant (*[1'72 '7?!3&'&5) or alter the word that went forth from my lips ( N'? ’Dgﬂﬁ NRIM
.'1;3__1?@5).” In fact, the NY statements begin in v. 34, where—in answer to vv. 31-32’s casuistic
warning of punishment for disobedience to torah etc.—Yahweh declares, “but I will not remove
from him my steadfast love (*T0N) or my faithfulness ("NJ1AR). Within vv. 34-35, then, "2
and ’ns;w xgin are parallel to NJIDY and TOT, thus confirming the latter’s references
specifically to promises and commitments Yahweh made in the Davidic covenant. It is also
worth noting that vv. 34—35 once again allude to Deut 7:9, repeating three of the four key
lexemes from Deut 7:9 that we observed in v. 29: "3, TON, and a cognate of [AR, NINDYR
(rather than the niph. pt.). The negative construction of vv. 34-35 explains why the fourth term
(ONVY) is missing. In any case, the statement “I will not remove (‘1’913'&‘7) my steadfast love” in
v. 34, and “I will not violate ('7';7!_12;5‘&'7) my covenant” in v. 35 provide state negatively what
TOMM 20 AW affirms positively in Deut 7:9. Moreover, the final clause in the protasis of
vv. 31-33’s casuistic warning, “and if...he does not keep my commandments” ( Ry miym...oR
IW?) in v. 32b creates another parallel with Deut 7:9, which states that Yahweh’s faithfulness
is “with those who love him and keep his commandments” (Y% "jQW'?J). The intertextual
links between Ps 89 and Deut 7 are therefore numerous. Nevertheless, neither Ps 89:31-33’s
casuistic warning nor its allusion to texts like Deut 7:9 give any warrant to view Yahweh’s
faithfulness to his Davidic covenantal promises as conditional, for vv. 34-35 quickly assert
Yahweh’s faithfulness. Whether editors understood this casuistic warning as a (very!) subtle
admission of royal guilt is impossible to determine with certainty, however it is most unlikely
since the psalm charges Yahweh with responsibility for the current state of affairs. It is thus
reasonable to conclude that “royal guilt” was not on their theological agenda in Book III.

Psalm 89:34-35"s use of TOT] and MDY as covenantal terms requires further comment,

for this word pair occurs some five times in this editorially pivotal psalm (cf. vv. 2, 3, 25, 34, and
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50). It therefore seems likely that editors understood them in covenantal terms elsewhere in the
Psalter too (cf. Pss 36:6; 40:11; 88:12; 92:3; 98:3; 100:5).%* Of course, the terms TOT} and
NJINR are capable of wider application, as v. 3 shows when it states that Yahweh’s TOT] and
NJNR are displayed in the heavens (cf. also vv. 6,9, and 15), though even in v. 3 Yahweh’s
7O and NJINK “in the heavens” may be more than merely illustrative of Yahweh’s TOT} and
NANR toward David. Verses 37-38 conclude Yahweh’s discourse by converging the dual
themes of heaven/creation and the Davidic covenant, likening the perpetuity of David’s throne
and seed themselves—not just Yahweh’s TOT] and NJDY regarding them—to the sun and the
moon (D21 112 M12...™13 WRW3 IR0 M 7Yy ), and declaring them a “faithful
witness in the clouds” (JAR] pnwa T11).* These verses make it possible to understand David’s
seed and throne in celestial, if somewhat enigmatic, terms. Ultimately, then, it is possible that
editors reading and reusing Ps 89 saw no meaningful difference between Yahweh’s 701 and
NIANY “in the heavens” (vv. 2-3) and “to David” (vv. 25, 34), envisioning an eschatological
view of the king.

Obviously much depends on whether editors understood and appropriated this and the
various other promises in vv. 20—38 within an interpretive framework that was historical
(Wilson) or eschatological (Mitchell), or perhaps a combination of both. While the observations
above do not settle that issue, they do demonstrate the plausibility of editors envisioning a future
Davidide by which Yahweh would again demonstrate his faithfulness to his promises (Deut 7.9).

Most commentators, Wilson among them, grant this even if they hold that such hopes were

355 See Chapter Four.

356 Admittedly, the antecedent of T here is a little ambiguous—whether David’s throne or the heavenly
bodies. However, the fact that “sun” and “moon” are similes prefixed with J suggests that ¥RD2) is the more natural
antecedent. Incidentally, it is possible that 89:38 intentionally casts the Davidic covenant in terms of the Noahic
covenant. Though lexically different, “a faithful witness in the skies” (JRAN] plj@’;:' TLY) in v. 38 is semantically
similar to Gen 9:12-14, where the “sign of the covenant” with Noah and all life (N"™273 NR) is Yahweh’s bow that
he sets “in the cloud” (JJV3).
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redirected as the Psalter expanded. Key to that view, though, is the “democratization” of the
Davidic covenant. However our analysis of Ps 89 and comparison with the concluding psalms of
its neighboring books has so far suggested the opposite theological move: the royalization of
traditionally Abrahamic or Mosaic covenantal entailments.

The final instance of "3 occurs in v. 40. If the second and third occurrences of N"12
emphatically underscore Yahweh’s commitment to the Davidic covenant, this fourth occurrence
accuses Yahweh of forsaking it just as emphatically.*’ In v. 40 the psalmist complains to
Yahweh that he has “renounced the covenant with your servant (I3 N3 NRRI).” This
follows immediately after v. 39’s three similarly accusatory verbs, “But you have cast off and
rejected (ORDAI NNIAT ANARY)...are full of wrath against your anointed (7°WH"0Y m:mnri),”
and together underlines the grave contradiction between Yahweh’s promised faithfulness and the
present situation. Goldingay notes that the second of these verbs (OR) bites especially hard
because it is the same term Samuel uses in reference to Yahweh’s rejection of Saul in 1Sam
15:23 and 26;*® something Yahweh has promised would not happen to David’s offspring (cf. 2
Sam 7:15). At the rhetorical level, then, the second, third, and fourth instances of "3 in Ps 89
highlight the discrepancy between promise and reality, and thus form the basis Ps 89°s lament.

Psalm 89’s Potential for Editorial Reuse. The preceding analysis has already made some
isolated observations about Ps 89°s potential for reuse, but this psalm’s importance to our
investigation merits a more specific treatment.

