
    

 



  

  

i 
Elmer Holmes 
Bobst Library 

New York 
University 
  

  
 







THE PHILISTINES IN TRANSITION 

 



STUDIES IN THE HISTORY 
AND CULTURE OF 

THE ANCIENT NEAR EAST 

EDITED BY 

B. HALPERN Axp M.H.E. WEIPPERT 

VOLUME X 

 



THE PHILISTINES 
IN TRANSITION 
A History from ca. 1000-730 B.C.E. 

By 

CARL S. EHRLICH 

NEG/ 
% 

  

A 
e,
 

Fr
ay
s 

683 

EJ. BRILL 
LEIDEN - NEW YORK - KOLN 

1996  



‘The paper in this book meets the guidelines for permanence and durabilty of the 
Committce on Production Guidelines for Book Longevity of the Council on Library 
Resources. 

  

ibrary of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data 
Ehrlch, Carl S. 

‘The Philstnes 
7 by Carl S. Enrli 

P, cm—{Studics in the history and culture of the Ancient 
Near East, ISSN 0169-9024; v. 10) 

Revision of the author's doctoral disertation (Harvard 
Universiy, 1991). 

Includes bibliographical references and index. 
ISBN 9004104267 (alk. paper) 

1. Philistines—History. 2. Jews—History—953.586 B.C. 
3, Bible. O.T.—History of Biblical cvents. 4. Palestine—History— 
To 70 AD. L Tile. I 
DS90ES7 1996 
959.901—de20 

   ransition : a history from ca. 1000-730 B.C.E     

    
96-30015 

P 

ISSN 01699024 
ISBN 9004 10426 7 

© Copright 1996 by E. Bril, Leden, The Nterands 

All ights resered. No part of this publicaton may be rprodsced, trensltd, sored i 
a atrival systen, or tranited i any for or by ay means, elconc 
mechanical, photocoying, ecoding o others, wihou prio uriten 

“pemicsin fiom th publisher. 

Authrization to photcpy iems fr intemal or pasonal 
wse i granted by £, Bl provided that 

the opproprite fesare paid diecy to The Caprigh 
Clarace Ceter, 222 Rosasood Drive, Sete 910 

Danvers MA 01923, USA 
Fes are subjet 0 change  



For 

Michal 

Yam®h 

mya 

 





    

    CONTENTS 

Acknowledgments 

Chapter One: Philistia and the Philistines 
By Way of an Introduction 
Philistia and the Philistines 
Trude Dothan and the Material Culture of the Philistines 

~ Philistine Origins 
~> “Maximalists” and “Minimalists™ 

— A Portrait of the Philistines 
Summation 

   

  

Chapter Two: Loss of Supremacy 
The Stage Is Set 

> David’s Philistine Wars 
> The Status of the Philitines vis-4- 

Gath and Isracl 
Cherethites and Pelethites 
Shimei’s Slaves 
Philistia During the Waning Days of the United Monarchy 
Archacological Evidence Bearing on Philistine History in the 

Tenth Century B.CE. 
Summation 

   s the United Monarchy 

Chapter Three: Dark Ages? 
Pre- and post-Davidic Philistines 
Gath and the List of Rehoboam’s Fortresses 
‘The Campaign of Shoshenq I to Canaan 
Batles with Isracl at Gibbethon 
Relations with Judah in the Mid-Ninth Century B.CE 
Peace between Philistia and Israel 
Aramean Interlude



il CONTENTS 

  

Judah Finds an Outlet o the Sea 7 

Chapter Four: First Contacts With Assyria...... 79 
‘Adad-nirari IIT 79 
The Date of Philistine Tributc . 81 
Tiglath-pileser I1l and the Methods of Assyrian Imperialism 85 
Tiglath-pileser 11 and the West ) 88 
‘The Syro-Ephraimite War 4 89 
Gaza and Hanunu 94 
The Revolt of Mitinti of Ashkelon 98 
The Accession of Rukibtu over Ashikelon 100 
Summation v 103 

Appendix A: Biblical Sources 105 
Abner Predicts David’s Victory over the Philstines: 2 Sam 

317-18........ 4 105 
David's Dual Defeat of the Philistines 108 

2 Sam 5:17-25 108 
1Chr 14:8-17 4 113 

Obed-Edom the Gittite b 116 
2 Sam 6:9-12 s 116 
1Chr 13:12-14; 15:24-25 .. 2 118 

Summation of Philistine Defeat 119 
2Sam gl ......... 120 

1 Chr 18:1 H 120 
David's Tribute from Conquered Peoples A 121 

2 Sam 8:11-12 121 
1Chr I8 ... 121 

Ittai and the Gittites: 2 Sam 15:17-22; 18:2a 122 
“The People Call to Mind David’s Defeat of the Philisines: 2 

Sam 19:10-11-Eng 199-10 125 
Four Philstine Champions Defeated in Individual Combat ... 126 

2 Sam 21:15-22 126 
1Chr 204-8 i el . 129 

More Anecdotes i . 132 
2 Sam 23:9-17 L, 132 
1Chr 11:12-19 2 . 134 

Shimei’s Slaves Escape to Gath: 1 Kgs 2:39-41 137 
‘The Extent of Solomon’s Rule 138  



CONTENTS ix 

    

1Kgs 5:1,4-Eng 421,24 ....... 4 138 
2Chr9:26 139 

Gezer, Pharaoh, and Solomon: 1 Kgs 9:15-17a 140 
Rehoboam’s Fortified Cities: 2 Chr 11:5-12 : 141 
The First Siege of Gibbethon: 1 Kgs 15:27 4 142 
‘The Second Siege of Gibbethon: 1 Kgs 16:15-17 143 
The Philistines Render Tribute to Judah: 2 Chr 17:10-11 144 
YHWH Stirs Up the Philistines: 2 Chr 21:16-17 146 
Ahaziah of Israel Inquires of a Philistine Oracle: 2 Kgs 1:2 148 
Shunammite Sojourn in Phiistia: 2 Kgs 8:2-3 .19 
Hazael of Aram Captures Gath: 2 Kgs 12:18--Eng 12:17 150 
Hazael Captures the North Philistine Coast: 2 Kgs 13:22 + G 151 
Uzziah of Judah Expands into Northern Philistia: 2 Chr 26:6-7 . 153 
The Philistines Exploit Judah’s Weakness: 2 Chr 28:18 155 
A Prophecy against the Philistines: Amos 1:6-8 A5 
Ashdod (?) Witnesses Samaria’s Evil: Amos 3:9 159 
Gath Compared with Zion and Samaria: Amos 6:2 161 
Philistine Exodus: Amos 9:7 162 
Philistine Soothsayers: Isa 2:5-6 | 162 
Philistia and Aram Oppress Israel: Isa 9:11--Eng 9: 12 165 

Appendix B: Assyrian Sources v 167 
Adad-nirar 111 167 

Nimrud Slab Inscription . 168 
Saba’a Stela ... 3 171 

Tiglath-pileser I1I ............. s 
Annal Fragments ... CES TG 

[TP Amnal 18 = Lay 29 = Rost xviib 176 
ITP Amal 24 = Lay 72b + 73a “line endings” = 

Rost xviiia 177 

Annal Fragments: Transliteration and Restoration .. 178 
Summary InSCriptions ...... . 180 

I7P Summ. 4 =TI R #2 = Rost xxv + xxvi 180 
ITP Summ, 7=K 3751 =2 R 67 = Rost xxxv- 

xoowviii 2 182 
I7P Summ. 8=ND 400 (BM 131982).......... 184 
ITP Summ. 9 =ND 4301 + 4305 + 5422 (+ 5419 

+K 2649) 186 
Hanunu of Gaza: Comparison of Texts 188  



   CONTENTS 

Miscellaneous Texts 
Nimrud Letter 12 = ND 2715 
Relief Depicting the Capture of Gezer 
Eponym Canon C* 1 =K 51 

Bibliography 

Indices 

Personal and Divine Names 
Toponyms 
Authors 
Biblical Literature 
Ancient Near Eastern Literature 

    

   

    

    

      

   

190 
190 
192 
193   



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

The following is a revision of a doctoral dissertation presented to the 
Department of Near Eastem Languages and Civilizations at Harvard 
University in 1991 

I am grateful to my Doktorvater, Frank M. Cross, and to the other 
members of my doctoral committee, Peter Machinist, Lawrence E. Stager, 
and Piotr Steinkeller, for their advice and encouragement in the carly stages 
of this work. The major impetus for returning to this topic and publishing it 
in book form has come from many of my colleagues in Heidelberg, 
Germany, where I spent the four years after receiving my doctorate as a 
Wissenschafilicher Mitarbeiter at the Hochschule fir Jiidische Studien. First 
and foremost among these colleagues has been Manfred Weippert, who 
prevailed upon me to publish this work, encouraged and advised me at 
every step of the way, and accepted this book into the series Studies in the 
History and Culture of the Ancient Near East. My debt of gratitude to 
Weippert's co-editor, Baruch Halpern, has recently extended to include his 
unintentionally generous vacating of his position at York University. 
Patricia Radder of E. J. Brill has patiently overseen my fumbling attempts at 
producing a camera ready copy of the manuscript. 

In the spirit of enviromentalism, Lowell K. Handy has allowed me to 
recycle a chapter which I wrote for a volume which he is editing as the first 
chapter of this book. 

The bulk of the revisions was completed during my stay as a guest 
professor at the Kirchliche Hochschule of Wuppertal, Germany, during the 
Sommersemester 1996. 1 am grateful to my colleagues, the library staff, and 
my research assistant, Vanessa Kluge, for their aid in the process of 
revision. Any omissions or mistakes are of course my personal 
responsibility 

1 had hoped to make even more extensive revisions, in particular o the 
archacological sections of this work and in the incorporation of more of the 
recent larger synthetic studies in the field. However, the exigencies of three 
intercontinental moves and three different jobs within the space of barely a 

         



  

   ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

year, combined both with the labor of producing a camera ready copy and 
‘with an ironclad publisher’s deadline, have set limits to the extent of the 
revisions. Yet, to quote (and distort) Qohelet 12:12, “of making ( ) books 
there is no end.” Every book is an incomplete work. If it weren't, there 
wouldn't be anything Ikt to write. This book may be premature, but it is my 
baby. 

My doctoral thesis was dedicated to my parents, Professor emeritus 
Leonard H. Ehrlich and Dr. Edith Ehrlich, née Schwarz. The sentiments 
which I expressed in the earlier introduction are still valid. However, I trust 
that my parents will understand my dedication of this revised version to my wife and mentor, Rabbi Michal Shekel, in honor of her “special” birthday. 
Over the last five years, she and our children, Yossi (Joseph Emanuel) and Shimi (Simeon David), have had to put up with a pater e maritus absconditus, while 1 pursued job opportunities far from home. Having 
recently received a position at York University in Toronto, Ontario, I can 
finally hope that in the near future we will be living not only on the same 
continent, but also in the same country and even, 773, in the same city and 
community. 

   

  

    

Carl . Ehrlich 
Toronto, Ontario, Canada 
Yamim Nord'im 5757 (September 1996) 

  

    

  



CHAPTER ONE 

PHILISTIA AND THE PHILISTINES 

By Way of an Introduction 

  

The first quarter of the first millennium B.C.E. was a transitional period in 
Philistine history. After the Philistines’ initial period of settlement and 
consolidation, their boundaries were set on the southwestem coast of 
Canaan. The distinctive Aegean-influenced material culture traditionally 
associated with them disappeared, and they developed new forms of 
material cultural expression. Their settlement pattern, which had included 
both coastal and inland centers, shifed toward the coastal regions. This 
situation prevailed until the time of the Assyrian conquest in the latter third 
of the eighth century. During the subsequent period of the pax assyriaca the 
inland Philistine centers enjoyed a revival and flourished as never before. 
Archacological and textual evidence has been most helpful in investigating 
the earliest and the latest periods in Philistine history. The following study 
is the first to be devoted exclusively to the “dark ages” between their 
supposed defeat at the hands of David and their conquest by Tiglath-pileser 
111, both of whom can be regarded as the pegs upon which the transitions in 
Philistine studies can be hung. 

Until recently, the post-Davidic history of the Philistines had - for the 
most part - been treated as incidental to the study of other better 
documented civilizations. Only in its earlier phases was Philistine history 
thought worthy of special interest. Thus, the vast majority of studies 
devoted to the Philistines and their civilization was concentrated on their 
period of settlement and consolidation in Iron Age I. On the one hand, von 
Rad' decried such an attitude: “So gross das Interesse war, das man seit 

  

    

*1933: 30.  



  

   CHAPTER ONE 

Jeher den Philisterkmpfen Israels zur Zeit Samuels, Sauls und Davids 
entgegenbrachte, so wenig Aufinerksamkeit pflegte man der Frage nach 
dem Verhiltnis Isracls zu den Philistern in der nachdavidischen Zeit zu 
schenken.” On the other hand, Eissfeld? epitomized this attitude by 
declaring: “Die Geschichte der Philister .. ist dagegen so eng mit der 
Geschichte Isracls verzahnt, dass [diesem Volke] keine besondere 
Darstellung gewidmet zu werden braucht, sondern [seine] Geschichte mit 
der des Volkes Israel erzahlt werden kann.” Writing in the mid-sixties this may have been a reasonable point of view. However, our knowledge of Israel’s neighbors has expanded considerably. Not only are there now more 
sources, particularly archaeological, at our disposal, but we also have a 
better understanding of the sources which bear on the later history of the 
Philistines. 

The structure of the following investigation is quite simple. Following 
this introductory chapter, Chapter Two will attempt to determine the extent 
of David’s subjugation of the Philistines and their place, if any, within the 
context of the united Israclite monarchy. Chapter Three will trace the 
fortunes of the Philistines from the time of the dissolution of the Israclite 
empire until the arrival of the Assyrian empire in the Levant. Chapter Four 
will discuss the first contacts of Philistia with Assyria. 

‘The appendices will examine in minute detail the literary corpora which serve as the basis of historical reconstruction, in order to determine what information can be adduced and judged useful in the task at hand. Appendix 
A will be devoted to the biblical source materials, the choice of which is 
self-evident by the historical time frame of the thesis, although some prophetic texts which cannot be dated with any certainty to the period 
question have been left out of consideration.’ Appendix B will deal 
relevant Assyrian texts from the reigns of Adad-nirari IIl and Tiglath-pileser 
L. 

Intercalated in the bibliography are abbreviations of the titles of works 
cited in the main text. Unless otherwise noted, the dates employed for the 
Judean and Israclite kings are taken from Miller and Hayes 1986. 

