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(a translation)

Preface

An intelligent understanding of the English language is insufficient in understanding the Word of
God. Translators of the original Bible languages must have faith and defend the truth of the
Scripture as  the one Word of  God (one = it  does not  contradict  itself).  Otherwise incorrect
concepts will be carried into God’s Word, which is a constant danger in “Hearing the Word of
the LORD.”

Professor Holwerda provides a scriptural basis for the start of a fundamental and truly reformed
approach against the key position of Bible criticism. For further study, see also “Offerplaats”,
Doctoral Script by Gerrit Hagens, 1983, Theologische Universiteit, Kampen.

 The following is a speech presented by Prof. B. Holwerda on Dec.6, 1949, when he started his
rectorate at the “Theologische Hogeschool” in Kampen (Theological College of the liberated
Reformed  Churches  in  the  Netherlands).  Prof.  K.  Schilder  remarked  in  the  magazine  “De
Reformatie” of Dec. 1949 “…a piece of work, I dare declare, which significance is equal to, for
example, a speech by a great star rounding off his life work.” Prof. Holwerda passed away at the
age of 42 in 1952. This speech was published in 1953 by Uitgeverij D.H. Littooij – Terneuzen,
the Netherlands,  together  with three other speeches under the title  “Begonnen hebbende van
Mozes…” (“And beginning with Moses…”). Typeset by Henrietta Raap. Translated by Dennis
Teitsma – January 2003.
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The Place the LORD will Choose

To present a speech about “the place the LORD will choose” is to forego scholarly format and
technical specifications. So we draw your attention to the saying that appears repeatedly (in one
way or another) in the regulations of Deut.12, about the lawful place of worship in Israel. This
chapter emphasizes that God’s people must perform all acts of sacrifices at “the place the LORD

will choose.” Few Bible readers will suspect that this stipulation touches a root problem, rather,
the root problem of the whole modern, old-testamentic systematic theology.

For it is this formulation of the legitimate place of worship, that formed the key position in the
first part of Wellhausen’s work about Israel’s history, published in 1878. Later, this book became
popular  under the title “Prolegomena zur Geschichte Israels.” One might say, that this study
became the turning point in O.T. study, but also that, until recently, it held a dominating position
in  spite  of  detailed  criticism  and  a  different  method  of  study.  Thanks  to  Wellhausen’s
appearance,  Deut.  12  was  used  by  almost  anyone  after  him,  as  a  springboard  to  a  fully
destructive Bible criticism, which did not leave much of the O.T. unattacked. Peculiar above all
is that Wellhausen’s exegesis of this chapter was approved by Reformed people. He read Deut.
12 as we also used to do. That is to say, that in this chapter all sacrificial actions of Israel were
bound to  one  sanctuary,  and so to  the  central  house of  God,  the  temple.  All  altars  outside
Jerusalem  were  thereby  declared  illegitimate.  Any  sacrifice  brought  at  the  so-called  “high
places” was illegitimate,  only already because it  was not offered at  the place the LORD had
chosen.  Deut.12  does  therefore  demand,  according  to  him  and  our  past  understanding,  the
centralization of ceremonial worship and the prohibition to hold a worship service at any place
other than that one sanctuary. Consequently the temple possesses exclusive rights and it has a
unique place in Israel’s life.

There is only one point wherein Wellhausen deviates from Reformed authors. While we wish to
maintain that Moses is also the author of Deut. 12,  he places this law at a much later date,
namely, the days of Josiah. After all Josiah was the first one to radically halt all worship services
on high places and to indeed bind any sacrifice to Jerusalem’s temple.  While from orthodox
sides  a  date  is  maintained  between  1400  and  1200  BC,  pending  the  date  of  the  exodus,
Wellhausen declares explicitly the year 621 BC. This is simply because it was impossible, from
his viewpoint, that this stipulation could have been made earlier.

 Even in this dating, Wellhausen was anything but original. He actually repeated a thesis that had
already been defended 70 years earlier by De Wette. However, while this thesis was not given
any attention after De Wette, and while his “discovery” remained without effect, Wellhausen
managed to turn the orthodox exegesis of Deut. 12, ignited by De Wette’s fuse, into the dynamite
that exploded the whole Old Testament.

Those, who review the history of the Pentateuch criticism since 1800, will indeed discover that
until about 1880, one was really busy with establishing the sources, from which the books of
Moses  were assembled.  After  many tiresome attempts,  that  constantly made room from one
thesis or another, it was finally around 1860 that, on the basis of mainly language criteria, so-
called proof was presented, that four sources could be recognized in the books of Moses. Their
starting point was the name of God: on the one hand there was a strong preference for Jahweh,
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on the other Elohim. Also different pairs were discovered. One story was apparently preserved in
two or more editions. The difference of the use of Jahweh and Elohim was viewed not as an
independent issue, but, that it  seems to run parallel with a greater difference in word choice,
expressions and even in “theology.” It was then believed that the result of all study could be
marked in posing,  what  became known as,  the “four-source-theory.”  The Pentateuch,  it  was
declared, was not written by one person. Analysis showed that it was assembled from four older
writings, which were identified with the letters J, E, D and P. It was said that the dividing lines
between these four sources could still  be recognized, eventhough Wellhausen did plead with
Nodeke, that J and E were soon tied together to JE, the Jehovist.

If nothing else had happened, this “four-sources” theory as such, would never have become fatal
for a faithful study of the O.T. At most, it could be questioned if such finicky analysis might
produce any real benefit for understanding the Holy Writ. Personally, I shrug my shoulders, for I
am of the opinion, that there are better ways to spend time. However, if one insists on turning
such an analysis into a hobby, then I am prepared to let him have his way, and eventually I will
make thankful use of the results. Therefore, there is no need to fear that the Holy Scripture is
endangered. Luke did also make use of sources, and so did the author of the books of Kings.
When someone thinks to be able to identify such documents in the Pentateuch, then this does not
mean  disbelief.  I  do  not  think  that  such an attempt  will  likely  succeed.  Nevertheless,  if  an
attempt is made to show that the Pentateuch is built upon four blocks with visible joints, then it
does not mean that a scriptural faith is attacked or endangered.

It did, however,  become dangerous, when in 1878 Wellhausen continued to build on certain
results (of authors I need not to identify) and he put a crowbar in those joints. He then used Deut.
12 with reformed exegesis, as the crowbar, by dating it from 621 BC a la De Wette. Only since
1878, can we speak about the destruction of the O.T. Because not only did Wellhausen manage
to completely ruin the books of Moses, but he also imploded the rest of the O.T. Moreover, he
managed to radically undermine the belief in the O.T. as the Word of God.

He started his major offensive on the basis of the issue about the place of ceremonial worship.
Because he drew the attention to the fact, that three stages of worship service could be shown,
when studying the historic parts of the O.T.