In light of the above, Ps 89 lends itself to reuse by editors in several important ways. First,
we noted that Ps 89 amplifies the name “David” in its presentation of the Davidic covenant by

directly applying Yahweh’s promises to “David” himself. Whether the editors responsible for Ps

7 Goldingay, Psalms, 2:664, describes it as an “extraordinary somersault,” in which “[l]ike Ps. 88, the
psalm.. .takes the form of a prayer psalm and tumns it inside out, though in a different way. Instead of omitting
statements of faith, it emphasizes them in order to let them have their scandalous effect.”

338 Goldingay, Psalms, 2:685.
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89’s placement in the Psalter had in mind a historical exile or an eschatological one, Ps 89’s
ostensive focus on David must have fitted their understanding of the present (or future?) royal
crisis now being lamented (vv. 39-51). Yahweh’s rejection of David’s latest, current, or future
descendent amounts to his unthinkable rejection of David, to whom Yahweh had made such sure
promises (vv. 2-5; also vv. 6-38). Future Davidides are, for all intents and purposes, “David”
himself to whom Yahweh promised his eternal fidelity; a point congruent with our hypothesis
and proposition regarding editors’ understanding of “David” after Ps 72 in the Psalter.

Second, Ps 89’s silence about the building of the temple has implications for its reuse at the
editorial level. Psalms 74 and 79 compensate for this “omission” within Book III, reflecting
obvious editorial concern for the sanctuary though these Psalms’ lament over its destruction.
Fishbane’s observation about Ps 89 is nevertheless important, for Ps 89°s narrowed focus on the
apparent failure of the Davidic line suggests that the editors who made Ps 89 the climax of Book
III viewed this specific crisis as the most pressing theological problem within it. Perhaps the
temple had already been rebuilt when Book III was given its shape, thus mitigating the urgency
of that particular crisis.”® But against this Pss 74 and 79 suggests that the destruction of the
temple was a present crisis for Book Three’s editors, even if the Asaph group already bore its
canonical shape when they appropriated its psalms. Indeed, Book III’s lament shifts from the
destruction of the sanctuary to the rejection of the king, which corresponds to Ps 78:68-72’s
narrowing sequence in God’s election of Judah, Zion and sanctuary, and finally David. This
could offer a clue as to how Book III’s editors understood David’s relationship to the temple:
“David” is in some sense foundational to its (full?) restoration and the fulfillment of its purpose,
just as he was to its original construction as reflected in the Chronicler’s account—also

postexilic—that magnifies David’s role in the design of the temple (cf. 1 Chr 22; 28:11-21;2

3 Verse 41 refers to the destruction of David’s “walls” (YDV73772) and “strongholds” (1¥21), which

focuses attention on David’s empire. The psalm can therefore be read as lamenting Yahweh’s removal of David and
his empire, without bringing into explicit view the destruction of the Temple associated with it.
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Chr 2-5). Scholarly opinion varies as to whether restoration of the monarchy was a key concern
of the Chronicler, or whether he accentuated David’s role in its design only to validate a
postexilic temple theocracy.*® For the editors of Book III, however, Ps 89 placement at its
climax makes it clear that the crisis is not over until “David” rules once more, not simply the
rebuilding of the temple. This could suggest that from the editors’ perspective God’s restoration
of “David” is necessary for the temple to fulfill its divine purpose. Central to that purpose was
reconciliation between God and his people and the mediatory role of the priesthood.
Accordingly, our hypothesis that the expected “David” has an intercessory role in covenant
renewal could explain sow he might bring the temple’s purpose to fulfillment: he, like Moses,
intercedes for them and Yahweh restores them. At the very least, Book III clearly yearns for
restoration of both “temple” and “king,” the latter receiving special focus in Ps 89.

Third, Ps 89 lays responsibility for the Davidic covenantal crisis squarely at Yahweh’s feet
and makes no accusation of royal guilt in relation to the crisis. As noted earlier, this is
remarkable given that both the DH and Chronicles do so throughout their historiographies. In
light of this silence, Ps 89°s affiliations with Deut 17 make it possible to view the king according
to the ideal set forth in Deut 17;*' a faultless David as per our hypothesis. The nearest the psalm
comes to the topic of royal culpability is Yahweh’s casuistic warning in vv. 31-33 discussed
above, but it stops short of any report of the king’s guilt. Any royal guilt must be inferred from

historical circumstance®? (assuming editors appropriated the psalm with the historical exile in

360 See, e.g., A. M. Brunet, “La théologie du Chroniste: Théocratie et Messianisme,” in Sacra Pagina:
Miscellanea Biblica Congressus Internationalis Catholici de Re Biblica, 1 (ed. J. Coppens, A. Descamps, and E.
Massaux; BETL, 12-13; Gembloux, Belgium: Duculot, 1959), 384—97; David N. Freedman, “The Chronicler's
Purpose,” CBQ 23 (1961): 436—42; James Newsome, “Toward a New Understanding of the Chronicler and His
Purposes,” CBQ 44 (1982): 25-44.

3! As noted in the Introduction, Grant, The King as Exemplar, argues for the influence of Deut 17 on the
Psalter’s view of kingship more generally.

32 Cf. Creach, The Destiny of the Righteous, 106, “Psalm 89 does not indict the king for any wrongdoing and
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mind rather than an eschatological one). If royal culpability has even a peripheral significance
within Book III’s editorial agenda, we might expect the Book to reflect this in the way it presents
the king. Consequently, Chapter Six’s analysis of Book III will also take up this question, but for
now we note that royal culpability for the royal crisis is foreign to Ps 89. If one is to conclude
that editors intended Ps 89 to be read against the backdrop of the Judean kings’ culpability, there
must be clear signs of such concerns in the editorial shape of Book III. On the other hand, if
editors read Ps 89 against a future-oriented rather than purely historical background,** Ps 89’s
silence about any actual guilt on the part of the king opens up the possibility that they envisaged
a Davidic king who does not fall short of the Deut 17 ideal.