Owing to the relative paucity of the sources and their varied nature, a 
history of the Philistines in the later Iron Age cannot aspire to be more than 
a series of episodes. It is hoped, however, that the inquiry that follows will 

   

              

  

*1967: 13536, 
E.g. Zch9:57, which Tadmor (1961a: 269) has dated o 739/8 B.C.E. For analerate tratment of the passage and a much aer datng se Revertlow 1993 89-94 

  

  



PHILISTIA AND THE PHILISTINES 3 

prove useful in advancing the study of an underinvestigated phase of the 
history of a people that has been undeservedly maligned for close to three 
thousand years. 

Philistia and the Philistines 

Philistia and the Philistines have been the object of an ever increasing 
amount of scholarly attention over the course of the past fow decades. 
Although textual sources for Philistine history remain scarce,’ the 
archacologist’s spade has uncovered a wealth of information relating to the 
material culture of the southern coastal plain of Canaan, in particular during 
the Iron Age I and IIC periods. The region of Philistia is bordered in the 
north by the Yarkon or Sorek Rivers (depending on the period), i the south 
by the Wadi el-Arish (the “Brook of Egypt”), on the east by the Judean Hills 
or Judah, and on the west by the Mediterranean Sea. Included within this 
geographical framework are the cities of the Philistine Pentapolis of biblical 
fame, i.e., Ashdod, Ashkelon, Gaza, Ekron (Tel Migne*), and Gath (Tell es- 
Safi?*),’ as well as a number of secondary settlements. The results of the 
excavations of Ashdod,® Ashkelon,’ Tel Batash-Timnah,"” Tel Migne- 
Ekron,”" and Tell Qasile,> as well as of a number of smaller sites and 
regional surveys (both in Philistia proper and at which evidence of 
Philistine material culture has been adduced) are still being analyzed and 

  

“See the genral surveys in T. Dothan 1952a: 1-24; Brug 1985: 5-50; Katzenstein 1992: 326:28; Noort 
1994: 27-112. Somewhat more limited in hei textual scope re Tadmr 1966 and the present study. 
*This dentificaion was established by Naveh (1958). 
©On this identification, which s vewed asthe most probable by the majorty of contemporary schoars, 

s Rainey 1975; and Seger 1992. Following Stager, Sone (1995: 22 has enttively proposed Tel Haroras 
the site of Gath 

  

  " The fis thre it 
Thei geographical location wis & determining facto in their changing fotunes over 

. on hs st are siuatedslong the coast from norh 0 sout,th late two ae nland 
course of     

On this and th other site see the relevant atices in the NEAEHL, in additon t0 the selection of 
publicarions in this and the following notes: Ashdod I: Ashdod 11, Ashdod V. 

* Stager 1991 Johnson and Sager 1995 
*Kelm and A. Mzar 1995 
1T, Dothan 1995; i 1993 195; 1989; G and T. Dot 1987 

. Mazar 1980; 1985  



          4 CHAPTER ONE 

debated.” The fact that a number of these projects are yet to be completed 
or published does not simplify the analysis. However, a number of general 
tendencies, directions, and controversies in the scholarly discussion have 
become evident. 

Most of the attention devoted to the Philistines has focused on the period 
of their settlement and on the distinctive material culture traditionally 
associated with them in Iron Age 1."* The material basic to all theories is the 
distinctive bichrome ware of that period, which has been found at sites 
traditionally associated with the Philistines, as well as at a number of other 
sites throughout the land. It is mainly on T. Dothan’s ground-breaking 
synthesis of The Philistines and Their Material Culture' that all 
subsequent work rests, irrespective of whether it s supportive or critical of 
individual aspects of her reconstruction. Hence a. presentation of her 
synthesis may serve as the basis of discussion.'® 

           

     
    
    
    
      

    
    

     

     

  

Trude Dothan and the Material Culture of the Philistines     

        

  

       
   

         

The association of the Philistines with the bichrome ware of the early Iron 
Age is one which goes back to the turn of the century.” It is an assemblage 
of white-slipped ware, which is decorated with red and black paint. The 
decoration consists of various bands and ofentimes intricate geometric 
forms, in addition to metopes with depictions of animals, in particular birds 
looking backward. As Dothan points out, the identification as “Philistine” 
potiery is based on its “typology, stratigraphy, and geographical 

    

  

  

See the lising of sies and their remain in T, Dothan 1982s: 2593, Also useful n this regad is Brug 1985: 66-106,in whichth discussion centers o the ceramicevidence. 
" The major exception to this can be found in the work of Gitin, who in a series of studies has been atemping to trace the development of the regional materil cuture of the southen coastal plain in Tron Age . See the works cted sbove n. 11 
#5ee aboven. 4 
  

"“In addiion o the sbove mentioned work, she has presentd 3 mumber of shorer andlor more populr syntheses of her conclusions, many of them reached in conjunction with her husband, Moshe. See T. Dothan 1971 19825; 1992. See also Dothan and Dothan 1992, 
"7 Fora succin sumimary ofthe history of intepretation of his ware s T. Dothan 1982a: 94 . 1   



PHILISTIA AND THE PHILISTINES 5 

distribution.”® 1t is particularly in the area of typology that Dothan has 
made her greatest contribution.” 

Dothan has  distinguished five major typological groups within the 
Philistine ceramic repertoire. These consist of types derived from Mycenean 
prototypes (Group I, Types 1-8), those derived from Cypriote prototypes 
(Group 11, Types 9-11), those evidencing Egyptian influence (Group III, 
Type 12), those continuing the ceramic tradition of Late Bronze Age 
Canaan (Group IV, Types 13-16), as well as a late group of forms derived 
from Group 1 (i.e., Group V, Types 17-18). 

Group I forms derived from Mycenean prototypes include bell-shaped 
bowls (Type 1) and kraters (Type 2), stirrup jars (Type 3), pyxides and 
amphoriskoi (Type 4), three-handled jars (Type 5), strainer-spout or “beer” 
jugs™ (Type 6), basket-handled jugs with spout (Type 7), and juglets with 
pinched-in girth (Type 8). Group II types derived from Cypriote prototypes 
include cylindrical bottles (Type 9), horn-shaped vessels (Type 10), and 
‘gourd-shaped jars (Type 11). Group 11l consists of one vessel, a jug with an 
elongated and oftentimes bulging neck, which evidences Egyptian influence 
in both shape and design (Type 12). Group IV consists of forms derived 
from local Canaanite traditions, yet decorated in the Philistine style. These 
include small bowls with bar handles (Type 13), jugs (Type 14), juglets 
(Type 15), and juglets with trefoil mouths (Type 16). Group V, which 
Dothan dates to the late eleventh and early tenth centuries B.C.E., includes 
forms derived from Group I, namely jugs with strainer spouts and basket 
handles (Type 17, derived from Types 6 and 7), and deep kraters (Type 18, 
derived from Type 2). 

In her discussion of Philistine ceramics Dothan also made reference to a 
style of pottery found at Ashdod as of Stratum XIIIb, which appeared to be 
antecedent to the Philistine bichrome ware and in its later stages partially 
overlapped with the latter' This she designated monochrome ware, on 
account of its monochrome dark brown painted designs. It has since been 

        

T, Dothan 19824: 94 
T, Dothan 1982a: 54-215. See lso H. Weippert 1988: 375-82; and the critcal discusions in Brug 

1985: 53-144; and Noort 1994 113-25, 
1 raction t0 Johnson and Stager's concusionthat wne and not beer was the Philstines” beverage of 

coice Johnson and Stager 1995: 95), Dever has commended them for gentrifying the Philstines and for 
uming them from “louish beer-guzzkers to gentee sippers of white wine - no doub, properly chiled and 
accompanied by just th ightbre” (Dever 1995: 116). 
17, Dothan 19824:96.  
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found in abundance at Ekron® and Ashkelon,” and appears to be a locally 
produced assemblage derived from the Myc(enean) IIIB import ware of the 
Late Bronze Age. Owing to its similarity to contemporaneous examples 
from Cyprus it has been given the name Myc IIC:1b. Emphasizing the 
differences between the earlier monochrome Myc IIIC:1b and the later 

bichrome “Philistine” pottery, the Dothans have concluded that they are 
representative of two waves of immigration to Canaan in the twelfth century 
B.CE* Most other scholars, however, view the bichrome pottery as a 
direct outgrowth of the earlier monochrome. The latter thus posit an initial 
monochrome phase which lasted about one generation and is indicative of 
the initial Philistine settlement in Canaan. was followed by a more 

eclectic assemblage, which developed from it ca. 1050 B.C.E. and reflected 

the diverse cultural influences acting on the southern coastal strip of 
Canaan® Tied in with these analyses are fundamental questions concerning 
the origins and initial settlement of the Philistines.® 

      

Philistine Origins 

  

The question of Philistine origins is closely linked with the question of the 
transition from the Bronze Age to the Tron Age throughout the world of the 
eastern Mediterranean. The phenomenon of the seemingly simultancous 
collapse of the great Bronze Age civilizations of the eastern Mediterranean 
‘world is still the subject of intense speculation. This also holds true for the 
possible relationship of the legends of the Trojan War and the subsequent 
wanderings of the Achacans as related in the Homeric epics to that 
collapse.”’ There is a growing body of evidence which indicates that groups 
of Aegean/Mycenean background were on the move in the eastern 

        

 Gunnewes, Periman, Dothan,and Gitin 1986, 
 Stger 1991a: 15 

  

s M. Dothan 1989: es. 65-68; and 1993, in which Dothan atempis (o dentify ths presumed pr- 
Philisine Sea People popultion at Ashdod wit th biblical Anskim. See also Ashdod I1-1, 20; Dothan 
and Dothan 1992: 16570, 255;T. Dothan I982a: 294-95; 1989: esp. 17; and B, Mazar 1992: 14 

  

 Dever 1992: 18:19; A. Mazar 1990: 307-08, 327; Redford 1992: 291 (n which Redford agues against 
postulaing two mmigration waves on the basis of estructon levels) Sager 1991a: 13; H, Weippert 1985 
310 

  

Sesthe discssion inStone 1995: 14-16,and e, thecomparative statgraphic char on p. 15 (Fig. 1), 
Ses .g Redford (1992 254) nd Stager (1991a: 15-18);both of whom deducea diret relatonship    
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Mediterranean world during the period of transition between the Bronze and 
Tron Ages ca. 1200 B.C.E. The phenomenon of pirates of Aegean origin was 
well known in the Late Bronze Age.® At quite a number of sites remains of 
the so-called “Sea Peoples™” were found in levels following those related 
10 the destruction of the Late Bronze. Yet the question arises, whether their 
presence was indicative of a cause or of a result of the collapse of the 
Bronze Age civilizations, or of an unrelated phenomenon. 

Egyptian texts of the 19th and 20th Dynasties are central to the debate. 
In the account of Ramses II’s campaign against the Hitites, which ended in 
a stalemate at the battle of Kadesh on the Orontes, mention is found of one 
of the Sea Peoples, namely the Sherden, among the Egyptian mercenary 
troops.”® Mermeptah listed five Sea Peoples as enemies of Egypt in an 
account of a war against the Lybians.’"\The Onomasticon of Amenope lists 
the coasta Philistine cities and three of the Sea Peoples, including the 
Philistines.”? The account of the journey of Wen-Amon to Phoenicia i ca 
1100 B.C.E. refers to Dor on the Canaanite coast as a city of the Tjeker” 

However, the most important among the texts for understanding the 
putative seitlement of the Sea Peoples in Canaan are those dated to the reign 

of Ramses I, among which the pride of place undoubtedly belongs to the 
Medinet Habu inscriptions and their associated reliefs.’* They relate an 
egyptocentric account of Ramses III's battle against the Sea Peoples. In this 
account, dated to Ramses® eighth year (ca. 1175 BCE), Egypt was 
threatened with a massive invasion by land and by sea by a large coalition 

        

*See Redford 1992: 225, 243, 250; Noort 1994: 84.85 regaring the Sherden). 
 This i & generalterm fo the peoples ofa supposedly Acgean/Anatoian origin who were o the move 

in the transitona period between the Bronze and Iron Ages. On the genesis of the term “Sea Peopls” see 
Noort 1994: 54-55. 

% ANET 255-56. The Sherden may also be mentoned in thre leters from Byblos (Gubla) found among 
the Amama correspondence (EA 81, 12, 123) nd dating o th mid 14th century B.C.E. See Noart 1994 
85; Rohl 1995: 78-79;but see Moran 1962: 393. The Sherden are thought by some (e Dothan and Dathan 
1992: 214) to have given ther namet the i of Sadina. They have also ben lnked with the egion of 
Sardis onthe lonian cout. See Redford 1992: 243 and . 13 

   

' See Noort 1994: 84 Redford 1992: 2474 
See T. Dothan 19822: 3-4; Rediord 1992: 292.93 

  

* ANET 25-29. The Tieker have been identifed both with the Teukrians (Redford 1992: 252, 292) and 
with the Sikeloi or Sikilayu,the later designation of whih is known from Ugartc text (s Edel 1984; 
Stager 1991a: 19 . 23; Sern 1994: 20,85-101 ). Assuming tht the second ienificaton s inded corrct 
they both setled n the egion of Dor and gave ther name o the isand of Sicily. 

    

HANET 2626
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of Sea Peoples including the Philistines,’* the Tieker, the Shekelesh, the 
Denyen, and the Weshesh, as well as the Teresh and the Sherden. The 
Pharoah met them in Djahi*” and at the mouth of the rivers®® and inflicted 
an annihilating defeat upon them. The associated reliefs depict both the land 
and the sea battles, as well as details concerning the personal appearance 
and family structure of the various defeated groups. The defeat of Egypt’s 
enemies is thorough. The Sea Peoples’ fleet is surrounded, their sails 
furled** Also depicted are a number of Sea Peoples, both combatants and 
civilians, including the Philistines, Denyen, and Tjeker with their distinctive 
“feathered” headdresses.*”. Papyrus Harris I summarizes Ramses IIl's war 
against the Sea Peoples.*’ The defeat of the Denyen, the Tjeker, the 
Philistines, the Sherden, and the Weshesh is recapitulated, with the 
additional information that the foes, who were slain, turned to ashes and 
made non-existent, were brought in captivity to Egypt and setiled in 
fortresses. 