The first stage, according to him, is when the altar is apparently not tied to one certain place. In
the time of the Judges and Samuel, a multitude of altars were in use. Apparently (he believes),
the people took over the “high places”, the altars of the Canaanites, and nobody objected to
many altars at arbitrary locations. Therefore in those days there was a close relationship between
religion  and life.  The religious  activities  could actually  occur  anywhere.  Nevertheless,  those
places  were  after  all  given  divine  approval  by  arguing  that  they  originated  thanks  to  an
appearance of the LORD. But there is no talk anywhere about binding to one location in exclusion
of all  others.  Wellhausen figures  that  the whole worship or cult  is  spontaneous.  At any life
situation, that might give rise to a religious expression of thankfulness,  altars were  right away
available.

Eventually, a transition occurs (Wellhausen pointed out, tr.) Under influence of early prophets,
like Amos and Hosea, a movement develops that starts to criticize such unbridled worship. For
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the prophets proclaim their great discovery, that true religion was not the sacrifice of the blood of
bulls and rams, but an ethical life. Therefore, the prophets did not desire a cultic (ceremonial
worship) service, but an ethical life (moral rules and conduct). As such they did not oppose the
multitude of places for sacrifices. However, in a religion that emphasizes ceremonial worship,
they saw a real danger, because it did not do justice to God’s ethical demands, as long as the
people swore by the altar. Thanks to this ethical opposition by the prophets, the high places lost
their importance. In addition, also the political shift did eventually lead Jerusalem to come to the
foreground. After the fall of Samaria in 722, there was no longer competition from the Northern
kingdom of the ten tribes, also with respect to the ceremonial worship. At about the same time,
prophets, such as Isaiah in the South, proclaimed the unassailability of Jerusalem.

Together, these facts lead to the  second stage, (he figured) in which the temple in Jerusalem
began to dominate. It was soon understood that one could not arrive at a radical abolition of the
whole  cult.  Therefore,  they  put  their  hope  in  its  concentration.  Although  mortal  enemies,
prophets  and  priests  cooperated  with  each  other.  The  priests  in  Jerusalem  had  a  material
advantage from the concentration of the worship service in the capital city.  And the prophets
moved  into  the  same  direction,  not  only  because  their  ethical  theology  aimed  to  reduce
sacrifices, but also because their mono-theistic concept of God could only triumph, when there
was no longer any talk about the God of Bethel (or the God of Beersheba, etc.) Their joint action
did, therefore, lead to Josiah’s attempt to radically destroy the worship on high places, and to
elevate Jerusalem to be the only cultic location. This is then the renowned reformation of 621
BC., (Wellhausen concluded tr.).

Still, according to (historical) facts, this attempt was doomed to fail. The people were still tied to
those ancient holy places, and after Josiah was slain in battle, worship on high places did again
thrive.

Therefore, this reformation would have no lasting effect, even if the captivity had not occurred.
But the captivity did completely uproot the people. Not only did the nation’s independence end,
but also the whole worship service was broken down. In 539, when Cyrus issued the edict to
allow the return, there is a generation that has never been able to sacrifice in the foreign country.
Neither did they grow up with the old customs of the past (praxis). Only then,  there was a
generation  that  could,  with  heart  and  soul,  dedicate  themselves  to  the  development  of  the
reformatory  ideas.  Also,  they  could  only  then  regard  one  place  of  worship  as  self-evident.
Therefore, the people reached the third historic state when captivity completed the breach with
the past. Consequently, they regard the previously unobtainable desire of prophets and priests
also as self-evident, and therefore they no longer even consider instituting “high places.”

However,  Wellhausen  now concludes,  that  not  only  the  course  of  history occurred  in  three
periods, but also the same stages are discovered in the  legislation of the law.  For the initial
period,  with the use of multiple  altars,  corresponds with the law of Ex. 20.  There the LORD

commands to serve Him on an altar made of earth, at every place that He will appoint for that
purpose. The law of J and E corresponds, therefore, with the historic picture of both sources.

Deuteronomy 12, however, orders the destruction of the pagan places of sacrifice and desires
that they serve Him at the one place He chooses for worship. This law fits the second historic
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stage mentioned above, and therefore the historic place of this law is also the year 621 BC, when
Josiah carried out his reformation.

The D-legislation does again fit with the D-history.

The  only  source  left  is  P.  Well,  the  P-legislation  is  evidently  later  than  Deuteronomy.  For
Deuteronomy  does  emphatically  still  demand  centralization  of  the  ceremonial  worship  and
therefore it still opposes wrong practices while the P-legislation does no longer emphasize these.
This legislation regards it as self-evident, that only one location can legitimately be the place for
cultic worship, and that, therefore, it has never been different since the days of Moses. This law
was, therefore, developed in a spiritual climate similar to the historic reports from the above-
mentioned third stage. In other words, the whole P-source dates from the time after the captivity.

With respect to the place of worship, Wellhausen derived at his three historic and legislative
periods. Once established, he confirms these results by his research about material and ritual use
of sacrifices,  the times of sacrifices (especially the feasts) and the persons, who perform the
activities  around  the  altar,  so,  the  priest.  Everywhere,  he  discovers  these  same  periods.
Consequently, he views his initial research with respect to the place of worship confirmed by
these results.

Working  from  his  self-determined  date  of  621  BC,  which  he  views  as  the  middle  or
deuteronomic period, he manages to suggest a date for the JE source as the oldest, that falls
between 950 and 850 BC, or the time of the early kings of Israel. At the same time he assigns the
P-source, as the youngest, to the period after the captivity or the 5th century BC. We could call it
the century of Ezra.

It is quite obvious that this in fact dissolves the whole O.T.

First of all, the Pentateuch is in this way ripped apart and segments are spread out over centuries
far removed from each other. 

Moreover,  it  is  clear  that  everything  Scripture  ascribes  to  the  name  of  Moses,  is,  without
exception, placed at a much later age. Whatever the O.T. presents as foundation of the whole
structure, is called by Wellhausen and his school the JE-references, or “the first floor”; for the
middle slice of D, “second floor,” while the largest section, the P-phrases are here presented as
the “attic  or  truss  construction.”  Nothing of all  this  functions  any longer  as  foundation,  but
rather, Moses becomes the capstone of the O.T. revelation.