Fourth, the psalmist’s questions and petitions to Yahweh in vv. 47-52 provide some
parameters for what may be inferred about the editorial use of this psalm. Verse 47 asks “How
long (MR™TY)... will you hide yourself forever?...your wrath burn like fire?”” and v. 50 asks
directly, “where is your steadfast love (7"701) of old, which by your faithfulness you swore to
David (TDINR3 'ﬁ,‘[‘?’ nYAW))?” These are deeply anguished questions, to be sure, but they
nevertheless do not despair of Yahweh’s promises.** They rather recall Yahweh’s promises to

David and seem to expect that Yahweh must come good concerning them.** In consequence, any

does not call monarchy as an institution into question.” Creach suggests this is true of the whole Psalter.
383 Mitchell, The Message of the Psalter, 255; and “Lord, Remember David,” 527.

364 Cf. Hutchinson, “A New-Covenant Slogan in the Old Testament,” 106, who suggests that “Books 4 and 5
are designed to respond to the despair of Book 3—and in particular the despair at the end of Psalm 89” (italics
added). While it is true that Books IV-V in some sense respond to the questions and petitions in Ps 89:47-52, they
are not the kind of questions and imperatives that suggest a loss of hope or a giving up on Yahweh’s promises. On
the contrary, they lament a deep contradiction between promise and current experience, and appeal to Yahweh to
rectify the situation.

365 The other questions found 48b—49 resonate with Ps 88, “For what vanity you have created all the children of
man! What man can life and never see death? Who can deliver his soul from the power of Sheol?” (cf. 88:4), thus
accentuating these psalms’ combined lament about the mortality of the king. Finally, this concluding section twice
implores Yahweh to “remember” (727) both the psalmist’s short life and the scorn endured by Yahweh’s servants
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theory of editorial agenda that sees Ps 89 as sounding the failure of the Davidic covenant™* must
finally reinterpret these questions either as pleas that have fallen on deaf ears or as a non-serious
rhetorical devices; not genuine pleas for Yahweh to set things right by honoring his promises to
David. Indeed, while Wilson contends that editors of the earlier Psalter (Pss 2—89) still held out
hope for Davidic restoration, expressed especially in Ps 89’s “agonized pleas for deliverance,”
his view that subsequent editors sought to “redirect the hopes of the reader away from an earthly
Davidic kingdom to the kingship of Yahweh” requires that these editors radically altered Ps 89’s
function within the Psalter.*’ Psalm 89 becomes merely an editorial signpost for a failed Davidic
covenant, rather than a serious plea for Yahweh to keep his promises. On its own terms,
however, Ps 89 does not ostensibly sound the death knell of the Davidic covenant but stresses its

perpetuity, and Wilson’s theory must read Ps 89 against its grain.*®

Psalm 103
Davidic Ps 103 begins and ends with a summons to “bless Yahweh.” This command or
summons is first addressed to “my soul” in vv. 1-2 (W3 *273), and then to Yahweh’s “angels,”

“mighty ones,” “hosts,” “ministers,” “works,” and “my soul” once more in vv. 20-22 (273

(T 13AV) in v. 51.
36 E.g., Wilson, Editing, 213.

%7 Wilson, “King, Messiah, and the Reign of God, 391-92. Wilson’s use of the term “earthly” reflects a lack of
precision in his account of the Davidic covenant and its status in the Psalter. On the one hand, the qualification
“earthly” leaves room for a “heavenly” (i.e., messianic) David, and indeed Wilson seems to accept the possibility of
a priestly David in his later writing based principally on Ps 110:4. On the other hand, at the heart of his theory of the
Psalter’s editorial agenda is the questionable contrast between divine and human rule, expressed as the failure of the
Davidic covenant vis-a-vis the (successful) rule of Yahweh.

368 Kim, “Psalm 89,” 74, and 36669, cites the seven-fold use of D'?iy to describe Yahweh’s promises to David
(w.2,3,5,29, 37, 38, and 50). Against Matitiahu Tsevat, “The Steadfast House: What Was David Promised in 2
Sam 7:11b-16?2,” HUCA 34 (1963): 71-82, who objects that “immutability” and “unconditionality” are western
concepts foreign to the term D:?iv, Kim draws attention to Ps 89’s association of n‘?iy with the heavens (v. 30b),
and the sun and moon (v. 37b).
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’\Z’DJ‘ ...3273 etc.). Between this inclusio the body of the psalm praises Yahweh’s forgiveness
and mercy. Accordingly, Hossfeld and Zenger are justified in describing it as a thanksgiving
song, highlighting its hymnic character.** Notably, the superscript identifies it as David's hymn
of thanksgiving in a Book where Davidic psalms are otherwise rare (see Chapter Two); he it is
who invokes his own soul to “bless Yahweh,” and angels, hosts, etc. because of Yahweh’s
compassion and mercy.

The psalm refers explicitly to Yahweh’s covenant in v. 18: “those who keep his covenant
and remember to do his commandments” (:ngiivg‘; 'l"‘[QEf ’:1;‘!'?1 inmM3a vgpw"?) receive
Yahweh’s eternal “steadfast love” (cf. ﬂiﬂj TOM in v. 17). This ostensibly identifies img as
the Mosaic covenant, the keeping of which entails “remembering to do his precepts.” Notably,
the term DY7IP3 is unique to the Psalter, occurring at Ps 19:9, 103:18; 111:7; and a further
twenty-one times in Ps 119. These contexts extol the joyfulness and trustworthiness of Yahweh’s
“precepts.”*® In Ps 103:18 1"@5 is the object of the coordinated verbal sequence “remember”
and “do” (72T and 1Y), and the only other place this combination can be found is in Num
15:39-40 (with Ni¥n), where the Mosaic covenant is clearly in view. The psalm thus evokes the
Mosaic covenant as something to be kept, but in terms that underscore the joy and pleasantness
of doing so (cf. the same attitude reflected throughout Ps 119). Moreover, the psalm sets this in
the greater context of Yahweh’s compassion and grace toward sinners (cf. vv. 3-5; 8-13).
Indeed, the quotation from Exod 34:6 in v. 8—a feature to be examined in more detail in Chapter
Six—is especially noteworthy here, as it recalls Yahweh’s renewal of the Sinaitic covenant after
the golden calf incident. The psalm thus recalls Yahweh’s renewal of the covenant because of his

grace and mercy as it praises Yahweh’s compassion and mercy as a present reality.

389 Hossfeld and Zenger, Psalms 3, 31.

3 In Ps 19:9 “the precepts of Yahweh are upright, gladdening the heart” (2" AWR ™Y M *1IP),
paralleling the term with Yahweh’s commandment, which is pure and enlightens the eyes ( N"RD Tl‘}ﬁ T nen
D''D). In Ps 111:7 they are “trustworthy” (D3DRI).