Among the major indicators of the transition from the Bronze Age to the 
Iron Age in Canaan are the lessening of Egyptian control and the 
replacement at many sites of Egyptian material culture with the classic 

        

*Egyptian prt. The name Palestine i ther indrec egacy. 
*In cuneiform inscriptions they are referre o as Danura. Many scholars conne them with the Danaoi 

Of Greek fame. Yadin (1968) theorized that the Isaeie tibe of Dan was descended from the Denen, who. 
had setled o the cosst between the Tieker t the north and the Philsines (0 the south. There i, howerer, 
0 extemal evidence tha the Denyen setied on th coast of Canaan. I adition, Niemann has adduced 
archacological connection between the material cultue ofthe rgion oigially assigned o the ribe of Dan 
i the biblicl texts (Josh 19:40-45) and theremains rom Tel Dan to which the rive supposedly migrted 
(Judg 17-18), He thusrejcts Yadin's effot o lnk the Danites and the Denyen/ Danuna/ Danaoi, 3 wellas 

thos of Cyrus H. Gordon and MichaelC. Astou. See Niemam 1985: 273-91. 

  

  

  

        
  

  

7 This e rfers in generlsensetoth eastem Meditrranean cosstalregions. 
*The eference here s most ikely tothe Nile el region. 
“This i one of the piecs of evidence presumably adduced by Raban and Steglitz (1991: 35-36) in their 

argament that the Egyptans atiacked the Sea Peaples by srpris, 
*For discussions and itepreations of the reles see T. Dothan 1982a: 13; Noort 1994; 6-83 
“ANET 260-62 See also Wood 1991: 49. 
Whether the last two clauses are 1o be undersiood sequentally or 15 independent siatements has 

occasioned debate. I a sequenial understading, the captives were sealed in Egyp, whie the rest of the 
Philstines or Sea Peoples carved out a errory forthemselves in Canaan, See e.¢. Wood 1991. To tis 
reconsimuction Redford (1992: 289) adds the observation tht if Ramses I1I clims to have allowed the 
Philstines t0 setle a mercenariesin Canaan, it would have been “pot evenin.” The paratctc nature of 
the text also allows an inerpretation a evidence that Ramses 11 seled capive Sea Peoples (mainly the 
Philstines)as mercenaries in Canaan.See .5 Singer 1985 
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Philistine ware.*® Since the first literary mention of the Philistines places 
them among the Sea Peoples in the texts dating to the eighth year of the 
reign of Ramses I11,(a connection has been sought between their arrival in 
Canaan and Ramses’ war against the Sea Peoples.) Among the various 
reconstructions of the historical sequence of events, one may identify both 
maximal and minimal positions, in addition to a myriad of variations on 
them. 

  

laximalists” and “Minimalists "     

A maximal position would hold that at the collapse of Mycenean 
civilization hordes of refugees invaded the eastern Mediterranean in search 
of a new land to settle. During the course of their long journey by land and 
by sea toward the fertile Nile Valley, they destroyed the Hittite empire and 
the coastal Phoenician/Canaanite city-states. Ramses IIl was able to prevent 
them from invading Egyptian soil and settled the Sea Peoples, among whom 
the Philistines played-a leading role, as mercenaries on the southwestem 
coastal strip of Canaan. However, the weakened Egyptian New Kingdom, 
already in decline, never recovered from the exertion and eventually lost its 

holdings in Canaan to the Philistines.* 
This reconstruction, with modifications including the question of the 

location of the two (-pronged) battle(s)"* and of whether the Philistines 
were settled by the Egyptians as mercenaries’ or seized the land for 
themselves,"” has become the dominant model in the field. Although there 

  

 Oher characteistics adduced for the transiion from the LB 1o the 1A include the breakdown of) 
intemationaltrade and the change n stement paterns. 
“For recent variations of such a reconstructon see Redford 1992: 241-56 (on pp. 253-54 he refes 103 

majo cosiion groups centeed in Cari, who had fought nthe Trojan war): Sager 1991a:9-18; and Wood 
1991: 44.52, 
1 ssence there have ben thre models ofthe elationship o the land and sea batkes to cach other: The 

first would place both in Syri or northem Palestine (see Singer 1985: 109 and n. 1; the second would 
plce the nd batle in Syriaand the sea tatle inth casem dela egion of Egypt (see Bamett 975: 372); 
while the third model places bath in the esstem Nile dela, thus poslatig an atack on Egypt from 
PhiliinesSea Peopls lrcady in Canaanas setles or s sojourners (see Bieiak 1993: 299-300), 

  

   

1. Dohan (1992: 329) has referred o the Egyptians” raning permission o the Philisines (0 setle in 
‘Canaan; while ltamar Singer (1988 ) has referrd to the Egyptans’ “[sjeling Philstnes in Egyptian 

bases long th coast afer Ramses I1's cighthyear.” See also B. Mz 1992: 28 
 Bictak 1993: 300; Wood 1991: 4645 
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is some discussion of whether the eighth year of Ramses III represents the 
first Philistine incursion into the Near East or not, a direct correlation is 

sought between the settlement of the Philistines and the bichrome pottery 
which made its appearance in the twelfth century B.C.E. Those who find a 
direct progression from the monochrome Mye IIIC: 1b ware to the bichrome 
ware date the appearance of the former to Ramses’ eighth year and the latter 
to ca. one generation later, i.e. ca. 1150 B.CE.* 

The position labeled minimalist takes a much more critical stance vis- 
vis the historical credibility of the Medinet Habu inscriptions and their 
association with the settlement of the Philistines in Canaan.'” The texts are 
viewed as standardized literary texts which may contain a historical kernel. 
However, the reference to a grand coalition of “Sea Peoples” is interpreted 
in typological terms, and the engagement between them and Ramses is 
understood as the conflation of a gradual process of fension between 
Canaan and Egypt or as the reinterpretation of a local conflict in the Nile 
Delta as a battle of quasi mythic proportions in order to glorify the 
Pharaoh.*’ Butressing these interpretations are the literary structure of the 
inscriptions and the ideological ordering of the reliefs, in which two of the 
reported wars of Ramses I11 appear to have no basis in historical reality.”" 

The difficulty of associating pots with peoples or ethnic groups has ofien 
been commented on.” Nonetheless, the association of the Philistines with 
the Tron Age I bichrome pottery bearing their name is most often taken for 
granted. Although most scholars have backed off from postulating that 
every site with bichrome pottery was under Philistine control, the ethnic 
association remains. Wherever the distintive early Iron Age bichrome ware 
is found, Philistine ethnic presence is assumed. Indeed, Singer has recently 
argued that the Mye ITIC:1b ware should be designated “Monochrome (or 

      

         

         

  

     
“E.g.A. Mazar 1990: 307-08; Stager 1991a: 13    

  

“For scepical atitades tovards Ramses I’ cais inhis Medint Habu inseiptions e, i additon to 
thse listd below, Bita, 1993; Brug 1985 27-28; nd especaly Cifol 1988, 
#See Cifola 1988: 303; and Noort 1994: S4-55, 104-12, who follows Helck smong others in this intepretation. In Noortsopinion, Ramses s batle aganst the Sea Peoples was nothing mare than  local 

revolt of Egypian mercenarie aganst thei overlord. 

    
        
       

" These would be the campaigns against the Nubians and the Asiatics.See Noort 1994: 108, and lterature 
there.       
Seei.a. London 1989, and lteratre ther,   



PHILISTIA AND THE PHILISTINES 11 

early) Philistine pottery.” A cautionary note has, however, been sounded 

in particular by Brug, Bunimovitz, H. Weippert, and Noort, among others. 
In essence their theories rest on the fact that even among sites in the 

Philistine heartland, the supposed Philistine pottery does not represent the 
major portion of the finds.”* Although Brug’s statistical analysis of the 

proportion of bichrome pottery to other forms (mainly the continuation of 
LB Canaanite traditions) is flawed by his reliance on samples not gathered 
to be analyzed in this manner, the cumulative thrust of his argument is 
probably valid, namely that the bichrome ware represents a small proportion 
of the total assemblage from supposedly Philistine sites.* For example, at 
Tell Qsile, the only city thought to have been founded by the Philistines, 
the bichrome pottery represents just 20% of the total assemblage.”” Itis thus 
conjectured that the bichrome ware and its antecedent monochrome ware 
were the fine china or luxury ware of their time. The fact that both the 
monochrome and the bichrome wares were locally produced (along with 

pottery which continued the Bronze Age Canaanite traditions) after the 
cessation of trade contacts with Cyprus and the Aegean leads to the 
conclusion that, rather than being evidence of a massive foreign incursion 
into Canaan ca. 1175, these wares were local replacements for the now 

unavailable Late Bronze Age luxury import wares. While not denying 
Cypriote and/or Acgean/ Mycenean influence in the material cultural 
traditions of coastal Canaan in the early Tron Age, in addition to that of 
Egyptian and local Canaanite traditions, the above named “minimalist™ 
scholars emphasize the continuities between the ages and not the 
differences. As H. Weippert has stated, “Konige kommen, Konige gehen, 

  

    

  

    

 Singer 1985: 112, 
See Brug 1985: 53-144; Bunimovitz 1990: 212-13; Noort 1993: 373-79; 1994: 113-28; H. Weippert 

1988:380-82 
#Sec also M. Welppert 1971: 16-18. 
*Brug himsefis awar of theproblems associated with his sample,yethe assumes that the results would 

more kel be skewed to ovremphasizeth presence of the decoraed bichrome ware. See Brug 1985: 53- 
144.Stone (1995 13) has atacked Brug’s overly heavy reliance on statisticalanaysi. Whil e agres that 
the Mycenean orgin of isolated pieces of evidence could be questoned, the cumlative force of the 
evidence has o point inth dircton ofan inasion theory 
1A, Mazar 1990: 316, The one exception o this general rend would appear (o be Tel Migne-Ekron 

Stratum VIL, in which My 1C:1b ware aceounis for over alf of the pottey excavted. See T. Dotban 
1995: 46; T. Dothan and Gitin 1993: 1053, The large amounts of Myc IIIC:1b pattry combined with the 
expansion ofthe cty rom 10 to S0 sces lead e.5. A. Mazar {0 see at Iron Age 1A Ekron clear evidene of 
the setiement of o large group of Acgeans. See A. Mazar 1994: 250. See also Sone 1995: 18, who 
following Stager has claimed tht the Mye I1C: 1 ware made p 30%-50% ofthe ceramic repentoit of the 
cites ofthe Phiistine Pentapols 
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aber die Kochtdpfe bleiben.”® In regard to the bichrome pottery she 
follows Galling” and speculates that it was produced by a family or 
families of Cypriote potters who followed their markets and immigrated into 
Canaan once the preexisting trade connections had been severed. The find at 
Tell Qasile of both bichrome and Canaanite types originating in the same 
pottery workshop® would appear to indicate that the ethnic identification of 
the potters is at best an open question. At any rate it cannot be facilely 
assumed that all bichrome ware was produced by “ethnic” Philistines.! 
Thus Bunimovitz’s suggestion to refer to “Philistia pottery” rather than to 
“Philistine” must be given serious consideration.* 

What holds true for the pottery of Philistia also holds true for other 
aspects of the regional material culture. Whereas Acgean cultural influence 
cannot be denied, the continuity with the Late Bronze traditions in Philistia 
has increasingly come to attention. A number of Iron Age I features which 
were thought to be imported by the Philistines have been shown to have 
Late Bronze Age antecedents.” Tt would hence appear that the Philistines of 
foreign (or “Philistine”) origin were the minority in Philistia.** Just as the 
origins of Israel in Iron Age I are shrouded in mystery and we are unable to 
pinpoint the changeover from a “Canaanite” consciousness to an “Israelite’ 
one on the basis of isolated cultural phenomena, so too in the case of the 
contemporaneous inhabitants of the coastal regions of Canaan. Many 

  

  

  

  

SUH. Weippert 1988: 352, 
“Galling 1970:91.92, 
©A. Mazar 1992: 21 

  

1A, Mazar 1990: 317 
“Bunimovitz 1990; 202-13. H. Weippert (1988: 382) has suggesed the name “palistinische submykenische Keranik” in order o draw attntion bth t th plac of producton ofthis syl of potery andioisforeign ntecedents. 
“These fesures willbe discussd in the following pages. It shouk be noted, however,that & number of scholars are now proposing that certain materal cultral featurs, thought 1o b ative (0 Canaan, are in realty Sea Peopl imports. Thus Raban and Stiegitz (1991: 34-42, 92.93) have argued that amon other innovatons the Sea Peoples introduced ashlar masonry, composie anchors, and collaed rim jas to the ancient Near East. Dever (1995 115) aso attibutesthe introduction of shlar masonry to the S¢a Peoples, 

in addition o the dromos benchetomb and possibly lso some types offou-room houses. 

  

““Thus Kelm and A. Mazar (1995: 93) have speculated tha the Philsines were the “overlords and aristocrss” st Tel Batash-Timnah, which was populated i he main by the “descendans of the carer (Canaanit inhabiant.” Mazar has aso argoedtha Egyptian dominaion of ciesin Canaan ws replced by Phisine dominaion. Thus the local Canasnit population continued in existence s vasal (0 her new overlords. See A. Mazar 1990:313, 327 
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cultural influences were at work in a variegated population®® to which the 
name “Philistine” was given - similarly to Israel - pars pro toto, possibly by 
the late eleventh century B.CE., ironically a time in which the distinctive 
material culture traditionally associated with the Philistines was waning 

  

A Porirait of the Philistines 

Drawing on the evidence of remains spanning a number of centuries, a 
picture of the culture and society of Philistia emerges. 