Since Wellhausen dug away the foundation of the O.T. revelation and used its stones for the top
of the building, he now manages to improvise a foundation to his own liking. He readily does
that when he claims that Israel’s religion was initially in no way different from the Canaanites.
The LORD was then a God as all  other gods, only known by another name, but with similar
attributes as Baal.  The starting point of all  the consequent development is, therefore,  not the
mosaic revelation, but the primitive Semitic heathendom. The O.T. revelation that according to
the  Scripture  runs  from  Moses  to  Christ  is  replaced  by  Wellhausen,  by  an  evolution  of
heathendom to Moses. For what the Bible calls the starting point, is to him the conclusion.
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In the end, the prophets will in this way be completely detached (dangle in thin air). They are no
longer reformers, who stand on the basis of Moses. They do not preach the ancient pathways, but
they lead the people on completely new roads. They are no longer the figures, that keep Moses’
revelation and defend it against paganism in order to clear the way for Christ. With their ethical
preaching they do rather lead the people away from primitive heathendom and so they do after
all bring them to Moses.

Actually, in this way nothing is left untouched. Subsequent scholars made all kinds of changes,
but only in minor details, while the overall development scheme remained untouched. You may
come across it in almost any commentary, in any books about the history of Israel’s religion, and
in  any  study  about  systematic  theology  of  the  O.T.  Even  the  most  recent  handbooks,  for
example, the works of Eerdmans and Matthews about Israel’s religion (1947) and the (German)
Theologie des Alte Testament of Proksch (1949).

Therefore, it is readily transparent, that only some detached, individual aspects can be studied
with respect to a reformed history of revelation. However, to develop a real history of revelation
is never possible, as long as the way has not been cleared by a solution to the Deuteronomy
problem.

*     *     *

Concerning this point, the orthodox theology has so far fallen quite short of such a solution.
Some fumbled around with the arguments in favour of a division of sources. For example, the
‘Korte Verklaring’ of Genesis by Aalders, shows several pages of struggling with the critical
analysis, but the cardinal problem has nowhere been touched. In our circles, there is a lot of
uncertainty about an attack on the key issue of the whole critical position. But that offensive
must occur. Otherwise we can only answer specific questions in a different way, but we will
never be able to break through the historic framework of criticism. What is so tragic is that, in
spite of rejecting the “source division” in our circles, we are still defeated. For the Wellhausen
scheme is still intact, and unassailed from our side.

Naturally the question may be posed, if we would thetically not rather follow our own way and
leave the criticism for what it is. It could be proposed to study the O.T. in a faithful scriptural
style and to not be lured away from our own positive task, by fighting the critical studies that
remain to be a negative endeavour. Although I do generally respect such a viewpoint, in this
concrete  problem,  it  still  is  untenable  from my perspective.  Also faithful  Bible  readers,  and
certainly scripturally faithful researchers, have been presented by Wellhausen with several facts
that cannot be denied. And in our circles, these facts have so far received insufficient attention.

After  all  it  is  a  fact,  that  in  history  books,  dealing  with  the  time  of  judges  and kings,  we
repeatedly come across a multitude of cultic locations. We cannot maintain, that the worship
services were in all cases illegitimate. There are examples of worship services that were not in
accordance with the law. This is shown already in Judges 17 which speaks of worship instituted
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by Micah in Dan. Also in its continuation, the lament is monotonous about the sin of Jeroboam,
the son of Nebat. It is this sin that caused the captivity of Israel initially, and later Judah. Even
when  the  reign  of  pious  kings  is  characterized  with  appreciation,  we  often  still  meet  a
reservation, namely, “the high places, however, were not removed; the people continued to offer
sacrifices and burn incense there” (for example king Joash, 2 Kings 12, tr.).

With respect to this period (of judges and kings), the above does not take away, however, that
Scripture does not condemn the multitude of holy places, but it sanctions them. As far as I am
concerned, some situations can still be excluded, for they are of an exceptional character and,
therefore, no conclusions can be drawn from them. Therefore, I do not want to point the finger at
the sacrifice of Gideon (ch. 6), or of Manoah (ch. 13) or David’s sacrifice on the threshing floor
of Araunah (1 Chron. 21). In all these cases there is a theophany, an appearance of the LORD,
beforehand, and the sacrifice is kindled by a miracle of the Lord Himself. Therefore, it is indeed
exceptional!

However, what is of importance to me is the action taken on Mount Carmel by Elijah, who does
himself restore the altar of Jahweh (the LORD). Also later on, when he flees Jezebel and weary of
life, he laments: “They have broken down your altars.” Many among us may say, that this proves
nothing with respect to the legitimacy of the ceremonial places in the Northern kingdom. It is
said that it was actually not right, that there were many altars of the Lord. They should have
continued to go to Jerusalem. Relatively, however, these altars were still quite a bit better than
the  impertinent  idolatry  Ahab  had imported.  Considering  that  point,  Elijah  might  still  have
viewed the breaking down of these altars of Jahweh, as acts of enmity against the LORD. So the
multitude of illegitimate altars was really not in accordance with the law. Although the law-
bound sacrifices to Jerusalem, there still was a remainder of true faith in this ceremonial worship.
The assault against that, would have appalled Elijah.

However, those who make such comments should be reminded of the fact that this assault on
many altars did completely run parallel to the assault on the prophets. Could those prophets then
be viewed as people whose actions were illegal, but nevertheless they kept a leftover of the true
worship alive by their actions, that made their murder an act of brazen enmity against the Lord?
Even if those altars could at best be somewhat excused, they could never be defended, because in
accordance  with  the  law  of  the  Lord  they  were  not  allowed  to  exist.  This  would  have
consequences for the prophets, who were usually associated with those holy places. At least most
prophets had a close relationship with them and they approved that service with their word. For
not once do we read about prophetic opposition against those numerous Jahweh altars! If it is
argued that those altars should really not have been allowed, then a judgment is made also about
the prophets, who were closely connected with that cultic worship. Could they then still be called
true prophets? Or has the difference between true and false prophets become rather relative? If
that is not the case, and if in the end those holy places have to be condemned, then the killing of
the  prophets,  which  Elijah  complains  about,  should  only  be  viewed as  a  judgment  of  false
prophets, but never an attack on true prophets. When Elijah’s complaint proves anything about
the characteristics of those prophets, as messengers of the LORD, then it proves at the same time
that those many altars were legitimate places of worship.
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However, nothing is after all built on one text, which might still be debatable. Decisive to me is
the ongoing witness of the books of Samuel. If there would be one part  in the Bible that might
agree with the main point of Wellhausen and the school of Bible critics, then it is these books of
Samuel. Nevertheless, Wellhausen’s main point is simply fatal for the usual opinion among us.

Already right away in the first chapter we meet Elkanah, a Levite from Ramathaim. Two aspects
deserve  our  attention.  The man  is  a  pious  Israelite,  because  he  goes  year  after  year  to  the
sanctuary in Shiloh. And in his household – think of Hannah – resides the true fear of the Lord.
It is also a period of quiet, for during those final days of the judges, there is no suppression by
marauding robbers and invading enemies. However, what is now so peculiar, is that this man, in
those days, goes regularly, but only once a year to the sanctuary. How tolerable is that with the
law of Deut. 16, which prescribes, that for all high feasts or three times a year, all men must
appear at the place the LORD will choose?