131



Psalm 105

As the conclusion to Book IV, the paired historical Pss 105 and 106 recount Israel’s history
and give their theological interpretation of it. Whereas Ps 106 accentuates the people’s
faithlessness toward Yahweh, Ps 105 relates Yahweh’s “wondrous works” ('I’I:I'iRE)QJ),
“miracles” (1’1]??3), and “the judgments he uttered” (1’5"@@\?@1; cf. v. 5). The history spans the
period from Yahweh’s covenantal promise of the land spoken first to the patriarchs (105:5-11) to
his fulfillment of that promise (vv.42—45). The intervening sections relateYahweh’s constant
protection and provision during Israel’s descent to Egypt, the Exodus, and their wilderness
wanderings (vv. 12—41). Thus, the historical timeframe of Pss 105—106 embraces the pre-
monarchic period.

"33 occurs in vv. 8 and 10 where it refers directly to the Abrahamic covenant. Indeed,
“Abraham” is mentioned in vv. 6, 9, and 42, and only once elsewhere in the Psalter (Ps 47:9).
Verse 8 declares that Yahweh “remembers his covenant (iN"73) forever,” whereupon vv. 9-10
qualify it as the covenant “that he made with Abraham, his sworn promise (INP32W) to Isaac,
which he confirmed to Jacob as a statute (P1), to Israel as an everlasting covenant ( "3
D?'i}?).” Verse 8 therefore parallels “his covenant” (1'11’13) with “the word that he commanded”
(ﬂ-l!f 737), “sworn promise” (7212W) and “statute” (P1) as functional equivalents. Indeed these
other terms underscore the promissory character of the Abrahamic covenant, whose essential
content is, according to v. 11, Yahweh’s promise to “give you the land of Canaan as your portion
for an inheritance” (Dg!ﬁg; L);Ij IDIDTPINTIN 1NN ﬁ?).’“ It could be that the four terms
mentioned above (Ph, 7i¥ 937, ™3, NYIY) refer narrowly to that promise in Ps 105:11.
However the phrase plj’ip'_"? INYIWVI in v. 9 seems to recall Gen 26:3—4, where Yahweh’s

37! At the macrostructural level this almost certainly recalls the same promise directed to the king in Ps 2:8,
Ask of me and I will make the nations your heritage, and the ends of the earth your possession” ( N3N} ’;]IQI; '751?
PIRTDON 7'[1;11[1&31' =n;u‘7m D%3). Both psalms are placed very near the Psalter’s seams (Pss 1-2 introduce the

Psalter!) and are deliberately paired with a neighboring psalm (see Conclusion).
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NYI2VY to Isaac entails the promise of many descendents and blessing for all nations through
Isaac’s seed as well. If so, then Ps 105:5-11 embraces the promises of Abrahamic covenant more
broadly, and not just the gift of land. Verses 8—10 also demonstrate that terms like pn, nxgm?,
and 777 can refer directly to Yahweh’s covenant within the Psalter, as Kalluveettil suggests.
Psalm 105 repeats 737 in v. 42, where it is again the object of Yahweh’s “remembering”
and denotes Yahweh’s “holy promise” to Abraham (:1720 DRARNR WP 3TNR 173).
Indeed, v. 44 recalls v. 11 as a promise fulfilled: “he gave them the lands of the nations” ( {"
o3 NigIn DQ'Z). That “the land of Canaan” in v. 11 gives way to “the lands of nations” may
signify a broadening of the promise. Significantly, v. 45 relates Yahweh’s purpose in terms that
elicit the Mosaic covenant, “that they might keep his statutes (1] 17W?) and observe his laws
(318" PSIMY).” This suggests that the psalmist recognizes an essential theological unity
between the Abrahamic and Mosaic covenants. Indeed, the explicit and historical manner in
which Ps 105:5-11 recalls the Abrahamic covenant is itself significant, especially in light of Pss
105-106’s location at the end of Book IV. Evidently the editors wanted to accentuate the

Abrahamic covenant as an event in historical continuity with the later Mosaic covenant.’”

Psalm 106

Like Ps 78, Ps 106 recounts the people’s cyclical unfaithfulness to Yahweh. The psalm
concludes by affirming that Yahweh “looked upon their distress...heard their cry” and “for their
sake...remembered his covenant ('in""}; Dg‘l'? "lﬁ;)'g?l)” in vv. 44—45. The rest of verse, “and
relented according to the abundance of his steadfast love ('i'-l'l?lj :h‘; Dﬁg?i),” echoes the grace
formula (cf. TOT"27 in Exod 34:6) and Moses’ petition that Yahweh “relent (DN3) from this
disaster against your people” in Exod 32:12, followed by Yahweh’s compliance in v. 14. As in

Ps 103, then, Ps 106 recalls Yahweh’s "3 with conscious recollection of his merciful renewal

372 Verse 26’s explicit mention of “Moses his servant (T21)” and “Aaron whom he had chosen (13)” also
suggests historical continuity, for Abraham was also described this way earlier in v. 5.
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of the covenant at Sinai. Moreover, at the approximate center of the psalm’s recapitulation of the
people’s infidelity, vv. 19-23 explicitly recalls the golden calf incident that occasioned it.

Indeed, Yahweh’s gracious renewal of the covenant at Horeb is a larger theme in Ps 106
and not confined to v. 45. Already in Ps 106:6 the psalmist confesses the sins of the people,
employing key terminology from Exod 34:6—7 in doing so: “Both we and our fathers have sinned

(3IRVN); we have committed iniquity (3*1071); we have done wickedness. Our fathers, when

they were in Egypt, did not consider your wondrous works; they did not remember the
abundance of your steadfast love (°701 37), but rebelled by the sea, at the Red Sea.” Notably,
the the psalmist confesses his generation’s solidarity with the fathers in their breach of the
Mosaic covenant (cf. uuji:gg-up 1IRVN). For editors appropriating it, Ps 106 provides a
confession of guilt and plea for grace on behalf of the present generation, rather than a nostalgic
reminiscence of Yahweh’s past ways before the monarchy.