‘The emergence of a new cultural tradition in Canaan is most evident ina 
distinct change of diet identified at some Philistine sites. Faunal remains at 
Tel Migne-Ekron indicate that in the change from the Bronze Age to the 
Tron Age the diet changed from one in which mutton and goat were the 
‘meats most often consumed to one in which pork and beef were preferred.”’ 
The phenomenon of a shift in domesticated species, indicative of change 
both in consumption patterns and in the general pastoral economy, from 
sheep and goats to pigs and cattle as sources of meat in the diet, is also 
attested at Ashkelon.” The latter site has also presented evidence 
concerning the importance of fish in the diet in Iron Age 1L 

        

““Noort (1994: 179, 183)refers o he Philisines as a mixture o plst and Cansanies, H. Weippert (1985 
392) has refered to an ethic mixture conssing of Canaanites, Sea Peoples, Syrians, Phoenicians, and 
Cypriotes in various proportons t variou ites. O th diffcules associated with the sthnic dentfcation 
ofthe Philisine sce Gitin 1989: 4 . 22; Stone 1995: 16-17. 

      
s pointed out by Stone in his imporant artice on “The Philstines and Acculuraion” (1995, it has 

cen vadiionalin the scholaly communty o spesk ofthe assimilaion o Philsin culture to Caraanite 
models. This s due o the facttha most scholrs have focused thei ttntion solely on theearlistphass of 
Philstine history and, hence, viewed the disappearance of the bichrome vare and ssociated Acgean 
influnce syles a evidence oftis alleged assmilaion. However, Stone argues persuasively that it is more 
proper (0 speak of the accultrarion of the Phiistines to I i the Levant, in which thy were but a tiny 
minoiy (see Broshi and Finkelscin 1992: 53). As is only now coming 10 be appreciied, the region of 
Philistiartaind an independent existence and distinct mteral culue troughout theIron Age Il period 
See i panicular Hesse 1986); and als T. Dothan 1995: 46; Dothan and Dothan 1992: 245; Wapnish 

1993;5p. 439 
“Stager 1991a:9; 1993: 107. The emphasis on pork inth die at these Pillsine sts stands in contrst 

1o the cating habis a presumbly Isrelitc highland sites such s Al and Raddana. Compare the dieary 
paterms at presumably Isaclte Tel Kinnere in lron Age 11 Pork played a marginal rol i the dit (2% of 
total meat consumption, i spit ofth act tha it was ative o Kinneret region. S Zicgler ind Boessneck 
1990, Hubner (1986) has argued hat the Iron Age Iralite consumption of pork did ot iffer that greatly 
from the Bronze Age Canaaite habts. Pork always played a minor ole in the Canaanite die. Yet it is 
continuously atested, 
“Stager 1993: 107, 
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The attempt has been made to identify at least the later large clay 
sarcophagoi found in Canaan with the Philistines.” However, a direct 
correlation has been shown to be doubtful.”’ The large anthropoid coffins 
are evidence of the presence of Egyptians and their mercenaries, some of 
whom may have been of Sea People descent. In essence, very little evidence 
can be adduced for Philistine burial practices and beliefs, other than o claim 
that they appear to have been eclectic.” 

Philistine sanctuaries have been excavated at Ashdod, Tell Qasile, and 
Tel Migne-Ekron. Although a number of the cultic implements, such as lion 
headed rhyta and kernoi, evidence Aegean connections, in these specific 
cases the claim can be made that these forms were already known and 
employed in Bronze Age Canaan and, hence, cannot be used as indicators of 
newly imported cultures.”” The cult stands found at Ashdod™ and Tell 
Qasile” would also be carryovers of the Late Bronze Canaanite traditions 
In fact a large proportion of the cultic finds at Philistine sites would not be 
out of place in a Canaanite cultural context.’® 

Clearer Aegean or Cypriote influence may, however, be identified in a 
number of distinctive finds of a cultic nature in Philistia. Bovine scapulac, 
which were incised on their edges, have been found both at Philistine Tel 
Migne-Ekron” and at Tel Dor,” the latter of which was inhabited by 
another of the Sea Peoples, namely the Tieker. These scapulae, which may 
have been used as cultic instruments, have also been found in large numbers 
on Cyprus. 

      

T, Dothan 19822: 2528, 
7 Noort 1994: 128-33; . Weippert 1985: 3667 
™ See Bunimovitz 1990: 216-17; A, Mazar 1990: 32627 

7 Bunitmoviz 1990: 213-16; Noort 1994 160; H. Weippert1988: 389-90. On th rhya s also A. Mazar 
19858: 126, 
O the “Msican 

Dothan 1992:p. 7. 
™ A, Mazar 1980: 8796, pls. 32:33 (34) see also . Dothan 19826: 24-51. Some ofthe Qasile examples 

were topped by bird.shaped bows in an Egyptien or Cenaarite syl (A. Mazar 1980: 99-100), Yet, it must 
be added tht th bird motfplayed an impertant rle in Philsine art. It s found s a frequent decoration on 

both monachrome and in particular on bichrome pottery. Both the prows and stens of the Sea People’s 
hips inthe Medinet Habu relefs are bird shaped. See Dothen and Dothan 1992: 229 

" H Weippert 1988: 386.92 
7T, Dothan 1989:9; 1995: 45, 

    w from Ashdod see Ashdod 11,2021, 12 : Dothan and 

  

™ Siem 1993: 330; 1994: 96, 99; 1995: 84
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That the Philistines at least ly worshipped a mother goddess in the 

Acgean mold may be indicated by the find of an almost complete figurine of 
a sitting woman at Ashdod and parts of similar figurines there as well as at 
Tell Qasile and Tel Migne-Ekron.” In this figurine, nicknamed 
“Ashdoda,”” the woman merges with the chair. Thus the back of the chair 

is the woman’s torso and the seat her lap. Parallels have been adduced in 
Mycenean figurines of seated goddesses, in which, however, the figure of 
the goddess is generally molded in the round and is more or less distinct 
from the chair upon which she sits. The Mycenean models also have arms 
and make a somewhat more naturalistic impression. The decoration of the 
Philistine models evidences Egyptian influence, particularly in the stylized 
Jotus pattern on the torso. Later examples of the Ashdodartype have lost 
their applied breasts and are interpreted as masculine deities." This has 

been viewed as an example of the assimilation of the Philistine religion to 
the male-dominated pantheon of Canaan. 

Philistine worship of a goddess at a later date is, however, indicated by a 
number of inscriptions found at Tel Migne-Ekron from a 7th century 
context, in which the Canaanite-Phoenician-Israelite(?) goddess 5rt is 
mentioned, as well as by the find of petal chalices which are associated with 
her worship.? On the basis of these and related finds Gitin observes that 
there were both centralized and individual Philistine cult places, the former 
of which were served by a priestly support system.” The presence of large 

numbers of limestone altars at Ekron, on the other hand, would bear witness 
to the influx of (northern) Israelites after the fall of Samaria in 720 B.CE* 

Female figurines molded in the round also play a role in the case of the 
“mourning women” found at Ashdod, Azor, Tell Jemmeh, Tell Jerishe, and 
(probably) Tell “Aitun (Tel Eton).** These latter figurines hold one or both 

of their hands to their head in a gesture of mourning. Although artistically in 
the Canaanite tradition, they were originally attached to the rim of a krater 
and, hence, reflect a local expression of a type of figurine known from the 

  

  

   

™. Dothan 1992: 330. 
= Concerning th discovery and significance of “Ashdods” see Dothan and Dothan 1992: 153-57. 
1T, Dothan and Cohn 1994:69. 

  

“Gitn 1993: 253-54 
" Gitn 1993: 253, 
*Gitn 1993: 250;se also his 19890, 

T, Dothan 1982a: 237-49. 
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Acgean world and attached to vessels associated with the bu 
as lekanai. 

Among the additional artifacts found in cultic contexts at Philistine sites 
are bi-metallic knives with ivory handles (Tell Qasile, Tel Migne-Ekron),* 
parts of a miniature bronze wheeled cult stand (Tel Migne-Ekron),*’ and a 
gynamorphic vessel whose breasts served as spouts (Tell Qasile).* 

In the public architecture of Philistine sites both Aegean and Canaanite 
architectural features have been identified. To the former belong the hearths 
found at Tels Qasile’” and Miqne-Ekron.™ To the latter belong e.g. the 
bamot found at the latter site. The hearth is an architectural feature known 
from sites in Cyprus and the Aegean. It played a central role in the life of 
the community. The hearths found at Tell Qasile and Tel Migne-Ekron 
belong to the earliest Iron Age levels at these sites. At Tell Qasile the hearth 
was found in a public building built to the southeast of the temple precinct. 
In the hall of the building an elliptical raised mud-brick platform was found, 
in which a round plastered depression served as a hearth. It was founded in 
Stratum XII (second half of twelfth century B.C.E.) and probably continued 
in use through Stratum XI (first half of eleventh century). At Tel Miqne a 
round hearth set in the plastered floor and measuring 2.5 meters in diameter, 
and thus somewhat smaller than parallels from the Cypro-Mycenean world, 
was found as the central feature in the “hearth sanctuary” of Stratum VII 
(early twelfth century B.C.E). It was subsequently incorporated into the 
large public building 351 of Statum VI, dating to the latter two thirds of 
twelfth century. By the tum of the century building 351 had been replaced 
by the monumental building 350, which spanned Strata V-IV. Here a hearth 
was still in evidence at less than half its original size and constructed of 
pebbles. By the final phase of Stratum IV (late eleventh-early tenth century) 
the hearth had ceased to exist. This has been understood as a graphic 
example of the loss of the Philistine’s Acgean heritage and of their gradual 

  

cult known 

  

*T. Dothan 1995: 45;Dothan and Dothan 1992: 225, 
1. Dothan 1995: 49:50, 

  

A Mazar 1980: 7881, pl. 29. There are no clear parallels to this vesse,yetT. Dothan (per ex. in T Dethan and Cohn 1994: 69 speclats that it may be a representation of the Mycenean “Mather” or “Great Goddess.” For shotlsting ofother small culc finds s A. Mazar 1990: 326 
"See A Mazar 1993: 1207-08; and 1990: 317-19. 
* Conceming the hearths a1 Tel Mign-Ekron see T. Dothan 1995: 42-45;and T, Dothan and Gitin 1993 1054-55; nd Dothan and Dothan 1992: 24245 
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assimiliation to indigenous culture.” A parallel cultural development may 
be observed in the contemporaneous disappearance of the bichrome ware. 

Northwest of the building with the hearth at Tell Qasile was a sacred 
precinet. Three superimposed and increasingly larger temples were found 
there dating to the twelfih through tenth centuries B.CE. Although the 
temples” irregular plan and lack of uniformity in design from one level to 
the next led some to speculate that the Philistines brought with them an 
amorphous Aegean sacred building tradition, more recent work has 
indicated that the Tell Qasile temples stood in a Late Bronze and early Iron 
Age Canaanite architectural tradition.” Since some parallels to this type of 

architecture have been adduced in the Aegean and Cypriote world, the 
question of direction of influence has been raised. In this case Bunimovitz 
and A. Mazar agree that the influence would have had to have been from 
Canaan westward.”* 

Information has also been uncovered relating to the economy of Philistia 
in the Iron Age. Surprisingly enough, maritime trade does not appear to 
have played all that great a role in the Philistine economy.” Oded 
speculates that this was due to the Phoenicians’ driving them out of that 
market.” However, this would not have applied to the period of Philistine 
settlement. Agriculture appears to have been a major focus of production at 
Philistine sites. Both Tell Qasile, which was founded in the mid-twelfth 
century B.C.E., and Tel Mor, the port of Ashdod, which became Philistine 
about a century later, bear witness to this phenomenon, in spite of the fact 
that they were both port cities. The importance of textiles to the Philistine 

   
       

    
    
        
        
        
    
        
         

    

        

   
    

                      

     

      

1 See, however, Noart (1994: 147), who i wiling 0 g0 no farther than t recogaize an affnity between 
the Ekronite and Cypriote (not Acgean!)hearhs. 
A, Mazar (1992) has clssified the Qasle temples as among those “with indiret entrances and 

iegala plans” (p. 177). Other Canaanite examples nclude the Lachish Fosse Temples, the temple at Tel 
Meorakh,and the templs of Bet Shean Srta X and V (a5 well a5 those of VIIVI). Mzar ls includes 
twobuikings whose function as temples is unclear: Tell Abu Hawam Building 30 and he “Lion Temple” i 
Jaffa. Inspite of the fct that they form a diverse group, th features they have n common ar: “thir size: 
in severalcases they are not fecstanding bulldings; they have a comer o indirect enrance wiich docs not 
allow the haly-ofholies to be seen from the doorvay; benches are built slong the wals; the celing is 
Supported by columns;th holy-oF-holis i i the form of  aised platformy; and the temples contin back 
rooms which served s treasure rooms or storeroms for offrings” (pp. 181-82). Sec also Bunimovitz 
1990: 2131, 

    

“ Bunimovitz 1990: 214; A. Mazar 19925 182, However, Mazar doss speculte p. 152 n.78) that the 
clustering of templs a Qasile XI-X may b evidence of Acgean influence 
**Dothan and Dothan 1992: 125, 
"0ded 1979:236.
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economy had already been deduced from Assyrian inscriptions.* The 
discovery of biconical loomweights at both Ashkelon” and Tel Migne- 
Ekron™ from twelfth century levels substantiates this deduction. Under 
Assyrian rule, seventh century Tel Miqne-Ekron together with its satellite 
Tel Batash-Timnah” became the major olive oil producing center in the 
entire ancient Near East.” However, oil production was limited to only 
four months of the year. The industrial zones could not be allowed to lie 
fallow and the workers employed there could not be allowed to remain 
inactive for the rest of the year. Thus evidence was uncovered that the 
industrial complexes which were employed in the production of olive oil for 
one third of the year were converted into textile production facilities for the 
remainder of the year. Textile dyeing seems to have been a facet of Tell 

Qasile’s economy."®' Finds at Ashdod indicate that it was a major hub for 
international trade. Concurrent with the expansion and specialization of the 
olive oil trade at Tels Migne and Batash during the seventh century pax 
assyriaca, Ashdod served as a major producer of pottery, as is indicated by 
a potters’ quarter found in Stratum VIL'® Evidence has been found at 
Ashkelon of a flourishing wine industry in the destruction layer of 604 
B.CE.'" In later periods the production of wine was a major factor in the 
city's economic life. Working backwards on the basis of archacological 
finds and the regional ecology, Johnson and Stager have concluded that 
wine making was a major industry at Ashkelon throughout ts history. 

The picture that has emerged of Philistine city planning is one of 
carefully conceived and executed settlements, with well defined zones: 
public, private, industrial, and cultic.'® Tell Qasile Stratum X (late eleventh 

   
        

    
      
        
        
    
        
    

     

   

    

     

    

   

    

    

    
   
     

      

* Oded 1979: 236; Tadmor 196693 

  

tger 19915: 14-15; 1993: 107. This sty of unbaked cylinder had not previously been idetified in 
(Canaan. s identificaton 4 a loomweight s dependent on paales in Cyprus and n the Mycenean warld, 
a5 well a5 on the high concentration of textile fbers which was found in the surrounding fll and was 

seving. The typical Canaanit loomweight is pyramidl and hs a perfortion at th upper 

  

1. Dothan 1995: 46-47 
*Kelmand A. Mazar 1995: 150-64; A. Mazar 1994: 260-63. 
Gitin 1989: 48-50; 1990: 36-39; 1995: 63-60. See the later aice i is entirty for an exemplary discussion ofthe place of Ekron withn the context of Assyran imperial economic poicy. 

  

1T Duthan and Cobn 1994: 67, 
1M, Dthan 1993a: 100; Oded 1979:257 
1 Johnson nd Sager 1995: esp. 92 
4T, Dothan and Coln 1994: 6.
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to early tenth century B.CE.) was carefully laid out in an orthogonal 
pattern. The rarity of this concept in Canaan has led the excavator, A 
Mazar, to conclude that this may be another indication of the relationship 
between the settlers of Qesile and the island of Cyprus, specifically 
Enkomi."” 