Let’s read on. The ark was captured and taken to the land of the Philistines. However, after a
mere seven months or so, it returned already, and it was placed in the house of Abinadab in
Kiriath- Jearim. In those days, Samuel appears as the great reformer. But this man builds an altar
at several places. He goes to the high place at Ramah to bless the sacrifice (ch. 9). He often
gathered the people “before the face of the Lord,” which would no doubt mean that he called
them together at an altar. (For, the opinion of primarily Roman Catholic authors, that the ark was
always  present,  is  untenable,  for  several  reasons  I  cannot  mention  now.)  Samuel  goes  to
Bethlehem to sacrifice when he has to anoint one of Jesse’s sons. The reason for this sacrifice is
that his trip to Bethlehem will be inconspicuous to Saul. In other words, such a sacrifice at a
local  sanctuary  was  apparently  viewed  as  quite  normal.  Also  Saul  erects  altars  at  several
locations and Scripture knows nothing about criticism. What is rather remarkable is the incident
wherein David leaves his place empty at Saul’s table.  It is the day of the new moon. David
knows that he must certainly appear at Saul’s table. Apparently there is a ceremonial worship
meal in Gibeah, which is after all clear from the date itself. When he is absent for the first night,
Saul excuses David thinking that David must undoubtedly be unclean. In the meantime, also
David thought about an excuse together with Jonathan. Saul did later not accept it, but it still
appeared to be credible in his eyes. The excuse was that David was attending a family sacrifice
in Bethlehem. In other words, the local sacrifice was apparently a customary matter. And no one
viewed  it  as  a  deviation  from the  law,  for  at  times  also  Samuel  conducted  services  at  the
sanctuary at Bethlehem. Why did people not go to the ark when the law of Deuteronomy was in
force? Apparently in those days, centralization of ceremonial worship was completely unknown.

It has been said that those were turbulent days. The Philistines stayed calm, but the threat was yet
never conquered. Even Deut. 12 views turbulent times as an excuse for irregularities in altar
practices. So this fact did no doubt weigh heavily in the days of Samuel, as long as the danger of
the Philistines was not definitely quelled. However, who realizes, that the ark remained unused,
when Samuel raised an altar in Ramah and in Mizpah, even though Kiriath-Jearim was perhaps
three kilometers from Mizpah? And for a period of twenty years, no one took notice of the ark. It
had simply stranded in Kiriath-Jearim and the caretaker, Eleazor, “guarded the ark,” but priests
were nowhere to be found.
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More importantly, it is indeed correct that Deut. 12 sanctions the illegitimacy with respect to the
place of the altar by the remark that “you have not yet reached the resting place.” Therefore, we
do at this time say rather generally, that the law of centralization did already beforehand count on
circumstances, that might slow down or prevent putting it into practice. This law became only
valid, when the condition of entering the rest was realized. Using 2 Samuel 7, it is then argued
that such a condition was only realized under David’s reign. Because we read, that the LORD

gave him rest from all his surrounding enemies. At that moment, the establishment of the temple
occupies  his  thoughts,  and  he  plans  to  actually  also  carry  through  this  centralization.
Consequently, it is reasoned, that in the time before David and Solomon, the “rest” had not yet
begun. Therefore, the circumstances in those days did not allow putting the demand of Deut. 12
into practice. And with that, one regards the practice of Samuel completely explained.

However, this apparent strong defense cannot stand for a moment over against the heavy weight
of the facts.

*      *      *

First of all, lets accept – for we do not deny it – that entering the rest was conditional to the
application of the centralization law. This condition was then met, in any case, during the reign
of David. In other words the requirements were present since the time of 2 Samuel 7. But in 2
Samuel 15, and at any rate many years later, it is written that Absalom organizes a rebellion at
the sanctuary in Hebron. And David sanctions his son’s wish to go there to pay a vow to the
Lord. This is then the man who wishes to build a temple. He made all necessary preparations,
and as it is called, he was consumed with centralization plans. Why then did he not make any
attempt in his days to centralize the worship services, as demanded, around the ark, which had
already found a temporary home in Jerusalem? Did the centralization perhaps have to wait for
the completion of a shelter in the temple of Solomon? Were the circumstances not as favourable
as could be expected?

Subsequently, if threat of foreign enemies was an excuse to deviate from the centralization laws
of Deut.12,  then such an excuse was also valid later,  after  the temple had been erected and
whenever a foreign country declared war. In other words, I see the application of the rule of
Deut.12 only possible during the reign of Solomon and afterward only during the few short days
of peace. The exceptional state of affairs would then apply in days of war, which means right
away with Rehoboam, Asa, Jeroboam and mention whomever. For which king did in fact in his
days experience a durability of the “rest” observed during the reign of David and Solomon?
Hezekiah  should  have  said  during  his  reign,  that  the  Assyrians  are  at  the  gates  and  the
exceptional state applies also with respect to altar practices.  But it is exactly Hezekiah,  who
forcefully takes action against the high places. And what about the seething world of Josiah’s
time? The Assyrian kingdom was in decline, Babylon was on the rise, Egypt issued a call to arms
and Judah was right in the middle of it all. Josiah had every reason to say that the “rest” is totally
gone, storms are brewing all around us, and we cannot apply the law of Deut.12 in all its details.
However, it is exactly Josiah, who in these critical days, starts the reformation of the sanctuary in
the spirit of Deut.12 and he completes it in stages. Remarkable. There is no centralization when
the “rest” arrived,  but there is  centralization when the rest  has totally disappeared.  Whoever
operates like this with the “exceptional state of affairs,” which are respected and sanctioned in

9



this chapter, must conclude that the actual multitude of altars in the days of the Kings was to be
excused on account of the “restless” circumstances. However, this reasoning comes into conflict
with the books of Kings themselves, as they are full of criticism about the “high places.” One
may believe to have rescued the books of Samuel, but at the same moment, the books of Kings
are gambled away.

Moreover, not to mention that the rest, presented in Deut.12 as a condition, does not mean the
triumph over foreign enemies abroad, which occurred only under David’s reign. However, the
“rest” means the victory over interior, Canaanite forces. This rest did not come at the end of
defensive actions to save the promised land, but after the offensive capture to acquire that land.
According to Scripture, this rest is entered upon during the days of Joshua. For according to
chapter 22:4, Joshua lets the Reubenites, Gadites and the half-tribe of Manasseh return to their
homes  across  the  Jordan,  because  “the  LORD your  God  has  given  your  brothers  rest  as  he
promised.”  The  land  might  perhaps  have  to  be  defended  a  hundred  times  against  outside
attackers, but it was now definitely conquered from the original inhabitants, the interior enemies.
The rest under David remained as such temporary and shaky. The rest accomplished by Joshua
was, even though yet unfulfilled, still permanent. With respect to the Davidic rest, an exceptional
state could again occur, but Joshua’s rest was accomplished by conquering the land. With the
conquest, the exceptional state of affairs in Deuteronomy has forever fallen away. However, this
does, therefore, also mean that the law of Deut.12, (when it is Mosaic), was in force during
Joshua’s time. Therefore, also in the days of Samuel and Saul, it demanded application, and not a
single exception should be allowed after the conquest. How then can it be explained, that even
the reformers of those times did not appear to know about a law of centralization, and nobody
bothered with such a law.