As in other psalms, then, v. 45 speaks of “covenant” as a singular entity, without explicit
qualification. Since Pss 105106 are clearly a pair, editors apparently recognized "3 in v. 45
as the patriarchal covenant already referred to in Ps 105:5 and 8, with later rebellious generations
in focus. This is confirmed by the fact that i*3 Dﬂ5 9211 in 106:45 recalls Ps 105:8’s 121
i3 njgiy'?, creating a thematic inclusio near the beginning and end of this historical psalm
pair. But given its evocation of the Mosaic covenantal context just mentioned, the psalm
presupposes a seamless continuity between the Abrahamic and Mosaic “covenants” that sees
them as essentially one and the same. Indeed, the psalm’s final petition, “Save us, Yahweh our

God” (3°7158 n]ﬁj |330"Win), uses language reminiscent from the covenant formula found in

both Abrahamic and Mosaic covenantal contexts.’”* The Pss 105-106 pair thus confirms the
continuity between Abrahamic and Mosaic covenants observed in our separate analysis of Ps

105: these psalms recognize them to be the one covenant of Yahweh established with Abraham

3" See Chapter Four for a fuller discussion of the covenant formula.
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and graciously sustained and renewed at Horeb. At the same time, as Ps 105:45 also effectively
equates "3 with Yahweh’s promises rather than the Mosaic covenantal stipulations, for
Yahweh “remembering his covenant” can only refer to his promised commitment to his people.
The Mosaic covenant may be bi-lateral, but only Yahweh’s promise counts for anything in the
story of its preservation and renewal.

The contemporary nature of Ps 106’s confession noted above has important implications
for its editorial reuse. Psalm 106’s premonarchic focus means that Book IV concludes by
highlighting the people’s infidelity to Yahweh as the threat to the covenant. The psalm engages
its readers to identify with “our fathers,” removing the monarchic era from view and with it the
faintest whiff of royal culpability. Psalm 89 offered a consistent view on this point, attributing
the current lamentable circumstances to Yahweh’s inaction rather than any royal fault. Indeed,
since both psalms conclude their respective books and address their respective covenants
directly, to ask the question of how editors understood the shift of focus from Davidic covenant
in Ps 89 to its premonarchic counterparts in Pss 105-106 is effectively to ask about the
relationship between them. As noted in the introduction, Wilson sees Book IV as the editors’
answer to the “problem” of failed royal covenantal theology; its solution being to accentuate
Yahweh’s reign instead of David’s. Rather than herald premonarchic life in the Mosaic era as the
solution, however, Book I'V’s concluding psalms draw attention only to the people’s
faithlessness to Yahweh’s covenant as the crisis to be overcome by Yahweh’s mercy. If Chapter
Six’s analysis should indeed show the king to be the focal point of Yahweh’s solution to the
people’s covenantal faithlessness in Book III as Ps 78 suggests—then both the pressing nature of
Ps 89’s lament and Ps 106°s dogged focus on the people’s infidelity find a ready explanation: the
return of “David” is expected to bring about covenant renewal and answer the people’s prayer
for Yahweh’s mercy as in days of old. The plausibility of this explanation can then be tested
further through the same chapter’s analysis of Book IV, which will assess “David’s” prominence

in that Book and examine its portrayal of him there.
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Psalm 111

Like Ps 25, Ps 111 is an acrostic poem with obvious wisdom concerns (cf. v. 10 and Prov
1:7) that draws in several covenant-related themes. N"2 occurs in its * colon in v. 5b ( gl
in™3 oYiYY; cf Ps 106:45) and its ¥ colon in v. 9b (I3 O7i’711¥). Both instances
emphasize the enduring nature of Yahweh’s covenant, asserting that Yahweh both “remembers”
(727) and “has commanded” (MR) his covenant “forever” (Df?i}"?). Furthermore, the “fear of
Yahweh” stands in close proximity to both instances of N33 (cf. 'l’t;%'}"? inv. 5a and ﬂjﬂj ﬂ&'}?
in v. 10a), providing another point of similarity with Ps25 (esp. vv. 10, 12, and 14)** and
common theme with Pss 112 with which it is paired (112:1).

Once again, N"3 takes a 3d sg. suffix denoting Yahweh’s covenant, with no explicit
qualification regarding which historic covenant is in view. All the same, some of its cola draw on
phrases and language known from Mosaic covenantal contexts. First, in the 1 colon of v. 4 the
speaker confesses that “Yahweh is gracious and compassionate” (7)i1? DI 13N0); a distinctive
element of the grace formula in Exod 34:6. Yet again this key OT text is associated directly with
I3 in the Psalms. Indeed, most commentators recognize vv. 4-6 as an allusion to the exodus
and conquest.’” The same word pair D17 37 occurs in Ps 112:4’s 1N colon as well,
underscoring the prominence of Yahweh’s gracious and compassionate nature for this acrostic
pair. As in Ps 103, Ps 111 recalls Yahweh’s self-disclosure to Moses on Mt Sinai after the golden

calf incident (Exod 32-34), and once again it is the speaker of Ps 111—rather than Yahweh

3 Maloney, “Intertextual Links,” 14 notes that the Psalter’s acrostics are evenly divided between Books [ and
V, and further cites Gottwald’s suggestion that the final editors may have provided Book V’s acrostics as “balancing
counterparts” to those in Book I (Norman K. Gottwald, The Hebrew Bible: A Socio-Literary Introduction
[Philadelphia: Fortress, 1987], 537). The above similarities between Pss 25 and 111 underscore this sense of
symmetry.

375 psalm 111’s terse style notwithstanding, most commentators recognize vv. 46 as references to Yahweh’s
historic “wonders” in the exodus and land-giving. E.g., Goldingay, Psalms 3:305; Grogan, Psalms, 186; Hossfeld
and Zenger, Psalms 3, 164; Leslie C. Allen, Psalms 101-150 (WBC 21; Nashville: Thomas Nelson, 2002), 101—
150, 125.
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himself as was the case in Exod 34—who proclaims Yahweh’s nature. Since Yahweh’s gracious
and compassionate nature proves to be the basis for covenantal renewal in Exod 34, the allusion
to the grace formula in v. 4 apparently praises Yahweh for sustaining/renewing the covenant.
Verse 5, “he remembers his covenant forever,” confirms this, as does the similar statement in v.
9. Indeed, this appears to be the reason that Ps 111 can use the adverbial term Df?'iv? invv. 5b
and 9b at all: Yahweh “remembers” and “has commanded” his covenant forever because it is in
his gracious nature to renew it. Whether this allusion to Exod 34:6 identifies ™3 in vv. 5 and 9
as the Mosaic covenant, however, is another question. Editors could conceivably understand
these references to “his covenant” in broader terms that embrace the Davidic and Abrahamic
covenants consistent with what we have seen elsewhere (e.g., Pss 105-106).