Stratum VI at Tel Miqne-Ekron (first third of twelfth century), which 
followed upon the last level of the Late Bronze Age city, was a well planned 
urban area, which was protected by a mud-brick wall and which had a 
distinct industrial area in which a number of kilns were found.' In Stratum 
VI (last two thirds of the twelfth century) the city, which had been restricted 
to the 10 acre acropolis of the tell during the Late Bronze Age, expanded 
into the area of the lower city and grew to the size of 50 acres.'”” It was in 
the elite area of the lower city, which spanned Strata VI-IV (12th to early 
10th centuries), that the “hearth sanctuary” was found. The high point of the 

early Iron Age city was reached in Stratum IV, during which the distinctive 
material culture associated with the Philistines waned. 

A destruction level associated with the end of the Late Bronze Age at 
Ashkelon has not yet been identified throughout the site.'” The last Bronze 
Age levels were followed in Iron Age I by an enormous fortified port city 
which expanded to a size of 150 acres. The excavation of the site is 

ongoing. 
The story of Ashdod in Iron Age I is one of continual expansion.'®” 

Founded on the widespread destruction layer of the Late Bronze Age city, 
the first phase of the Iron Age city (Stratum XIIT), which was characterized 
by the presence of Myc 1IC:1b pottery, was poorly inhabited. Parts of the 
Late Bronze “stronghold palace” were reused as an_industrial area, 
including a pottery making workshop. Throughout the following strata the 
city continued expanding until it reached its greatest extension in Stratum X 
(late eleventh or early tenth century''”), when it expanded outside of the 

A, Mazar 1980: 76.7. 
*Concering the Iron A 

mostrecent iatigraphic snd chronologica chart of Tel Migne); Dothan and Gi 
ge | ity see . Dothan 1989; 1995 (pl. 4 on p. 59 ollowing the rice has the 

1993: 1053.56, 

  

    
7 This part ofthe tel had been abandoned snce th close o the Middle Bronze Age. See T. Dothan 

1095: 42 
*Stager 1993: 107 
%See the reports in Ashdod 111, 1V, nd te elevan ariles in NEAEHL and ABD. 
"9See A, Mazar 1994: 254, who sees a dirct corrlation beoween the decline of Ekron and the expansion 

of Ashdod intheearly tenthcentury.



        

    

20 CHAPTER ONE 

  acropolis into the lower city. A major feature of the fortification of the 
lower city was a massive two (i.e. four) chambered gate.'"" 

A Philistine town has been identified at Tel Batash-Timnah (Stratum 
V)" It followed upon a Late Bronze Age Canaanite city which had been in 
decline for some time."" The early “Philistine” inhabitants in part reused 
some of the remaining Late Bronze walls. Yet, two tabuns were constructed 
over some of the Late Bronze walls. The city appears to have been well 
planned and densely settled. Although evidencing some classic Philistine 
characteristics in material culture, i.¢. bichrome pottery as luxury ware and a 
pyramidal limestone seal depicting a Iyre player,' the continuity with Late 
Bronze Age traditions in most aspects of the material culture leads to the 
aforementioned theory that the Philistines were overlords of a mainly 
Canaanite population.™* 

A. Mazar views Beth-Shemesh, east of Tel Batash-Timnah along the 
Sorek Brook, as a problem.""* In essence, Beth-Shemesh’s material culture 
in Iron Age L s indistinguishable from that of Tel Batash-Timnah. However, 
the Bible claims that it was an Israelite town during the period of the 
Judges, in contrast to Philistine Timnah. On the one hand this underlines the 
difficulty of relying on the witness of the biblical text. On the other hand 
this tension also evidences the problems associated with the ethnic 
identification of pots and other isolated aspects of material culture.'"” 

         

         
       

  

    
      
    
     
        

     

        
    
    
       

  

    
      

    
   

  

    

    

   

   
   

  

  "I the first phases ofthe Iron Age, defensiv issues seemed ot o play as majo an issu as during the late part o Iron Age I, since & number of exta-maral buildings have been discovered at Philisine sitcs datng 0 thes carlir phases. S T. Dathan and Con 1994: 65 See also Dothan and Dothan (1992: 173) who atribute the need for protctive fortifctions to the burgeoning conflct with sracl i the lter half of the leventhcentury B.C.£ 

       

"5 The laest reatment s in Kelm and A. Mazar 1995: 91-104 
" The excavators arc undecided whether there was an occupaton gap between the LB and IA lecls Kelm and A Mazar 1995:92. 
"“Thus Kelm and A. Mazar 1995: 9. However, i his tudy ofthe group of seas t0 whichthe example from Tel Batash-Tinah belongs, O. Keel (1994) has concluded that the group as 8 whole developed Late Bronze Age Cansanie traditions, although some may be of Egypian orgin. It i cnly th seal from Tel Baash which, n isopinion, vidences a decorarion which canbe consdered new, . Pilsine 

¥ Kelm and A. Mazar 1995: 93, This tempers their 
‘Canaanit population f Timnah ws “almost neviable” 

  

laim o the previous page tha th expulsion of the 

1A, Mazar 1992:273. See also his 1994:251.53, 
Judges 13-16 may reflect tensions between two.     

  in Which Mazar speculatesthat th Samson sores in 
oups of ea Peoples. 

7Sec e Brug 1985: 135-44; Noort 1994; 11328, 
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Although there are many other sites with “Philistine” remains,"* 
question of their identification as Philistine is at best an open issue."” 

the 

Summation 

The picture that emerges of Philistia at the tum of the tenth century 
B.CE. is that of a flourishing urban culture. It stands in marked contrast to 
the highland culture of central Canaan in the same period. In her thorough 
survey of the archacology of ancient Palestine, H. Weippert distinguishes 
not between “Israclite” and “Philistine” culture, but between the Dorfkultur 
in the inland regions and the Stadtkultur of the Canaanite coast.”™ As she 
has noted, the successors to the urban culture of Late Bronze Age Canaan 

were to be found in the coastal plain, specifically in Philistia."?' While 
retaining and developing many aspects of Canaanite culture, the coastal 
plain was, owing to its mixture of cultural influences, a creative cauldron 
during the early Tron Age. However, the tenth century brought with it a 
change in the material culture and settlement patterns of Philistia. 

The disappearance of the bichrome ware, hearths, and other “Aegean” 
aspects of Philistine culture has been alluded to above. A number of 
Philistine sites evidence a development from the bichrome ware to a red- 
slipped ware which was to take its place in the regional assemblage." 
However, the regional culture of Philistia was never again to have as wide a 
distribution as it had until the end of the eleventh century B.C.E. Thus, the 
tenth century, which is the subject of the following chapter, was a 
transitional period in Philistine history and culture. 

      

   

T, Dothan 19824: 2591, 
See Bunimovitz (1990: 217-19),who views Phiistine cuture as a subgroup of the regional cuture of 

the coastal plan. 
H. Weippert 1988: 383 T, 393 . 
UM, Weippert 1988: 353, The ciy-state system of government was also reained i Phoerici, in 

istincion 0 the system of natioal siates which arose throughout the st of Palesine. 

  

" On Tel Migne-Ekron see T, Dothan 1989: 12; n Ashded and it “Ashdod Wore” see Dothan and 
Dothan 1992: 17, 252 A Mazar 1980: 533  





    

  
    

    

  

       

                                        

     

CHAPTER TWO 

LOSS OF SUPREMACY 

The Stage I Set 

   At the tum of the first millennium B.C.E. the Philistines appeared to have 
established themselves as the leading commercial and political power in Canaan. 
Their defeat of Saul, king of  temporarily united Israel, at the battle of Gilboa 
(1 Sam 31) provided ample support for such a view. Since settling on the 
southwester coast of Palestine subsequent to their failed attempt to colonize the 
delta region of Egypt some two hundred years before, this conglomeration of 
miscellaneous peoples of a generally Acgean origin had imposed themselves on 
the indigenous population of the southem Canaanite coastal strip and expanded 

their influence steadily inland. Dominated by five city-states, Ashdod, Ashkelon, 
Ekron, Gath, and Gaza, the Philistines’ political and commercial influence 
extended from Gaza and the Brook of Egypt in the south, northwards to the 
Jezreel Valley, eastwards into the Jordan Valley, and possibly also. into 
Transjordan.' 

Through their subjugation of the fertile valleys of Canaan, the Philistines 
were able to provide for their own subsistance needs through an agrarian 
economy, supplemented by their favorable position at the crossroads of 
intemational overland trade routes leading from Egypt and the Arabian 
peninsula northwards through Canaan and beyond.? In addition, the port cities 
of Ashdod (at Tel Mor), Ashkelon and Gaza were most probably important 
stops on the sea trade routes in the eastern Mediterranean. 

For a period of about two centuries the Philistine city-states were able to 
flourish and enrich themselves. This was partly due to a power vacuum in the 

  

See Har-E11977. 
*See Oded 1979: 223



      

       
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    

     

   

  

    
    

   

    

   
   
     

   2 CHAPTER TWO 

ancient Near East. At the end of the Late Bronze Age the Egyptian New 
Kingdom, which had dominated Canaan, began to collapse, gradually losing 
control and influence over its extended holdings in Palestine. Meanwhile the 
indigenous peoples of the region were badly fragmented into mutually 
unsupportive factions, clearing the way for domination by a power with a set 
agenda. The Philistines were able to establish their regional dominance, while 

_inexorably assimilating to the culture of their new homeland.” 
A major threat to Philistine hegemony arose when Saul was able to unite the 

fractious tribes of Israel into one military and political wnit to challenge 
Philistine expansion into the hill country of central Palestine. Although Saul had 
some initial success against the Philistines, the latter were able to take 
advantage of a split in the Israelite ranks between Saul and his rival David. In 
return for their protection, David entered into a vassal relationship with Achish, 
king of Gath, and received the fiefdom of Ziklag in the northwestern Negeb, at 
the southeaster border of Philistine settlement. Although the remoteness of the 
outpost did allow David some measure of freedom to engage in activities which 
may ot have been in the best interest of his overlord, there can be little doubt 
that David served a useful function in Philistine geopolitics by securing a buffer 
zone region. 

The defeat and death of Saul and three of his sons appeared to settle the 
issue between Philistia and Isracl. The Philistines had warded off the first 
organized threat to the expansion of their political and economic spheres of 
influence. Israel was in disamay. The northem tribes loyal to the house of Saul 
‘were dominated by Abner and his puppet scion of Saul, Ishbaal (2 Sam 2:8-10), 
who, moreover, had had to remove themselves from their former haunts and 
withdraw across the Jordan River to Mahanaim. Meanwhile, the souther tribes, 
Judah and its allies, had tumed to the condottiere David for leadership (2 Sam 
2:4, 10b-11). There can be little doubt that David had used his position at Ziklag 
to curry favor with the leaders of his ancestral Judah, and the death of Saul led 
10 the rejection of his house’s claims over the southern tribe. 

Within a short time after Saul’s death, David became king over Judah at the 
ancient city of Hebron. Even if they were powerless to stop this development, 
there can be little doubt that the Philistines looked upon David’s assumption of 
nule over Judah with favor Although the central highlands had not been 

1L A 
> See Kassis 1965: 264-67; T. Dathan 1982a: 1, 296, S Stone 199, regarding the more proper use o the 

erm “acaultur 

  

   

      

*On this ate point ee Hermann 1981: 152, 
e g MeCarter 1986124,
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conquered, the Philstnes hay m \agww  througly a_— 
( fig}nb@wefi@h@mdd Tomafie megss. i€l affempt o halt Phisie 
 Expansiop | gq@;;wfiz/f/‘fimcl AT Gided s o ‘warrinig factions, 
(e of which was beliolden as a vassal to the king of Gath.® Northern Israel was 

divided from souther Judah by a wedge consisting of at least two cities which 
wee still uled by the vestiges of ancient Canaanite civilization, namely Gezer 
and Jerusalem.” At least the former, and possibly the latter of these was also 
under Philistine hegemony. Yet within a few years, the former Philistine vassal 
David had become supreme ruler of a short lived empire which dominated the 
region between the Euphrates River in the north to Philistia itself in the south.® 

The stages in the formation of the Davidic empire have been ably analyzed 
by Malamat.’ However, before David could-expand his small national state 
outside of the central highlands, he had to n at the Philistines 
“Fow that took place, when it took place, what relationship it bore to his 
assumption of rule over a united Israel, the nature of his subjugation of the 
Philistines, and their status vis-3-vis the Davidic empire have been a subject of 7 
much discussion, inversely proportional to the amount of evidence there is for 
any firm conclusions. i 

Biblical historians have been reluctant to engage in literary-critical 
analyses of the passages which they call into evidence in the task of bringing the 

  

  

   

©Noih 1960: 183; Abaroni 1979: 292; Herrmann 1981 152-53; Sogain 1984: S1. There has been 
debat in the lteratur regarding the characte and staus of Achish, the king of Gath. The most common 
assumption regarding Achish i that b was a Phiistine, one of the scnim “tyrants” who uled the Pilsine 
pentapols. The name Achish s commonly given an Acgean/West Anatolan origin, the cquivalent f the 
name Anchiscs, known from the Aeneid 15 the name of the father that Acncas carried on his back from 
buming Troy (see McCarter 1980: 356). Th factthat Achis i efered t as  king i the Bibe rather than 
a5 tyrant, along with his singular positon among the Philistne rules i 1 Sam 29 has Iedsome o view his 
Satus as unique. B. Mazar (1986: 35, 67, which are reprits of artces that orginally appeared in 1969 and 
1964 respectively) viewed Gath as the cnter of Philstine rule under Achish during the days of the united 
Istalte monarchy. Achish was thus possibly 4 tranitonal figure between the days of the coordinated 
sénim and. the independent kings who nled the Phiistine ciy-tats during the coming centurics 
Following Mazar, Raincy (1975: 71) considered Achish t be the primus iter pares th chief King o the 
Philistincs. Among the more unusual views concerning Achish the following two may be cied: First, using 
the same cvidence as the above, Kassis (1965: 267-69) and Wight (1966: 81-81) concluded tat Achish was 
a Cansanite client king of the Philsines. They referred to the libration of Gath by Achish’s ficnd David, 

once the later had assumed rule over all sral Sccond, basing himselfon the supposed Davidic conquet of 
(Gathand th presence at Ekron of the name Tkausuat the tim of Esarhaddon and Ashurbanipal, Bork (1939- 
41:226) has theoried that the family of Achish was thrown out of Gath a the time of David, only 0 et in 
Eron and ule there Unfortunately he did not explain how the move (0. ity closer 10 theIsaclit hearland 
‘wouldreliee th pressure on Achish and s hous: 

AIL1968: 276; sbout the later ses Yeivin 1964: 151; Delcor 1966: 1266, Bright 1981: 198 
* Contra Garbini 19882132 
Malamat 1982: 19295, 1983: 1116, 
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past to life. Literary critics, on the other hand, have often stopped short of 
applying their conclusions toward the larger task of determining “wie es 
eigentlich gewesen” (L. von Ranke). In the pages that follow, the possible 
reconsiructions of the history of the Philistines as can be gleaned from the 
mainly literary biblical sources will be analyzed, bearing in mind the individual 
discussions of the sources in the first part of his study 

David's Philistine Wars 

Any analysis of David’s defeat of the Philistines revolves around two main 
passages: 2 Sam 5:17-25 = 1 Chr 14:8-16/17 (two battles in the Rephaim 
Valley) and 2 Sam 8:1 = 1 Chr 18:1 (a summation of Davidic victory'®). In 
addition, evidence from the collections of hero tales (2 Sam 21:15-22 = 1 Chr 
20:4-8;2 Sam 23:9-17 = 1 Chr 11:12-19) has in varying degrees been brought to 
bear on the subject. 