All this is the more emphasized, when we now turn our attention from historical sources to the
law legislation, namely the precepts demanded in Exodus 20:24-26 concerning the ceremonial
place of worship.

You  know  that  this  is  the  precept  the  Lord  declared  on  Mount  Sinai,  right  after  the
announcement of the Ten Commandments. He then prescribes for Israel, that they must build an
altar for Him, preferably out of earth. When that material is not available, they could also use
stones, as long as they made sure that the stones were not dressed (cut). For as soon as an iron or
a chisel was used on them, the altar would automatically be “defiled.”

With this regulation we run into complicated text-critical questions which I cannot deal with in
this  context,  because  I  could  not  discuss  them without  using  the  Hebrew language  and  its
grammatical differentiation. I will not bother you with that.

Moreover,  there are still  many questions  about  the religious  meaning of this  regulation.  For
example, why use only earth and as a substitute only stones? Why is the use of chisels and pick-
axes so emphatically prohibited? Why are there no steps with this altar? What exactly constitutes
desecration? Eventually I will say at least something about these questions.

For now, I want to address the following. Upon a detailed study, it is clear to me, that our Bible
translation is essentially incorrect. This also applies to the phrase wherein the Lord promises to
bring  His  blessing  to  His  people  “at  every place”  wherever  He will  cause  His  name  to  be
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honoured (KJV: recorded, Dutch: stichten/establish). Therefore this is a promise that the Lord
will  reveal  His  gracious  presence at  many places,  and not  just  at  that  one place  where His
tabernacle or His temple stands.

One should not minimize the range of this command by suggesting, that this might only have
applied  to  the  forty years  in  the desert.  On the  contrary,  it  was  intended for  the time after
entering Canaan. Indeed, at the moment the regulation was issued, there was no thought of a
delay for forty years. They could expect to enter the land within a matter of weeks. Deuteronomy
1 even mentions a period of only eleven days. Only when they refuse to enter the land in faith,
that generation is condemned to a long stay in the desert. I do not deny, that the regulation of Ex.
20 was then also applicable for the time of the continued wandering in the desert. However, that
stay in the desert was therefore only an intermezzo, and not provided for when the law was
pronounced. Just like the decalogue, this regulation did in the first instance apply precisely to the
life in Canaan. The remarkable thing is, that the outfitting of such an altar is bound by strict
regulations.  Also,  the  choice  of  the  place  for  the  altar  remains  to  be  dependent  on  divine
assignment  and  it  is,  therefore,  withdrawn  from  human  discretion.  However,  it  is  just  as
remarkable that there is no talk about one place, which is reserved exclusively for sacrifices. On
the contrary, the prospect of the assignment of several holy places is held out to them. With that
prospect, the worship service at numerous places is rather ordered or commanded.

We now suddenly see, that the practices in the time of Samuel did completely respond to this
law. We do not expressly read about an act of God’s assignment with each altar, but such can not
be expected either. The ceremonial service at all manner of altars, exercised by Samuel, David
and others, corresponds totally with the law of the altar  in Ex. 20,  which did command the
worship at these many places assigned by the Lord.

However, this consideration makes the issue the more complex. The historical practice is not
once in response to the centralization demand of Deut. 12. It even appears that another law is in
effect, which was also received from the LORD and made known to the people by Moses. This
law contradicts the regulations laid down in Deuteronomy. However, two laws about the same
matter that directly exclude and oppose each other, can never originate from the one lawgiver.
This cannot even happen among men, let alone from the Lord. At any rate, they cannot be issued
in or for the same time period.  That  second law after  the first  is  only understandable  when
circumstances of its purpose are, in the meantime, radically different from the past.

Therefore, the thesis of Wellhausen appears to be unavoidable, namely, Deut. 12 must be dated
to a time when the circumstances meant for Ex. 20, were completely modified and the whole
structure  of life had changed. That is to say, that there must be centuries between the law of the
altar  in  Ex.  20  and the  law of  centralization  in  Deut.  12.  And so  we are  forced  to  follow
Wellhausen in dating Deuteronomy, as well as his subsequent reconstruction of Israel’s history.
Unless it might as yet appear,  that so far we did always read Deut.  12 incorrectly. Because,
before we capitulate to the opinions of the Wellhausian construct, we must first of all consider if
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this fundamental chapter has been clearly understood by them as well as by us.. In other words,
does Deut. 12 indeed bind the worship service exclusively to the tabernacle or the temple?

During the past 25 years a few authors did present publications that defended the notion, that
Deut. 12 does not command centralization, for example, Oestreicher, Staerk and Welch. It would
make things easy if, in this situation, we could merely take over their statements. But I find that
not possible. In spite of quite valid aspects, these works are debatable in their proofs and in their
critical attitude of Scripture. Therefore, we have strong reservations. However, the opinion they
present deserves further consideration. Although we must reject their arguments partly or as a
whole, it might still be possible that their answers were correct.

The whole issue is stranded especially on the formulation of Deut. 12:13, 14:   “Be careful not to
sacrifice your burnt offerings anywhere you please. Offer them only at the place the LORD will
choose in one of your tribes”.

Subsequently,  special attention is given to a situation when this place, assigned by the Lord,
might be far removed. In view of that situation, the slaughter of cattle is left at their discretion.
They no longer have to go to the sanctuary with their animals for consumption.

Apparently, at least with the initial reading, here is little to be discovered about erecting multiple
ceremonial  places  of  worship.  The  fact  that  stipulations  are  necessary  with  respect  to  far
distances, renders it overall impossible to think about a close network of altars in almost every
town. Especially the phrase of “the place in one of your tribes,” suggests strongly that we have to
think about a very exclusive place, which will be identified in only one single tribe of Israel. This
is the more obvious in the shown contrast : “not anywhere you please (KJV and Dutch have in
every (elke) place that thou seest)...but...at the place the LORD will choose in one of your tribes.”