Indeed, several implicit criteria suggest both Abrahamic and Mosaic covenantal
entailments. Verse 6 echoes Yahweh’s promise to give the land as an inheritance: “He has shown
his people the power of his works, in giving them the inheritance of the nations ( D?_I_':l._l Du‘l'? ng’y
D'13);” which again echoes Ps 2:8’s way of expressing the promise (313'?1_1:; DY NINRY) as we
saw with Ps 105:11. Moreover, the expression 3;1'2'5;); the R colon in v. 1 recalls the similar
expression in Deut 6.5, where the people of Israel are commanded, “You shall love (2NR)
Yahweh your God with all your heart (f[;;'?'s.?:;l).””‘ This suggests that the speaker of Ps 111 in
some sense embodies the obedience Moses calls for through his heartfelt praise of Yahweh
throughout his acrostic poem. Yet the anonymity of the first person speaker of the X colon (cf.
MTIR) raises intriguing possibilities about the speaker’s identity, especially in light of Pss 111—

112 placement after Davidic Pss 108—110. Indeed, analysis of Book V suggests that editors

376 Cf. Zenger, Dahood, Psalms (3 vols; Anchor Bible 16-17A; Garden City, N.Y.: Doubleday, 1965-1970)
3:122, suggests that, “[b]eing the name of a part of the body, /2bab needs no suffix.” On the other hand, 3;? has the
1st sg. suffix in the similar expression in 86:12 (note also the correspondence between 13 NTIR in 111:1 and
’D'm1 TR FTIR in 86:12). Meanwhile, while the equivalent phrase using the shorter noun form (2%) sometimes
uses the suffix (e.g., 9:2; 119:10; 138:1), and sometimes does not (119:2, 34, 58, 69, 145).
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deliberately collocated these psalms so that “David” would be understood as the one declaring

Yahweh’s faithfulness to his covenant in accordance with our thesis.

Psalm 132

Psalm 132 ostensibly recalls the Davidic Covenant, mentioning David three times in the
body of the psalm (vv. 1, 11, and 17). Verses 1-5 relates David’s resolve to find a resting place
for Yahweh (cf. 2 Sam 7:2), whereupon vv. 6—18 address themselves ark (T3 11IN1I... D"‘l'ﬂ'?
1’?;1), Yahweh’s “resting place” (FJ01331), and Yahweh’s sure oath to David. Accordingly,
David and Zion come together in Ps 132 as we saw in Ps 78, precluding any idea that temple
theology constitutes a theological alternative to royalty. Indeed, “For Yahweh has chosen Zion
(J¥%32 MY N273)...as his dwelling place” (cf. 78:68) follows directly from vv. 11-12’s report
of Yahweh’s promise to David (NpY Ti'['? Ininj'y.m?.} inv. 11; cf. 78:70) to seat his progeny

on his throne. The psalm then describes Zion as Yahweh’s eternal resting place ( "DTIRTNINY
TP™T) in v. 14, where Yahweh provides for and blesses his people, priests etc. (vv. 15-16),

and causes “a horn for David” to sprout, erects a “lamp for [his] anointed” ( Tl'['? R HRK oY
’lj’l_v'fg'? n}] "NJ7W), and gives victory over his enemies (vv. 17-18).

Though the psalm’s obvious focus is the Davidic covenant, "3 in v. 12 seems to embrace
both the Mosaic and Davidic covenants. Verse 12 reads, “If your sons keep my covenant and my
testimonies that I shall teach them (DT7R it *ITLY ™3 |72 39DW-DR), their sons also
forever shall sit on your throne.” The parallelism between "3 and DjD'?R it "NTP) may
suggest that "2 here refers specifically to the Mosaic covenantal stipulations or Torah that the
king was to keep according to Deut 17 and implied in the warnings of 2 Sam 7:14 and Ps 89:31—

33.%" If this is correct, then v. 12 witnesses directly to an aspect of how the psalmist, at least,

377 Fishbane, Biblical Interpretation, 466n17, understands Ps 132:11—12 as a “nomistic revision” of the oracle
in 2 Sam 7:12-16, apparently seeing v. 12°s “if your sons keep my covenant and my testimonies etc.” as an
interpretive embellishment of 2 Sam 7:14’s “when he commits iniquity” (iNiD3 "ng}z;;).

Kim, “Psalm 89,” 351-79 provides a helpful discussion of the conditionality of the covenants, arguing that
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viewed the relationship between the Davidic and Mosaic covenants: Yahweh expects the Davidic
king to keep the Mosaic law (cf. Ps 89:31-33).

The text of v. 12 merits closer scrutiny, however, for 71 is ambiguously pointed.
Koehler and Baumgartner observe that this pointing “leaves open the choice between sg. "TWTD
and pl. *NTY;” a confusion attested in the MS evidence as well.*”® This ambiguity could reflect a
corresponding uncertainty about the referent of *[)*72 with which it is paralleled, though it is
impossible to say if only later copyists or the editors responsible for Ps 132’s placement in the
Psalter experienced this uncertainty, or which form they read. Indeed, these two options raise
different translational possibilities that potentially alter how v. 12’s reference to N"13 was
understood to some extent. On the one hand, a text reading the pl. *NTY translates “my
testimonies” as the ESV has it (above), thus qualifying *I1"13 via probable reference to Mosaic
covenantal stipulations since they must be kept (71W) by the David’s sons. This would mean
that the latter half of v. 12 further elaborates "7 in terms of the Mosaic covenantal
stipulations or commands. As stated above, this would mean that v. 12 more directly reflects
Deut 17’s command that the king keep Torah. On this view, the psalm highlights royal obedience
to the Mosaic covenantal stipulations as the connecting point between the Davidic and Mosaic
covenants. The Davidic covenant is ostensibly in view, but it entails royal obedience to the
Mosaic covenant in the way the king rules the nation. On the other hand, a text reading sg. “TWTD

translates “my testimony/covenant,”*” makes it a potential synonym for *I1"3 and a second

law is present in all covenants, but its function varies. In so-called “unconditional” covenants like the Davidic and
Abrahamic, the law serves an administrative function and the promises of Yahweh as suzerain are not abrogated by
the vassal’s breach of the terms. In the case of the Davidic covenant the individual king may be cut off but the
dynastic promise remains secure.