As indicated above, it has become axiomatic to refer to David’s assumption 
of nule over Judah at Hebron as an act with which the Philistines were in full 
accord."! Startling differences of opinion arise, however, once a discussion of 
the break between the Philistines and David commences. 

Although various literary-critical arguments have been adduced in support of 
dating the inception of an adversarial relationship to the period immediately 
following David’s assumption of rule over a reunited Isral, there is no 
agreement in the secondary literature regarding this concatenation of events. 

‘There are many'? who have followed the order of events in the Bible and 
viewed the capture of Jerusalem as the stroke which provided the Philistines 
with the realization that their putative vassal had overstepped his bounds and 
was now a threat to their hegemony. 

Although B. Mazar' dated the capture of Jerusalem to the very beginning of 
David’s reign (first year), he also viewed David's assumption of rule over a 
united Isracl as being the trigger for hostilites between Isracl and Philistia (third 
year). This position was taken up by Garsiel," who followed Mazar in the 

      

       
      

    

   °See Noth 1960: 194, 
" See Abaroni 1979: 292; Bright 1981 196; McCarter 1986: 124; Millr and Hayes 1986: 169; Noth 1960: 

183; Soggin 1984: 51 
*E;g Aaroni 1979: 292 Eisfeldt 1936: 27; 1967: 146; Haver 1970: $73-74; Oded 1979: 238 (implied) 

eiin 1964 131-52, 
B, Mazar 1963: 241, 243; 1979: 7. 
“ Garsiel1975: 4143, 

   
        
    



       

         

       
    
        

       

      
        

       

              

     

   

      

   
   

    

     

LOSS OF SUPREMACY 27, 

dating of the capture of Jerusalem, but dated the commencement of hostilties to 
David’s seventh year, after he had assumed kingship over all Isracl. In Garsiel’s 
view, the Philistings sat around bemused for six years after David’s conquest of 
Zion, while mistakenly assuming that he was fortifying it against the north.'s 

Yeivin'® viewed the capture of Jerusalem as a partial catalyst for Philistine 
aggression, the other cause of which he sought in an overtly rebellious act on the 
part of David, unfortunately undocumented, such as the withholding of tribute to 
AchishCSoggin'? also followed Mazar's dating of the capture of Jerusalem. 

However, hie speculated that the cause of David’s falling out with the Philistines 
was a direct result of the initiation of an alliance with Tyre, which dealt an 
économic blow fo the Philistines and served to_awaken the Philistines to _the 
enormous threat ‘David._This led then to a_series of atacks o 

isaleitt, with the result that any semblance of Philistine hegemony was lost. 
T one assumes that Jerusalem was in David’s hands before the initiation of 

conflict with the Philistines and the union of north and south, then it follows that 
David’s capture of Jerusalem was not tied in with his desire to provide himself 
with a suitable capital in a central location; unless one s to assume ither that 
David was preparing a beachhead against Isracl (as did the Philistines according 
1o Garsiel), or that he was anticipating his future union of north and south 

Although the order of events in the Hebrew Bible s supportive of the above 
reconstruction of events, literary-critical arguments would tend to support a 
historical sequence in which an altercation with the Philistines followed 
immediately upon David’s assumption of the throne over a united Israel."® 
Contra Haver,” who attributed an appalling lack of intelligence to the Philistine 
military, it can be assumed that the Philistjnes had knowledge of the negoiations 
and the resulting union of the ggmm had been attempiing 
Feep iiT-an ‘adversarial relaionship with cach other_The Bible is also quite 
xplicit inits analysis Of the Catalyst Which Served to rouse the Philistines 

inst their erstwhile vassal David, namely his anointing as king over all Israel 
m 5:17). 

      

   

   
  

       
       

     

    

   
   

  

The-or mm/g,w anted to_avoid was a wnited Ismel 
\_controlling the Wwholof the Ceniral Fighlands of Canan. They thus turiied to the 

ine the offensive. T i Impossible; Towever, fo def tent of the forces used in 

  

19 Soe Segal 1965-66: 
“Yeivin 1964: 15152 
" Soggin 1984: 5557 
* See Japhet 1993: 287 
" Hauer 1970: 574 

foran ttack on this ype o historical sequencing
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the Philistine incursions in 2 Sam 5:17-25, nor who among the Philstines 
participated, nor what the temporal relationship between the two campaigns 
was, if any. Putative solutions to these questions have, however, not been 
lacking 

Rather than attacking David in his fortified citadel in Jerusalem, as some?" 

  

would have it, the Philitings probably, moxed ipto the Reph Jalley in 
order (o cy the 5 Halves of David's ki ~dmfgfi‘mt£§m‘g. er, Gezer (0 
T A IR 1 ey i Israclite hands. As indicated 
above, they were quite possibly under Philistine jurisdiction?’ Jerusalem in 
particular was of immense strategic importance, for the major north-south artery 
between Israel and Judah went by that city.* By moving into_the Rephaim 
Valley, the Philistin hoped/g_.Qéver David’s fedgli k‘r:g m lT.d A?k’cép/ o S T e e Although there are some® who theorize that the Philstines took Bethlchem 
in the context of their ultimately decisive campaign against David, it is likely 
that 2 Sam 23:14 should be regarded s a later gloss, and hence not to be relied 
upon in a reconstruction of the course of the campaign.®* 

In spite of Garsiel’s somewhat too ingenious suggestion that Jerusalem’s 
citadel was indeed a destination to which one could “go down,””’ and in spitc 
of others who would ignore that inconvenient verb of motion in 2 Sam 5:17, it 
still appears most likely that David “went down” from Hebron (his location 

  

  

  

      

  

  

"To give some exampls: Miller and Hayes (1986: 170) have rferred t0 two minor skirmishes. Noth (1960: 187-89) refered to two atacks, the sccond one with fllforce. Tidwell (1979: 192-209) felt that the 0 accounts were unrelated,drawn together solely by thir subject matter and genr as short batte reports. In his opinion alo the frst on was a miror acton, while th second resulted n a major vitory for David 
* B Abaroni 1979: 293 

  

  

  

A vally 0 the soumestof Jerusem, 1t was cut o i caser end by he Hinom Valley. I was 
probably s branch of the Soreq Valley (thus Pritchard 1987: 78; implied in McCarter 1984: 153), whence the Philsines came up ito th Judea il county oundary betwesn th bl zslaes of L. B Vlly il the confnes of modern 1954159, 
 Aboutthe later, see Yeivin 1964: 151 
¥ Sex Garsiel 1975 41; Abaroni 1979: 57 

  

      

    

‘Veivin 1964 152; Haver 1970: 575; Garsil 1975: 41; Bright 1981: 195 n. 26, 
* Sesbelow Appendix A 

¥ Garsiel 1975: 43. His understanding of the verse i informed by geography. The ancient citadel of Zion ‘was siuated on the Ophel b, of which th Temple Mount i i highest and northernmost excnsion. I i the Towest of the il ofJerusalem, a fact which is lluded tin the well-known passage from Ps 1252 which rfers (o the hils surrounding (biblical) Mount Zion. Nonethelss, Garsel s no cas, since the standard biblical image is imariaby that of oing up to Jerusalem. 

  

  

    

  

  



    LOSS OF SUPREMACY 29 

    

      

        

      
    
    

          

  

       
      

   
    

   

                    

     

      
     

according fo 2 Sam 5:1-3) to his “hideaway” (1o use Schunck’s terminology) at 
Adullam** Yeivin®® has theorized that this was in order to have a base from 
‘which to observe the massing of the Philistine troops at the entrance to the Elah 
Valley and to observe their progress into the Judean hills. The verbs .45 and 
Pt have been taken to refer to the Philistines splitting up into smaller units, 
although whether to seek David (an unlikely activity for those who assume 
David was already ensconsed in Jerusalem) or to wreak havoc on the 
surounding land or populace remains unclear. The size also of the Philistine 
thrust into the Rephaim Valley is unknown, with some assuming that the first 
incursion was of limited size, and others assuming that the Philistines attacked 

- with all their might*' It may have been that David lay in wait for a time when 
the Philistine forces had been dispersed in order to attack the main camp and 
then pick off the smaller units one by one.” At any rate, the first Philistine 

~atackwnsapused ot Bl Peazin, Athoyeh “&rww 
the Pnum}\%wwun inlo_batte, the account o 
Spofiatidn of ieir idols may also be aTiterary device visiting the ignominy of the 
capture of the ark at the battle of Ebenezer on the Philist 

At some later point, whether immediately, a year later,* after the capture of 
Jerusalem, or with a larger force, the Philisting sent_on_the 

_offensive against David (2 Sam 5:22-25; 1 Chr 14:13-17). Since they followed 
“the same line of march up into the R:pl\alm Valley, one can only assume that 

the Philistine objectives were similar, if not identical to those in the previous 
campaign. One can also assume, unless one would want to impute an alarming 
lack of intelligence to them, that the Philistines did not expose themselves to the 
kind of guerilla warfare that had been so successful against them in their 

            

 Ses th discusion o interprtative posibiles in Kalimi 1995: 19-20 1. 4. 
® 1964: 153 
 Eissfldt (1967: 146-47), who supported th identifcation of Jersalem as the “forress” and dated the 

defea of the Philsines afler David's capture of Jerusalem, felt that the Philstne incursion into the 
Rephaim Valle were partof a trategy f spolation, designed 1 incite the Jebusites 10 join the P 

their war against David (see also 1936: 28) A smilar line of easoning was followed by Tidvell (1979: 200) 
‘who argues tha the aim of the rid was o destoy the cnemy’s crops in order 10 tarve the Iracies oo 
Regarding the verbs .2 5and .., Japhet (1993 288) referrd t0 thesubsitution by the Chronile ofa more 
‘ommon word fo therarsterm in Samuel. She has also drawn attention (0 a greaier mphass in Chroricles 
onthe *raiding” aspectof the ater term. 

**Yeivin (1964: 152) found support or this latter positon i the use of kol it “allthe Philsines” in 
2Sam 517 Seealso Haver 1970: 74, 

vin 1964: 154 
* See McCarter 1984: 159, 
*Yeivin 1964; 155 
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previous ventre. This necessitated a change of strategy on David’s part, one 
which has come down to us owing to an account of it in oracular form (2 Sam 
523-24; 1 Chr 14:14-15). In spite of the suggestion that has been made to read 
béka'im as a place name,®the traditional understanding of this word as a 
reference to a species of tree or shrub camot be ruled out, and it appears as 
most likely in one specific interpretation of the course of battle. According to 
this analysis, the account of God’s oracular response to Davids inquiry masks 
the strategy that David himself employed in the course of this engagement.* 
Eschewing a frontal attack on the Philistines, David used the cover of night, 
presumably a time when the rustling of the wind in the trees would mask the 
sound of his advancing troops, to sneak up on the enemy camp.” Needless to 
say, this surprise attack threw a probably larger Philistine force into confusion. 
In the resulting pursuit and retreat, the Philistines were pushed northwards past 
“Gibeon (or Geba™ ) and then to the west down to Gezer. The expression ‘ad- 
b6k gazer “untl the entrance of Gezer” combined with the notice in 1 Kes 
9:16 regarding Gezer make it unlikely that Gezer was captured at this time, 
unless one is to assume that Gezer changed hands more frequently than recorded 
in the Bible. il 

What then was the extent of the Phiistine defeat recorded in ¢ Sam 5:17-25) 
Itis impossible to tell. On the one hand there are no other accounts of scemingly 
major encounters between_the Philistines and David. On the other hand the 
summary statement in fl}mi—cmfi been taken both as a 
formula referring in gencral terms to the final defeat of the Philistines,” which 
may be summarized in the passages just dis 

      

  

  

ed, or it may be a reference to 
an otherwise unknown decisive third encounter.’ Arguments have been 

  

 issfeldt (1936: 28 . 4) advocatd reading the place name Bechaim i place of Rephaim n 2 Sam 522 
“Tidwell 1979: 190, 202)also cast doubi on the seting of 2 Sam 5:22-25 at Rephaim, Gronbaek (1971: 252) 
viewed v 22, in which the scting of the second encounir at Repham is mentioned, as a latr redactional 
inserton 

Ses, howerr, Gelander 1991: 26-27, who follows medieval Jewish commentators in not viewing this 
omele as evidence of the trategy that David employed.In his view this passag is a miracl siory,in which 

(God acts alone without recourse o human agens. 
¥ Sex Yeivin 1964: 15, Garsiel 1975: 45, and above sction 1.12. 
*Sez A Demsky, “Geba, Gibeah, and Gibeon - An Hisorico-Geographical Riddle” BASOR 212 (1973) 

2631 
” AI1936: 150 
“Macalister 1914: 53, Eisseldt 1943: 117, B. Mazar 1979: 78. 7. For Eisfeldt (1943: 116-17) the two 

skimishes of 2 Sam 5: 17-25 were inuffcient 0 dive the Philsines out of Israclite errory. Therefore he 
postulted that the reportofathird, deisiv encounter must be hidden in the noice of 2 Sam 5:1; 1 Chr 18:1 
In this he vas fllowed by Kitchen (1973: 64). Believing the Philstines to be independent of sracl, Kitchen 
furher postulated an additiona carpaign against Isacl, notice of which s hidden in the hero tories of 2 
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adduced on both sides, upon which larger theories regarding the relative 
positions of the Philistines and David/Israel vis-a-vis one another have been 
based. 