Still, this does not settle the matter. We should not rely on a first impression, especially with
such a decisive text as this. A closer analysis is needed. With respect to the numerical “one,” the
Hebrew word does not only reflect the precise numeral “one” in the sense of “only one”, and so
not two or more, but it also has the same meaning as the German “irgendeiner” and the English
“any.” In other words, “one of your tribes” could mean “one certain tribe,” or therefore one of
the twelve. However, it could just as well mean “an arbitrary tribe, whichever,” even anyone or
every one of the twelve. This use of the numeral “one” is not unknown in Deuteronomy. For a
consequent plural, it is even a rule without exceptions. For now I’ll only mention chapter 18:6,
which provides a regulation in case “a Levite moves from one of your towns.” The intent is not
to make a regulation for a Levite who comes from one single, specific town, but for each and
every Levite, who originates from whichever city.

Still  remaining  is  the  definite  article  in  the  singular:  the place.  Without  getting  into  the
discussion about name and value of the article, I think I may still state that, from a grammatical
point of view, nothing would prevent a translation of: the places (plural!). It has been argued that
when the plural is meant, this should have been expressed, and that the singular does, therefore,
force us to think about one single, quite specifically identified location. But I do not believe that.
For I remember the story of Numbers 16, the rebellion of Korah, Dathan and Abiram. We know
that Korah recruited 250 Levites. They rebelled against Moses and Aaron who, they felt, had
raised themselves above the LORD’s assembly.  Korah maintained that the whole company of
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Levites, the assembly of 250, had equal rights to be like Moses and Aaron. The priestly office
ought not to be usurped (Dutch: geusurpeerd) by only two people, but it belongs to these 250
candidates. Then Moses announces, that the LORD will make a decision on the next day. Korah
and consorts have to appear one day later with censers and here it is: “The man the Lord chooses
will be the one who is holy.” The parallel is the more important, because also here, we find the
sub-phrase about the one “the LORD will choose.” Also here the singular is used: “the man.” But
the issue is about the question if the authority of the office should be restricted to two, rather than
be extended to several hundreds. By his intervention, the LORD provides a solution to the matter
if two (plural) or 250 (also plural) are permitted to exercise the office. And that choice between
two plurals, the text expresses in the singular, namely “the man.” The meaning is clearly that the
LORD will choose the men, namely, either only the two or the 250.

Therefore, in trying to understand the term in Deut. 12, there are grammatically two possible
interpretations. There is one exclusive place of worship, which God assigns within the territory
of only one tribe. And it is equally possible to mean the places, the LORD assigns for that purpose
in the territory of any tribe. With the latter exegesis, Deut. 12:14 would therefore state exactly
the same as Ex. 20:24. It would also mean that there is no talk at all about contradictions. Still, it
does  not  seem  to  be  right  to  choose  this  solution,  just  because  it  agrees  with  Ex.  20.
Nevertheless, this argument is powerful for those, who accept the unity of Scripture. However,
over against critical scholars it has little value. They would only view it as a forced attempt to
harmonize. Therefore, it seems better to me, if practical arguments, taken from the same chapter,
can be decisive. In this context, I believe to have found at least four points that will prove, that
our usual exegesis is completely wrong and that it is therefore only possible to consider multiple
places, the LORD will choose within any tribe.

In the first instance, we already mentioned the argument that some draw a conclusion from the
contradiction between, not at all places, but at the place the LORD chooses. It is said that there is
a  clear  contradiction  between plural  and singular.  However,  reading more  accurately  and in
context with the whole chapter, we see immediately that the dilemma is posed totally differently.
Moses said, no altar at any place you please, but at the place the LORD will choose. The question
is not if one instead of many places be eligible for worship, but if the place of the altar shall be
assigned by human discretion, rather than by divine election. The latter is even accentuated by its
context. Moses notes that a temporary exception of the existing altar law has crept in. During the
initial operations in the land east of the Jordan, they were, in this respect, no longer as particular
about it as in the desert. It was wartime and war circumstances obstructed the normal way of life.
Also keeping the established ceremonial rules was often made difficult.  With an army on the
move, where could sacrifices be offered when they were miles away from the altar they used to
go to otherwise? Apparently, during the war activities, Israel made use of the holy places they
happen to come across in the occupied areas. Moses did make excuses. After all, they had not
settled in their land of heritage (Deut. 12:8, 9). However, it remained an irregularity. As soon as
the “rest” returns and the operations have ended, they must as soon as possible...yes, do  what
exactly?  Is  a  new rule  needed? No way,  -they must  return  to  the  old regulation  of  Ex.  20.
Therefore, they must abide by the altars wherever the Lord caused His name to be honoured, and
they must no longer use the sacrificial places they see all around them. The danger is in the
human arbitrariness. The fact that the Lord tolerated the divergency because of circumstances,
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should never be used to conclude, that the place of the altar can be arbitrary. But the matter of
either one exclusive place or many more, was never in dispute.