8 HALOT, 790. 11QPs® 6, IV has a plenary form T (= NITY?) which seems to suggest that the Qumran
scribes understood the sg. like the Vg. (“et testificationem meam quam docuero eos”). On the other hand, LXX has
the pl. T& papripid pov Tadra (reading MY for it with 11QPs* and a MS from Cairo Geniza).

37 The sg. form results in a closer parallel with the also sg. "'I_'I"'!;J, while a pl. form increases their dissimilarity
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reference to the Davidic covenant given Ps 132’s ostensive focus. Thus the covenant itself
becomes that which Yahweh “teaches” (D:[@'fl:s), and would seem to lessen v. 12’°s focus on the
Mosaic covenantal stipulations and commands per se in comparison to the pl. reading of *07TY.
Significantly, in Ps 25:10 we have already seen 1’f’l”"1'.:i paralleled with the pl. YRT) as the
dual object of the semantically equivalent “to keep” ("']}:23':7). This tips the scales in favor of the
plural in Ps 132 also. In either case, though, Ps 132 expects future Davidic monarchs to keep
(ﬁp@'mg) Yahweh’s teaching (cf. Bjm?b:l it), and in this respect seems to echo the same
expectation of Davidide kings in Deut 17. As Fishbane observes, Ps 132 accentuates the
conditionality of David’s sons’ reigns on their keeping Yahweh’s teaching, more so than the
oracle in2 Sam 7. In 2 Sam 7:14 Yahweh will “discipline” David’s seed (‘?[Q'}I) with the rod of
men “when he commits iniquity” (INP713), yet Yahweh’s “steadfast love will not depart from
him” (31 119}'8'7 *70M). By contrast, Ps 132:12 seems to make the reign of “the sons of
David’s sons” (TD™"TD) Di)"13°03.. .?{’é;l) contingent upon keeping “my covenant etc.” ("‘n"ﬁ_:;l
u;rrg'i:g it *[VTY).**° Perhaps more significant is that Ps 132:12 expresses the conditionality
positively: “If your sons keep my covenant...etc.” David’s heirs aren’t simply to avoid breaking
Yahweh’s commands as in 2 Sam 7:14 or Ps 89:31-33; they are actively to keep his covenant
and testimony/testimonies. In contrast to Book III, Book V bears a stronger Davidic stamp on it
and is dominated by thanksgiving and liturgical collections that celebrate Yahweh’s salvation
(e.g. Pss 113—118; 120~134).%' In view of “David’s” resurgence in this final Book of the Psalter,
it is possible editors intended Ps 132:12’s positive way of expressing its 2 Sam 7:14 and Ps
89:31-33 parallels to be read as a condition met by the “David” of Book V. Such a “David” fits

and emphasizes what “keeping my covenant” entails, viz., “keeping my stipulations.”

%0 At issue in v. 12 is David’s heirs’ occupancy of his throne, not the throne itself. Verse 12 casts its condition
in an open way, with no mention of whether their persistent infidelity would automatically result in end of the
David’s throne and all hope for future Davidic rule.

3! See Chapter Six.

140



our hypothesis and is at least consistent with the general silence regarding any royal culpability
that our survey has uncovered so far in Books III-V. Accordingly, subsequent chapters will also

investigate whether and how the Psalms present “David” keeper of Torah.

Conclusion

Our survey of N2 yields several observations. First, "3 only occurs in the singular,
usually with a pronominal suffix identifying it as Yahweh s covenant. Its definiteness in each
context underscores the singularity of Yahweh’s covenant. Nowhere do the above psalms
emphasize a plurality of covenants. Second, though Pss 89 and 105 qualify N"J3 by direct
reference to “David” or “Abraham,” the remaining psalms containing "3 expect that its
meaning is self-evident, and implicit contextual factors suggest that Mosaic or Sinaitic
covenantal concerns are often primary. From the point of view of our thesis question, these two
observations suggest a potential tension between the singularity and specificity of the
covenant(s). But the psalms themselves seem completely unaware of any such tension. With
apparent ease the Psalms allude to historically distinct covenants with Abraham, Moses, and
David and at the same time speak of “Yahweh’s covenant” as a singular concept. This suggests
that the unity of the covenants is in some sense a theological unity undergirded by a historical
continuity. It therefore behooves us to consider wherein their theological unity lies. Indeed, the
above survey has yielded some numerous clues that lend weight to our hypothesis. Among the
more significant observations are the lack of royal culpability vis-a-vis Israel’s cyclical infidelity
and “David” as God’s answer to that unfaithfulness (Pss 89, 132), the implied relationship
between “David” and Judah/Zion/sanctuary (Pss 50[?], 78, 132), the common association
between "3 and the “grace formula” in Exod 34:6—7 (Pss 25, 89, 105-106, 111-112).
Moreover, our survey of "2 psalms has suggested the psalms that offer a discernible
perspective on covenant relationships evidence a theological “royalization” of the
Abrahamic/Mosaic covenants rather than a “democratization” of the Davidic covenant. This too

lends weight to our hypothesis.

141



Addendum: P and MY in Their Singular Forms

We saw that PT1 (sg.) and 727 parallels "3 in Ps 105:10 in reference to the Abarahmic
covenant.*® Sirﬁilarly, PN (“decree™) elsewhere as well as the sg. noun MY (“testimony”) have
potential to function as another term for “covenant.”** Indeed, Kalluveettil argues that MTd in
its sg. form functions as virtual synonyms for “covenant” in several instances (e.g. 2 Kg
11:12).* What follows is a brief survey of such instances in the Psalter.

Only four cases of P in the singular concern us here because a fifth instance, Ps 94:20,
refers to an unjust statute rather than Yahweh’s. This leaves Pss 2:7; 81:5; 99:7; and 148:6. As
noted above, TV sg. occurs in Pss 19:8; 78:5; 81:6; and 122:4 (not counting the superscripts to
Pss 60 and 80).