A major part of the difficulty of interpreting 2 Sam 8:1 and 1 Chr 18:1 lies in 
the variation of the conclusions of the two parallel statements. In the former 
David s to have seized “Metheg-Amma” from the Philistines, in the latter “Gath 
and its dependencies.” O these two variants, the latter is readily understood on 
a purely linguistic level. However, it is viewed by most as a secondary 
tradition.*! It is, therefore, on the former variant that scholars have expended 
their energy, with no consensus yet reached regarding its meaning. The word 
‘meteg means “bridle,” “bit,” or “reins.”* The consonantal h’mh can be read in 
a number of ways. As pointed in the MT, ‘ammd can refer to a “fore-arm,” a 
“cubit,” or a “water-channel.” Repointed as “Zm it could refer to a “female 
servant,” while repointed as “umm it would refer to a “nation.” Although most 
Bible translations simply reproduce the expression as a place name,” scholars 
have have been reluctant to accept the term as a simple place name, partly on 
account of the incongruity of the notice of David’s assumed major defeat of the 
Philistines being coupled with an unknown and, therefore, insignificant place. 
They have thus attempted to determine what “bridle/reins of the cubit” means. 
Unfortunately, the ancient versions are of no help in this endeavor* The 
heterogeneous state of the evidence would lead to the conclusion that the 
ancients were as unsure of the meaning of the phrase as we are. 

Among the various attempts to understand the expression the following may 
be cited: 

Following earlier commentators, S. R. Driver suggested that meteg 
hiammi be translated as “bridle of the mother-city,” taking “amm in the sense 

      

Sam 21:15-22; 1 Chr 20:4-8, which he has placed at ciher Gob or Gt 
supposed ofensiv batle of 1 Ch 15:1, in which Gath was captured, 0 a tme seven years aftr the dfensive 
batles of 2 Sam 5:17-25. Segal dated the capure of erusalem after the campaigns of 2 Sam 5:17-25, but 
befor thecapture of Gath in 2 Sem 1 20d 2 Sam 21:20-21. On his theories regarding th ascripton of bis 
of the texts of 2 Sam ; 8; 21; and 23 to three postlated campaigns lasting 1o (o three years, se Segal 
1965.66: 33-34. Rainey (1975: 729, 1 a cerain extent following B. Mazar, understond the noice of a dfeat 
o the Philitngs in 2 Sam 8:1 a5 refrence 0 a isolated campign of David toward the Medirrancan Sea 
o recapture Dan’s ancestallands 

“'E.g. Williamson 1982: 138; Kalimi 1995: 104 but e A. B, Eblich 1910: 291 
“See Dalhoad (1967: 435), who in Ps 329 Isa 37:29 = 2 Kgs 1918; and Prov 263 has advocated 
ransiating mereg a *muzzle” 

Eg. RSV, NIV. Butscethe Einhetsibersez 
“Scc S, R. Drivr 1912: 280, The v 
“1912:279. 

Vigououx (1908: 297) dated the 
    

  

    

ig: Zagel der Herrschaft “rens of dominion.”       at vrsions are al comenicntlylisted in Ulrich 1978: 183
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      of 'm as used occasionally in Phoenician and Syriac. The phrase would then 
refer to the authority or jurisdiction of the local metropolis, presumably Gath 
He further interpreted 1 Chr 18:1 in this light, presuming that the Chronicler 
read mgt “from Gath” instead of mig, while understanding the jurisdiction of the 
“mother-city” to include its dependencies (6¢ntéhd). 

H. P. Smith” was unwilling to commit himself to more than an admission 
that the object referred to was probably a “tangible possession,” such as a piece 

of territory. He was troubled by the supposed use of an obscure poetic metaphor 
in the midst of a most prosaic passage o express the wresting of dominion from 
the enemy. 

After quoting a lengthy passage from Hastings Dictionary of the Bible 
(1900), listing various previous attempts at understanding the passage, 
Tolkowsky™® arrived at the conclusion that the phrase was to be understood in a 
literal manner as “iron rod (< bridle) of the cubit.” Thus he speculated that what 
David captured was a tangible object, an iron measuring rod based on the 
Egyptian cubit, which was to serve as the standard in Isracl as of that time. 

G. R. Driver*” expressed strong doubts about the translation of ‘ammd as 
mother-city,” since it is otherwise unknown as such. He preferred to read as in 

2 Sam 2:24 and as reflected in Aquila’s translation of the passage under 
consideration ton chalinon tou hydragdgiou “bridle of the water-channel,” 
perhaps referring to David's capture of a dam or an aqueduct from the 
Philistines. In spite of this, the younger Driver felt that in this context meteg 
hiammé was probably a proper name. 

AIE® felt that the phrase, whether to be understood in a figurative or a lteral 
sense, refrred to the new political relationship between Philistia and Isracl as a 
consequence of David’s ultimate defeat of the Philistines as recounted in 2 Sam 
5:17-25. 

Eissfeldt” felt that Zaum der Elle “a cubit-long bit” was figurative for the 
size of the yoke which had been put off by the Israclites 

Hertzberg™ translated the phrase as “reins of the fore-arm,” the latier being 
the appendage around which the reins were presumably wound. In his opinion 

  

   

       
    
        
           

       
          

          
     
    

                  

    

    

     

    

     

    

“S R Drver 1912: 280. 
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also this was presumed to be a metaphor for the passing of power in Palestine 
from the Philistines to David, who “took the leading reins.” Since up to this 
point, the Philistines had been “in the saddle in Palestine,” it made sense in his 
eyes for David to take the reins out of their hands. It is questionable, however, 
1o what extent modem equestrian imagery would have found resonance among 
the ancient Israelites, 

Mittmann® has argued that the phrase be translated as “bridle of the fore- 
am” (Trense des Unierarms), which he understood as a terminus technicus for 
“handcuffs.” Like Alt, Mittmann has thus interpreted the phrase metaphorically. 
In his reconstruction, David was able to remove the “handcuffs” with which the 
Philistines had subjugated the Israelites, without, however, exercising control 
over their heartland. This inability of David to tum the tables completely on the 
Philistines and to subjugate them in tum is attributed by Mittmann to the 
intervention of the Egyptians, whose capture of Gezer he has dated to David’s 
reign* 

Since McCarter*® was uncomfortable with the literal translation of the 
phrase, he suggested that an carlier mgt h'mhlh'mth “from Gath to Ammah”™* 
may have lain behind the text of the MT. Albeit, he provisionally followed the G 
£en aphorismenén, reflecting Hebrew hmgrs,” and translated the phrase “the 
common land,” which he defined as the “rural territory adjacent to the Israclite 
cities.™® 

Two additional possibilities, 42’&md and h#'ummé, for understanding the 
text were mentioned above. It s highly unlikely that the text would be speaking 
about David’s capture of an otherwise unknown “Metheg the maid-servant 
fiom the Philistines. On the other hand, the reading meteg hiummi 
“bridle/reins of the nation” would seem to fit the context and would appear at 
first glance to be comprehensible and to solve the crux of interpretation. In its 
few aftestations in biblical Hebrew (Gen 25:16; Num 25:15; Ps 117:1 
[ummin]), however, the word “ummd is applied to non-lsraelite tribes or 

          

  

   

  

    

1983, 
“Mittmann 1983: 333-36 

1984: 262 
“ Ammah is known from 2 Sam 224 s the site of an encounter between Abner and Joab. Hovever,the 
occurtenceof the word i tislttr passage hasalso een citd a the e definitc meation of ‘s withthe 
mcaning of “water-chamnel” n bblcal Hebrew (s ¢.&. . R Driver 1958: 17-15). 

  

  

I reroverting in this manner, MeCarer is ollowing in the foosteps of Wellhausen (I571: 174), who 
retrovrted the G a5 g, etaining the clement g at the beginning of the word. Welluausen, however, 
unlike MeCarter suppored the primacy of the MT reading in his passage 
McCarter 1984: 247 
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clans.*” This makes difficult its usage in this sense in the passage in question. 
Whatever solution one advocates in regard to this passage must remain 
tentative, unless one is to conclude that the passage is hopelessly corrupt. It is 
scemly in this context, however, to mention Williamson’s contention that the 
text of 1 Chr 18:1, while most probably representing a secondary tradition 
derived from 2 Sam 8:1, may be factually correct in its assertion of David's 
control over the Isralite/Philistine border area up to and including Gath 

The Status of the Philistines vis-i 

  

    vis the United Monarchy 

As the progression of this discussion will indicate, there have been many who 
are confused about the status of the Philistines within the context of the Davidic 
empire. Did they manage to retain their independence? Were they vassals? 
Were they independent vassals?*'  Did David conquer them? If not, why not? 
Or were they simply restricted to their heartland, their power and hopes for an 
imperium broken? 

At aminimum it can be assumed that the Philistines had o relingush their 
w!aquoWWy/ Jaffa and T%(Mve}é\n era of expansionism had ended for them. As of 
\the time 6T David; the Phlistines were confined to the southwestern coastal sti 
ofthe land to which nn:fi‘mfim 
x@fi‘fififihfirc Were to be cl!hqcr of @ defensive nature, or limited 
tominor border skirmishes. As a number of commentators have pointed out, the 
Philistines” politcal and commercial decline, both a direct result of their defeat 
by David, was a a major factor in the concomitant rise of Phoenicia as a leading 
power in international maritime trade. 

  

  

See Malamat 1962: 14; 1989: 41-43; Mittmann 1983: 330. The word alo appearseight tmesin the tc Armaicsecionsof e Bible (Dan 3:4, 7,29, 31; 519; 626, 7:14; Ezra $10). 
“See also Bright 1981 199 0. 33 Kalimi (1995: 104, 336), on the ther hand,views the Chroni historicaly impossible. Se alo the ciicsm of Mittmann (1983: 327-28), 
© As er AL 1968: 27, 

    s textas 

“Those who assume that David did no conquer Philistia proper generally ascribe this t ane of two facors. Either David was not strong cnough miliarily (e.2 B. Mazar 1986: 75), of he feared encroaching upon tertiory traditionaly claimed by Egypt (e.£. Bright 1976: 197). 
See Eissedt 1943: 113, Noth 1960: 192.94; B. Mazar 1986: 75 
“Peckham 1976: 231; B. Mazar 1979: 90; 1986: 76-77. Allhough Donner (1982: S1-52) discounted any contact between David and the Phoenician coas, the initaton of which he atrbuied o Solomon, Katzensiin (197: 74-75) followed Albright i assuming that lrael and Tyre joned forcs 10 break the 

Philsine ccononic monopely on both land and sea. Daid broke the iland Philitine monopoly, whil Tyrc 
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Although one can reckon with general agreement on the minimal position 
taken above, once one attempts fo go beyond that opinions vary quite 
considerably. Did David simply restrict the Philistines to the southem coastal 
strip,%* or did he actually capture or annex part or all of Philistia?® A number 
of scholars assume that, in addition to Gath, Ekron, which belonged to the 
ofientimes disputed border region between Israel and Philistia, may have been 
absorbed into the Israclite empire at about this time *’ Tn this context it is well 
to bear in mind that, unlike the accounts of David’s other conquests, the account 
of David’s defeat of the Philistines includes no mention of an occupation, nor 
the imposition of either tribute or a governing authority.* 

The dearth of hard and fast information in our only written source (the 
Bible) for the epoch in question allows elaborate reconstructions to be hung on 
very slender threads. The account of the escape of Shimei’s slaves to Gath and 
of their subsequent retum to Jerusalem has been used, for example, as an 
indication of: (1) the independence of Gath during the course of the united 
Israelite monarchy,” as well as (2) the dependence of Gath during the course of 
the united Israelite monarchy.™ On the other hand, Rehoboam’s fortification of 
a town named Gath (2 Chr 11:8) has been viewed as evidence of Philistine 
Gath’s capture by Israel under David,” or of its coming into Israel’s possession 
with Gezer during the reign of Solomon.” Were Gath and Israel bound by a 
parity treaty or a vassal/suzerainty treaty?” Under the circumstances, it is 
impossible to determine, 

  

ook car of the maritime monopoly:. As the Phoenicians usurped the Philistine sea routs, the Philsines 
developed theirland roues via the Via Maris and the Negeb accoring t0 Oded (1979: 236). Neadles 052y, 
those who question th status of the Philsine citystates 2 maritime powers would not b in full agrecment 
wilh this reconsircton (c.g Brug 1985 13). In Oded’s opinion (1979: 223),during the days of the Iraclite 
kings the Pilitnes were inieested inthe sea only s  source offish. 
See .5 Peckham 1976: 231 
“See g Malamat 1963: 16; Bright 1976: 196, who represents a common position in assuming that a 

leas Gath was conquere by David; T. Dothan 1982a: 16; Doner 1982: 46 n. 17, who viwsthe Philistincs 
as vassals o David, similart the Mosbites, Seger 1984: 52 

“1E g Wright 1966: 84, basing himsefon Josh 20:43 
Delcor 1966: 1266; Japhet 1993: 34546 

@ See . Macalister 1914: 60; isselds 1943 123; Malamat 1963: 15 Delca 1966: 1266 
Sec .5 Wright 1966: 82 Lance 1976: 40-41; Seger 1984 52 

" Bright 1981 199 
Delor 1966: 1267 

” Abaroni 1979: 297, 
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Gath and Israel 

One theme which leaps out of the biblical narative is that of the relationship 
between Israel and Gath. In the narratives of the united monarchy no other city 
of the Philistine pentapolis is mentioned with the importance or frequency of 
Gath. Although this has led some to assume that Achish’s Gath was not a 
‘member of the Philistine pentapolis at this time,” others have seen Gath as the 
leading city™ of a Philistia which was moving away from the concept of a 
pentapolis acting in concert, to one of five ethnically related, albeit independent 
city-states. Be that as it may, the relationship between Gath and the house of 
David is striking. 