Secondly,  when we briefly paid attention to the altar laws of Ex. 20, we did not address the
motivation for the regulation about the use of materials. We will now go into that, because it
shows that Deut. 12 does not address completely different circumstances.  Therefore it  is not
separated by centuries from the law of Ex. 20. It addresses, however, the same dangers and so it
supposes similar situations. In Ex. 20, the Lord identified earth as building material, and stone as
a substitute, but then undressed stone. He also prohibited the installation of stairs. This has often
been explained as if the lawgiver wished to have in the worship the most possible soberness and
simplicity. He would have shown to be averse to luxury, and – to use that important word – he
would have regarded “culture” with a fair amount of animosity. This does not sound too likely.
Because nowhere is the Bible  antagonistic  towards culture and in the least  in Deuteronomy.
Indeed, why was luxury then allowed in tabernacle and temple? The use of earth does certainly
sound simpler than dressed stone, as long as one thinks about a pile of clay or a build-up of grass
sods. But the intent might have been an altar made of clay tiles. One has come across such altars
near Shechem. It cannot be claimed, really,  that such sacrificial places were simpler or more
primitive than those made of roughly cut stones, which were also discovered in excavations.
Therefore,  simplicity  was likely not the  motivation.  Because,  the stairs  were prohibited,  not
because it would then become luxurious, but in view of the apparel worn in those days, there
were too many objections  of  public  decency connected  with it.  The motivation  is  here thus
expressly ethical or moralistic. Such an impression is the greater, when we hear why no iron
tools could be used to dress the stones, which would “defile” the altar. It has been said, that the
human touch or use of tools, would mean according to an ancient idea, contamination of what is
consecrated  to God.  However,  when earth  was used,  then also the clay did still  have to  be
molded by human hands and they were apparently shaped in iron forms. Moreover, “defilement”
is  not  concerned  with  too  close  a  contact  between  God’s  possession  and  tools  handled  by
humans. The issue is not the profaning of what is only accessible to God. Neither does profaning
mean to make available to man what was reserved for God. The Bible does not call holy what
has negatively been withdrawn from man’s use, but holy is what has positively been dedicated to
the Lord and not to idols. Where an iron tool is used in manufacturing an altar, the intent was
certainly not to make it in this way into a common object of utility that would no longer be
exclusively  reserved  for  the  Lord.  Not  at  all,  for  the  religious  purpose  to  make  the  altar
accessible to man was totally maintained. But in that way, the fence or the wall of division was
breached, whereby the Lord was separated from idols. The verb “to defile” is always used in the
sense that the inherent character of the Lord and His service is not touched by idolatry. The Lord,
who is totally different than idols, wants to have that acknowledged and maintained, also in the
use of materials  and the building of His altar.  He wishes to exclude the possibility,  that this
radical antithesis might be erased by dressed stones, and so corrode the special, unique character
of His service. Therefore it is significant, that the excavations discovered four types of stone
altars. Two were dressed and two were made of rough material. It was also discovered that those
made of dressed stone showed a very primitive character,  for they could not  be praised for
artistic merit. However, specifically these two types of roughly cut stones, common among the
Canaanites, who were unaware of earthen altars, did as yet have stairs with the altar. Therefore,
the danger is not in luxury, but in Canaanite religion, which is also expressed in the design. How
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those dressed altars were viewed in those days is difficult to say. Their mythological world is
only slowly opening up to us. What is clear though, is that the design had a specific meaning
within the framework of  a fertility  religion.  Its  goal  was to  stimulate  powers of  fertility  by
magical acts. In a certain way, these characteristics fitted all religions in those days. However,
the format of the discovered stones, as well as the primitive (ornamental) plaques and awkwardly
shaped statuettes, do indeed prove that more than one people accentuated the sexual aspects in a
gross sensual way in the land of Canaan. It goes without saying, that also the equipment of the
altar was permeated with these ideas. The cultic prostitution was nowhere as severe as here. And
then we do immediately discover the relation between the prohibition of the use of tools and the
building  of  stairs,  because  also  from  those  aspects  the  morality  in  this  erotic  service  is
permanently affected. Another point to consider is that the discovered altars in these excavations
are often supplied with the so-called cup marks, that is, chiseled out, bowl-like hollows, that are
often connected with burial chambers via a very complicated set of ducts and pipes. The iron tool
that shaped the stones, served also in the scope of the cult of the dead. Although we do by far not
know all  the particulars,  it  is sufficient to realize,  that the regulations of Ex. 20 deal with a
measure  of  grim repugnance  (antipathy)  against  the Canaanite  infection.  This  contamination
posed a threat from fertility gods and cults of the dead via the type of altar. Both will be the
death of faith in the Lord, and therefore His altar may not promote such corruption in any way.

It is remarkable, that in Deut. 12 we roll into the same atmosphere of a fanatical struggle against
Canaanite  paganism.  For  the  existing  altars  they  will  come  across,  are  to  be  thoroughly
destroyed. Israel has to demolish and burn the erected idols and the “forests.” That means they
must  do  away with  the  masculine  god of  fertility  and  the  (feminine)  goddess  of  sexuality.
Because both, the type of altar and its equipment, are deadly dangers to the service of the Lord.
In  addition,  it  is  striking  that  consuming  the  blood  is  prohibited.  Again,  this  can  only  be
understood against the background of a religion that seeks to stimulate the powers of life. That
is, they do not bring the blood to the altar of reconciliation, as in Israel, but they consume the
altar blood, which possesses life. They do not partake of life foods, but they consume the life
force itself. Within the same framework, the Canaanite practices of child sacrifices is addressed.
It is quite remarkable, that the excavations near Gezer, exposed an area that very likely can be
regarded as the sacrificial high place for that district. Some do still doubt that, but I am motivated
to believe it. Nearby, they found quite a number of children cadavers in a row of jars. None of
the babies had been older than one week, and some of them showed signs of fire. We would not
be mistaken, if we viewed these as a new form of the religion of fertility, which was at the same
time a death cult. That means that in order to liberate forces of life, they must cut off a tender
life, so that it will bear fruit a hundred fold. Deuteronomy 12 opposes not syncretized religion
from the time of Josiah, when gods of almost all nations had been imported. But it battles against
the  unadulterated,  untainted  Canaanitism,  as  it  thrived  at  the  time  of  the  conquest.  The
background of Ex. 20, as well as Deut. 12, are exactly alike. It is not the situation of about 600
BC, but the one of around 1400 BC, when the perversity of Canaan’s religion was shown at its
worst.

Related to this is my third argument. When Deut. 12 would indeed have restricted the ceremonial
worship to one sanctuary,  first  in Shilo and later  in Jerusalem, then this  would,  under these
circumstances, have been the quickest and surest way to drive Israel into the arms of Canaan’s
gods. They have arrived in a country, where they come across pagan altars on every high place
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and under any green tree. They stumble over them so to say. It is a worship service that raises the
senses to ecstasy. Almost at every move they make, they are exposed to the powerful suction of
that temptation. With a law for cultic centralization, the Lord would have made His people not
immune to such infection, but rather defenseless. For the positive forces of the law, which will
be their taskmaster to Christ, would then only be experienced at a few occasions each year. At
the same time, the negative influences of heathendom/paganism surrounds them constantly. Even
though I do not wish to approach the issue from a subjective point of view, this people did
indeed still have religious needs. But in that respect they suffered from hunger. Starvation would
have been caused by the centralization legislation of their own God. Moreover, the forces of
grace – for administration of the means of grace is the purpose of the altar – that grace from God,
would then be too scarce over-against the richness and the fullness of the altar of devils. How
could the Lord lead this people to the day of Christ, if He would make the depiction of Christ, in
the sacrifices and other ceremonial laws, so difficult to access. Cultic centralization means, that
the Lord Himself ushered His people into a land of severe poison. However, to safeguard them
against such contamination, He did as good as lock the medicine chest. Is there any way more
certain to lead Israel to ruin?

Now I have come to my last argument (against Bible criticism, tr). Deut. 12 prescribes that Israel
must bring all their sacrifices to the sanctuary that will be chosen. Different kinds of sacrifices
are summed up. Added to them is the regulation, that on all these occasions, they must appear
with their whole household, their employees and their local clergy, or the Levite who “is from
your towns.”

Just imagine the practical implications for a city, lets say in the North of Galilee, for example the
city of Dan, which is 150 km. away from Jerusalem. The required sacrifices include all three
main feast each year, Easter, Pentecost and Booths. Added to that are sacrifices related to a birth.
Also  included  are  a  freewill  offering,  a  vow  offering  and  an  offering  of  thankfulness,  for
example, for a rescue from a specific distress. When we must keep Jerusalem in mind as the
chosen place, then this means that every complete household, I repeat, every complete household
would have to undertake a trip to Jerusalem about some six times a year. Such a journey was
quite a lot more difficult than today. It would also take a lot more time than these days, when a
liberated family in Groningen (N. Netherlands) would go to church in Marseille (S. France).
Every journey to the altar means an absence of at least one-week. Who would look after the
cattle? What clinches the matter, is indeed that the local pastor has to go along. In other words,
with only some fifteen  families  in  a  town,  the  Levite  would never  again be home,  and his
ministry would be occupied by traveling constantly back and forth from north to south and vice
versa. But why then would he live in one of the northern cities? He might as well choose his
domicile in Jerusalem. For his congregation is, after all, without spiritual care. By accepting the
cultic centralization, the law does practically become unworkable and senseless. These journeys
by households and clergy to the sanctuary are only possible, as long as the sanctuary can be
reached within only a few hours at most, and when one can return home by nightfall.