In Ps 2:7 Ph refers to Yahweh’s actual words to his anointed, “Y ou are my Son, today I
have begotten you™ (cf. the paring of 117" and I"WNA in v. 2). Here P11 denotes a central
promise of the Davidic covenant (cf. 2 Sam 7:14). Given Pss 1-2’s introductory function, the
Davidic covenant—specifically the Yahweh-king relationship at its hear—is thus a central
concern of the Psalter.

Korahite Ps 81:5—6a read, “For it is a statute (1) for Israel, a rule (02\?0) of the God of

Jacob. He made it a decree (M) in Joseph when he went out over the land of Egypt.”** Here

*2 Similarly, PP parallels N™13 in Num 18:19, Josh 24:25, Isa 24:5, and 1 Chr 16:17 (= Ps 105:10), where
these terms display semantic overlap. Psalm 147:19 is a further possibility where

38 H. Ringgren, “PRN hagaq; NPV haqd; Phhdg; NP huggd,” TDOT 5:139—47, observes that in most cases
1 involves the meaning “statute” or “ordinance” initiated by the superior party but takes different concrete
meanings depending on context. Cf. L. Koehler and W. Baumgartner, “P,” HALOT on CD-ROM. 1999, 356, who
define it as “(allotted) portion,” “law,” “regulation,” “prescription,” and “rule”; and F. Brown, S. R. Driver, and C.
A Briggs, “p1,” BDB, 349, who define P as “something prescribed, a statute due,” be it a “task,” “portion,”

“limit” or “boundary,” an “enactment” or “specific decree.”
384 Kalluveettil, Declaration and Covenant, 31.

35 LXX has & yfic for IR, which may be a correction to Exod 20:2. Either way, historical allusion to the
Exodus seems assured, especially since v. 8 refers to the incident at Meribah during the wildemess wanderings
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P, MY, and VOWN form a cluster typical of the Mosaic covenantal terms surveyed in Chapter
Four. Nevertheless, none of these are plural here, and instead refer most directly to the command
to keep the feast day (cf. vv. 2-4). However Ps 81°s allusion to Deut 6:4 in vv. 9 and 12 and the
Decalogue in vv. 10—11 show that the festival it celebrates concerns the Mosaic covenant. Thus,
PN and MNTY (and VAWR) effectively command participation in Mosaic covenantal life in Ps 81.

In Ps 99:7 ph parallels TNTY, as the dual object of 1AW, “they kept.” Since Yahweh had
“given them” this P (cf. 1'?3'?']1_1;), there is some cause to understand Pf1 as a functional
synonym for a "3 whose stipulations (i.e., TIVTD) people were obliged to keep. The mention
of Moses, Aaron, and Samuel in the previous verse locates the covenant in the pre-monarchic
period and suggests that these prophetic and priestly figures are the “they” who kept Yahweh’s
NP and P, underscoring that the Mosaic covenant is in view.

Psalm 148:6 presents an interesting case that deserves a little more discussion. The ESV
translates Ps 148:6, “And he established them forever and ever; he gave a degree, and it shall not
pass away (712D? N'?} Ii’l;"Pl:l).”’“ Translated thus, P refers to Yahweh’s creational decree or
possibly “covenant” with the heavenly bodies (vv. 3—4; cf. Gen 1:6-8, 14—19)—a virtual
restatement of v. 5b, “for he commanded and they were created.” However, several reasons make
it plausible that editors—even the original author—understood v. 6 differently, with Pi being a

covenant to which heavenly bodies bear witness like in the Mosaic covenant (¢f. Deut 4:26;

30:19, 28). First, although ngi}l'? 'r;;? can be rendered “forever and ever,”* it can also be read:

386 Kalluveettil, Declaration and Covenant, 170n187, cites this as an example of covenantal transgression.
While PP and 713y are typical covenantal language, it is well to note that the sg. verb i1 makes P its subject,
not its object: the decree or covenant itself will not pass away. BHS editor H. Bardkte offers the conjecture that the
final two consonants should be reversed, yielding a pl. subject (172Y°). This would make the heavenly bodies in vv.
3—4 the subject: the sun, moon, stars etc. will not transgress the decree—i.e., break their orbits. No MS evidence
supports this conjecture however.

37 i .e.,a " of duration. See. Williams, Williams Hebrew Syntax, 106. Most commentators read it this way,
understanding 771 as God’s creational command to the heavenly bodies, e.g., Derek Kidner, Psalms 73~150
(Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity Press, 1975), 525; Goldingay, Psalms, 3:731; Vangemeren, Psalms, 1002; and
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“He established them as a witness forever (n:z'iy? 'r}}'? DT°RY"); he gave a decree, and it shall
not pass away.” A similar expression occurs in Isa 30:8 (u’giy-wy 'IQ'?), where it clearly means
“as a witness forever” rather than “forever and ever.” On the other hand, Ps 111:8 provides
support for the usual translation because u'ziy'? ‘r}}'? probably does mean “forever and ever”
there—Yahweh’s “works of his hands” (W7’ ’WQI_J) and “precepts” (1"[195"7;) are eternally
established.?®® If correct, however, the description of the heavenly bodies as “witnesses” would
suggest that editors may have connected P11 with the Mosaic covenant (universalized?) in 148:6
that “shall not pass away.” A second reason editors might have read it this way is Ps 89:37-38’s
comparison of David’s throne with the sun and moon as a witness. Indeed, there already exists a
possible connection between the final psalm of Book III and this central psalm of the final Hallel
group. When Ps 148 repeats the call to praise Yahweh’s name in v. 13, it goes on to declare that
Yahweh “has raised up (071) a horn (12)” in v. 14.** This provides a plausible connection with
Ps 89 at the editorial level, for the latter twice speaks of “our horn” (v. 18)**° and “his [i.e.,
David’s] horn” (v. 25) being “exalted” (DIT1). Besides the editorial importance of Ps 89, the
Psalter’s other uses of 172 also suggest that 190% |17 07 in 148:14 has the Davidic king in

view. 72 mostly occurs in royal psalms (cf. 18:3; 89:18, 25; 132:17—the pl. in quasi-royal

Hossfeld and Zenger, Psalms 3, 148, who suggest that '(Iflj'Pl:l may allude to “Torah as the “eternal law” for
creation.”

3 However, the verb there is <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>