For these reasons, I conclude at this time, that Israel never knew a law that bound the people to
one place of ceremonial worship service. Israel did always live under a law that intended to have
regional or even local  places of sacrifice,  beside the central  sanctuary at  Shiloh and later  at
Jerusalem. Only in everything connected to the altar, such as the location to build it, the material
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from which to make it, the equipment to be provided, and the sacrifices that were brought there –
in all these things, Israel was bound to the revelation of the Lord. Across the board, arbitrariness
was prohibited, so that the people might remain the people of the Lord, for they should never fall
into the clutches of Canaanite paganism seen all over. However, at the many altars, the Lord did
indeed save His people from the surrounding temptations. He exercised communion with them
and at all these places, He protected them under the law, which would be their taskmaster to
Christ. This remained to be true after the captivity, for beside the rebuilding of the temple, also
many synagogues sprung up, which found their prototype in those local places for worship.

Over-against Bible criticism, I think, this conclusion has reached a fundamental point. After all,
definitive for the structure of the whole history of revelation,  is not a private  opinion about
particular issues, but it is our own starting point. It has become possible now to conscientiously
maintain the mosaic date of Deuteronomy, and not as part of a tradition about just one book, but
as the basis of the whole O.T. revelation. The framework of Bible criticism poses the Canaanite
paganism as the starting point of O.T. development, and it keeps Moses as the end of the biblical
scope. Over-against this notion, it is now possible to maintain, that Moses is the beginning of the
law, and Christ is proclaimed as the end of the law. In the mind of criticism, Deuteronomy holds
a controlling significance for the whole O.T. In view of that, I think I may say that, with the
above-mentioned result, the key issue of criticism has been broken apart. This is a fact, even
though I did as yet not address all other matters that Wellhausen thought would make his thesis
impregnable, such as offerings, feasts, priests, etc. There was no time for that tonight (or in this
context) and I am not at all finished with that. What I can say now is that a lot of material has
already been gathered and all of it points into the same direction as I attempted to show tonight
(or above).

Therefore, I think that a breach of the main frontline has been successful. Also other propositions
Wellhausen connected to Deut. 12 can no longer be maintained in the light of views presented
tonight. Therefore, further study will consolidate the initial results.

Still, I do not disguise the fact, that with the above result in our own study, more problems are
posed than resolved. For with the above, also the usual opinion among us is overthrown. This
view does require a radical turnabout among us. The difficulties connected with that should not
be seen as insignificant,  for they concern an age old misunderstanding. It is not just that the
effect of the traditional view will still linger for some time, and so we only arrive very slowly at
a  turnabout.  But  that  is  not  the  worst,  because  over  time,  it  will  indeed all  fall  into  place.
However, the cultic background of the whole O.T. is, in principle, viewed differently.

Sofar, I have viewed the reformed study of the O.T. with difficulty,  especially,  as a lot more
attention had been given to the books of later times than earlier times. The cultic laws of Moses
were too  much  neglected.  Consequently,  the  time  of  Joshua and Judges  remained  hazy.  Of
necessity,  also the background in reading the prophets and the psalms remained blurred and
vague.  But  as  long  as  the  background  seemed  structurally  correct,  it  had  been  hoped  to
eventually have that traditional picture come into clear focus. The task would be to redirect the
image, but never to principally correct it. However, it now appears that the temple is least of all
exclusive, and that many other sanctuaries are not only allowed, but even called for. Therefore, it
is now necessary to make drastic changes across the board. The background is principally quite
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different  than  we did  always  assume.  Moreover,  many  questions  will  arise  that  were  never
looked at  before.  Questions  posed in  the past,  will  receive,  within  this  framework,  a  totally
different flavour. For example, how was the worship service organized at these local sanctuaries?
What  was  the  relationship  between  the  central  and the  regional  sanctuaries?  What  was  the
inherent significance of the temple in Israel’s life? Which function did the local altars have in
addition to the temple altar? What about the priesthood in either place? What was the connection
between the offering’s conciliatory factor emphasized in Leviticus, and its rejoicing character
stressed in Deuteronomy? What is the relation between sacrifice and Word service? How was the
order regulated between priests and Levites? What was their respective authority? If they also
took care of the proclamation of the Word, what was the special  task of the prophets? Were
prophets independent from the sanctuary or not? If not, and that is most likely, what was their
relationship  with priests?  We can go on and on.  More concretely,  what  was the  reason for
Samuel to just leave the ark in idleness for twenty years at Kirjath-Jearim? Did that sanctuary
then not have any real significance for his reforms? And what moved David to bring the ark to
Jerusalem without contemplating centralization? What drove the author of Kings to his ongoing
criticism of the high places, now apparently no longer due to the exclusiveness of Jerusalem?
What is now exactly behind the reformation of Josiah? And on it goes. The whole background of
the historical books alters itself along with the background against which we have so far read the
prophets and the psalms. Also in cultic respect, what was precisely the situation they presumed?
What ceremonial worship did the prophets desire? Although we may eventually drop the idea of
centralization,  this  view remains  vague,  as  long as  we do not  crawl  through Moses’  cultic
legislation, and actually study each regulation with respect to its antithesis over-against Canaan.
Our insight into the unique, Jahvistic character of the mosaic law will be more deepened as the
excavations provide a sharper image of Canaan’s cult  and mythology.  Only in this  way,  the
oldest time of the conquest and the Judges will come into the light. With that, the basis is laid to
understand the subsequent historic books. All the material of prophets and psalms must again be
reviewed and incorporated into this framework. Only then the basis is laid to understand the
development, which was already announced by Ezekiel, but which only came about in the time
after the captivity, or in the days of the second temple.

In other words, for many years we will as yet not arrive at a truly responsible view of the history
of revelation.  We have merely made a start by constructing another framework wherein that
history occurred. The veil over the older days is far from being lifted, and requires much detailed
study. Tonight we did not reach more than a beginning of our own approach over-against Bible
criticism. Consequently it is also understood, that this is only a very small start, compared to the
many questions that still need to be answered. However, it remains to be a marvelous thing that
we may see and travel on our own road. It is also a great thing that we may do that in full
assurance over-against bible criticism, for the O.T. does not lead  to Moses, but from Moses to
Christ.
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