Besides the personal relations between Achish and David which predate 
David's assumption of rule over united Israel may be mentioned the important 
position accorded Obed-Edom the Gitite in the narrative of the ark’s ascent to 
Jerusalem (2 Sam 6:10-12; 1 Chr 13:12-14; 15:25), the incorporation of a unt of 
Gittite warriors and their families under the leadership of Itai into the ranks of 
the minority remaining loyal to David at the time of Absalom’s rebellion (2 Sam 
15:18-22; 182, 5, 12), and the open borders which allowed Israclite slaves to 
run away to Gath and then to be fetched from there (1 Kgs 2:39-41) 

The designation of Obed-Edom as a Gitite has generally been taken to imply 
that he was a Philistine who entered into David’s service while David was a 
servant of Achish of Gath.® Hertzberg”” has suggested that Obed-Edom, as a 

  

      

  267:69) followed by Wright (1966: 31-82), 
7 

“Kasis (1965 

  

* Rainey 197 
“H. P Smith 1899: 293;S. R. Driver 1912: 269; McCarter 198: 170; e lso the discusion of tai the Gittte 2 Sam 15:18:22 182, 5, 12 below . The lod aclit’s dwelling and the concurrent blssing bestowe upon him and his household began o be  source of concer at a very early age 

Alredy in the bouk of Chronicles Obed-Edom was transformed int a culi snger, gatekeeper, and Lesit (1 
Chr IS:18, 21, 24 1635, 38; 264, §; Corney [1962b: 579-80] has assumed the existence of two o thiee ifferent ObedkEder e Temple functorary of the days of Amaziah in 2 Chr 25:24). In Josephus (Atiquites VIL. $3) Obed-Edom s referred to not 3 a Gitte, but as a Levie. Both Rashi and Kimi alio identify him on the basi of the Chronicies passages, the aier harmonizing the traitions by assuming that Obed-Edom was called “the Gittie” because of a sojourn at Gath.  More recently Ahitoy (1971a: 15 has quesioned Obed-Edon’s Philistine origin on the basis of the indefnie natre of an identificaton as a Gitite, thre being 1o way (o determine which Gath was the source of his ethnicity However, ARituv's argument leavs out of account David's aften attested connections with th region of Philisine Gath and the frequency of frce intercourse between Jerusalem and Gath during the days of the united mararchy (about which see below). Thus while Abitay has a theoretical basis for his a 
‘et of coniextualevidenceis against it How did a Pilistine in David'ssevice metamorphose into a cultic functionary? In the words of R_H. Pfeiffer (1948: 623): “Obed-edo ... was adopted by a Levitical guid of 
gatekeepers astheir cponym .. manifesily becaus th ark remained thice months in his house. Obed-cdom's 
connestion with the ark would neviably lead (o his metamarphosis nto  Levite” Seealso Kalimi 1995: 54 

1964:279. 
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foreigner, must have been uncomfortable with the unwanted presence of the ark 
in his house. How much greater then the miracle when it brought him blessing!™ 
Whatever Obed-Edom’s personal convictions were,” Hertzberg's assumption 

reads too much into the text. On the other hand, H. P. Smith* might be guilty of 
erming in the opposite direction by assuming that Obed-Edom was a loyal 
Yahwist. Obed-Edom was probably a Philistine mercenary who owed his 
primary loyalty to David. Religious loyalty was thus a function of one’s 
politicallethnic affiliation; obviously a condition which could change over time, 
In addition a person could be a Yahwist and have a non-Yahwistic name. It is 
significant that of the eight names of his sons preserved in Obed-Edom’s 
genealogy in 1 Chr 26:4-8 three are Yahwistic names, two are El-names, and the 
remaining three would not be out of place in Israel.*' 

As for the Gittite mercenaries in David’s service, a major factor in 
David's successful rise to power had been his habit of engaging mercenaries 
owing loyalty to his person alone as the core of his troops. As of the time of the 
formation of his empire, we find among his forces Gittites, as well as the 
somewhat enigmatic Cherethites and Pelethites.* Since there are many who 
identify the Cherethites and the Pelethites with the Philistines,” it is appropriate 
to digress on this subject ™ 

      

     

Cherethites and Pelethites 

‘The military unit called the Cherethites and the Pelethites is mentioned seven 
times in the Bible (2 Sam 8:18; 15:18; 20:7, 23 [Qere]; 1 Kgs 1:38, 44; 1 Chr 
18:17), all in references to the reign of David as (putative) king over a (more or 
less) united Israel. In addition the Cherethites are mentioned thrice by 

  

" As commentators as of Rashi have indicated,the theme of blessing conferred upon Obed-Edom is taken 
upagain n 1 Chr 26:5 (in the contextofth genealogy of Obed-Edom in v 48) mmox 1373 “for God had 

blessed him: 
Herzberg (1964: 279) has rferred (0 him also as the worshipper of a “strange god.” the frs word of 

‘which I assume (and would hope!) is simply 3 contextualy inappropriae translaton of the German fremd 
“foreign,srange.” 
*(1399: 295 
" Regarding the possbiliy that the Chronicls text may reflect an carle tradiion, s Japhet 1993 281 

  

  

  

of David'ssuperior poston vis-d-vis the Philistines (e 8. Brigh 1981    
P'E.g. All1968: 287 and n. 27; Bright 1976: 196; Malamat 1982: 195 
" The following discussion is based n arge pat on my enties“Cherethites,” “Peletits,” and“Cartes” in 

the Anchor Bible Dictonary. 
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themselves, in contexts which would appear to refer to their ethnicity (1 Sam 
30:14; Ezek 25:16; Zeph 2:5). 

As patt of Davids personal guard distinct from the regular amy, the 
Cherethites and the Pelethites were under the direct command of Benaiah (2 
Sam 8:18; 2023 [Qere]; 1 Chr 18:17%). Their allegiance was owed to David, 
and they showed him great loyalty at times of criss. 

The Cherethites and the Pelethites accompanied David on his flight from his 
son Absalom’s attempt at usurpation (2 Sam 15:18); they took part in the pursuit 
of Sheba son of Bichri during his revolt against Davidic rule (2 Sam 20.7); and 
they provided valuable support in following Benaiah’s lead in assuring that 
Solomon, rather than Adonijah, would succeed David on the throne. For his 
ruthless support of Solomon, Benaiah would eventually be appointed the realm’s 
supreme military commander (1 Kgs 2:35). After Solomon’s coronation, the 
Cherethites and the Pelethites disappeared from the historical record, probably 
10 be accorded an important position and to be swallowed up in the new military 
structure headed by Benaiah. Although it has been theorized that the Carites, 
who were instrumental in the overthrow of the usurper Athaliah in the mid ninth 
century (2 Kgs 11:4, 19), were a direct descendent of the Cherethites,* the 
evidence for this is af best inconclusive. 

‘The Cherethites by themselves are mentioned in several contexts from which 
their identity as an ethnic group can be deduced. In the story of the sick 
Egyptian slave who was abandoned by his Amalekite master, a region of the 
Negeb is referred to as the “Negeb of the Cherethites” (1 Sam 30:14), 
presumably a southem Philistine holding according to v 167 After an 
appreciable hiatus, the Cherethites are mentioned again in poetic parallel with 
the Philistines in two late prophetic oracles (Ezek 25:16; Zeph 2:5). This 
juxtaposition would indicate that, at least in the mind of later tradition, there was 
an ethnic relationship between the Philistines and the Cherethites. 

Research on both the Cherethites and the Pelethites has tended to 
concentrate on their ethnic affliations. This is easier to o in the case of the 

former than the lattr. 
In spite of the fact the the island of Crete is referred to in the MT as Kaptdr 

(Deut 2:23; Jer 47:4; etc; sce also Akkadian Kapiara and Egyptian Kefiiu), most 
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holars would understand the term Aérét7 as meaning Cretan. They thus would 
search for the roots of the Cherethites on Crete.** 

The exact relationship between the Cherethites and the Philistines remains 
unclear. Since, however, the biblical author attributed the origin of the 
Philistines to the island of Caphtor (Amos 9:7), it would appear that an ethnic 
relationship between the two was assumed in at least a part of the ancient world. 
The nature of that relationship cannot, however, be determined to any 
satisfactory degree. Were the Cherethites identical with the Philistines, a 
subgroup of the Philistines, or a separate ethnic group of Aegean origin which 
had been absorbed by and under the rubri of the Philistines? 

The absence of the name of the Cherethites among the names of the various 
Sea Peoples listed in the Medinet Habu inscriptions of Ramses III¥ has given 
rise to differing theories regarding the period of their settlement. Albright 
viewed this as an indication that the Cherethites had arrived on the scene as 

Egyptian mercenaries well before the mass movements of Sea Peoples at the 
close of the Bronze Age and the beginning of the Iron Age.*” Thus they were 
unrelated to the Philistines and hence able to enter David’s employ, in which 
capacity they presumably fought against the Philistines. Delcor on the other 
hand surmised that the Cherethites were late amivals, reaching Canaan 
coneurrent with the rise of David, or shortly before.”" They then either merged 
with or formed a subgroup of the Philistines 

Owing to_their location in the northwestem Negeb, it appears likely that 
David first came into contact with the Cherethites and engaged their services 
while resident at Ziklag (1 Sam 27;29%). 

While certain claims regarding the Cherethites as an ethnic group with a 
circumscribed area of settlement and a possible place of origin can be presented 
with some degree of confidence, the same does not hold true for the Pelethites. 
The most common theory regarding the identity of the Pelethites is that which 
views them as identical to the Philistines.”® According to this theory, the 
Hebrew pélti “Pelethite’ is derived by analogy to kéréti“Cherethite” from the 
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       word pélisti “Philistine.” Evidence for this otherwise unattested assimilation of 
sin and taw is sought in the G pheleththei, in which the doubled theta is 
assumed to represent the supposed original form of the name.* The biblical 
Cherethites and Pelethites are thus viewed as equivalent to Cretans and 
Philistines. Unfortunately, the evidence, based on an unattested linguistic 
analogy, is at best circumstantial 

Other solutions to the problem have also been offered. Basing himself on an 
alleged parallel with the Greek pelrz “light shield,” Albright suggested 
interpreting the biblical kérét dpéléti as a hendiadys, referring to “light-armed 
Cretan” mercenaries.” Delcor, on the other hand, sought to find a connection 
between the Pelethites and Peleth son of Jonathan who appears in the 
Jerahmeelite genealogy (1 Chr 2:33).% Schult, however, pointed to a possible 
parallel between the biblical plty, “Pelethite,” and the identification in a Punic 
inscription of a certain Hannibal son of Baalhanun as Aplty, which term 
presumably indicated his place of origin.”® 

Although the use of the term “Cherethites and Pelethites” in the Bible would 
support Albright’s contention that the phrase was understood as a hendiadys in 
its seven biblical occurences, more cannot be claimed with any degree of 
certainty. While clear indications exist supportive of understanding “Cherethite” 
as an ethnic term on at least one level, the same cannot be claimed without 
reservation for “Pelethite.” A minimal position would be to view David’s 
Cherethites and Pelethites as a conglomeration of mercenaries from the 
Philistine/Negebite borderland, part of the riffraff which David attracted so well 

Ttcan be assumed that David was able to engage the services of at least some 
of these mercenaries owing to his position as a Philistine vassal in Ziklag. In 
addition to mercenaries from the region of Ziklag, David also managed to 
engage a troop of Gittites. Whether this was a result of his defeat of the 
Philistines, or just of Gath, or a function of his relationship with Achish, it is 
significant that both of these non-Israelite military units were from territory that 
was probably originally under the rule of Gath. One cannot escape the 
conclusion that Gath and its dependencies stood in a special relationship with 
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the Davidic empire, a relationship unlike that of the coastal Philistine city-states. 
Unfortunately, the parameters of that relationship cannot be determined, other 
than to say that it was symbiotic, and that it carried over into the earlier part of 
Solomon’s reign. 

    

Shimei's Slaves” 

The narrative of the escape of Shimeis slaves from Jerusalem to Gath as 
recorded in 1 Kings 2:39-41 relates how Shimei pursued his runaway slaves to 
Gath, and how he was able to bring them back to Jerusalem, only to meet his 
maker on their account. Itis part of a larger unit comprising all of Chapter 2 of 1 
Kings, in which it is related how “the kingdom was established in Solomon’s 
hand” (v 46b) by means of the murders of Joab (vv 5-6, 28-34), Adonijah (v 
13-25), and Shimei (vv 8-9, 36-46), and the banishment of Abiathar to his 
ancestral home at Anathoth (vy 26-27). The interest of the namator, and also 
presumably of King Solomon, was in ensuring Shime’s absence from Jerusalem 
in order to have a pretext for having him murdered. Leaving aside the 
implications of this passage for an understanding of Solomon’s oftentimes brutal 
domestic policies, what is of interest here is the actual extradition of Shimei’s 
slaves, 

‘This passage detailing the slaves® extradition has on occasion been cited by 
scholars as a proofiext in discussions of the relationship between Isracl and 
Gath. While 1o one would dispute that this incident implies the existence of a 
formal relationship between these two political entitis, the definition of that 
relationship has been open to discussion. On the one hand are those who claim 
that the fact of extradition is evidence of Gath’s vassal status vis-i-vis Isracl. On 
the other are those who claim the exact opposite, namely that this extradition is 
proof of Gath’s independence of Israel, any linkage between the two being one 
of equals, bound through the stipulations of a parity treaty. Thus, for example, 
Greenfield was able to claim in the Encyclopedia Judaica that “[tJhe vassal 
status of Gath remained unchanged at the beginning of the reign of Solomon (c. 
960), as can be seen by the ease with which Shimei son of Gera moved into and 
out of that city;”'® whereas Noth referring to the same passage in 1 Kings 2 
declared that Gath “still enjoyed political independence when Solomon came to 
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  the throne,”®' and Malamat maintained that Gath “still retained its 
independence in the third year of Solomon’s reign, as is evident from the 
incident of the flight of Shimei’s slaves to Achish king of Gath.”'* Whichever 
interpretation one follows has broad implications for the reconstruction of the 
political history of the united monarchy, from the extent of David’s conquests to 
the configuration of Solomon’s empire and the extent of Egyptian influence in 
Canaan 

In consideration of this diversity of readings, the question can be posed, on 
what basis do these scholars decide on their interpretation of these verses? 
Unfortunately, in most works of biblical history, on none. With the exception of 
Malamat, whose interpretation was guided by a reference to ancient Near 
Eastem legal practices,'” the vast majority of biblical scholars who have based 
aspects of their historical reconstructions on this passage have not taken the time 
o investigate the implications of the extradition of slaves within its biblical nor 
withinits ancient Near Easter context. The following brief discussion proposes 
0 correct this oversight by discussing the passage in its broader context, in 
order to see how it might best be employed in the task at hand. The corpora of 
comparative evidence to which recourse will be made include ancient Near 
Eastem so-called “law codes,” better perhaps to be referred to as “collections of 
laws”™'® (which are subsumed in A. K. Grayson’s terminology under the rubric 
of “royal decrees/inscriptions™*), treaty texts, and a few miscellaneous texts 
from the practice of law. Rounding out the discussion will be references to 
possible inner biblical parallels. 

At the outset it can be stated that the extradition of slaves was a major 
concem of the various law codes which have been preserved. Societal structure 
and stability demanded that property, as slaves were viewed, not be stolen, nor 
be allowed or helped to disappear. The different legal collections differ not in 
the enunciation of this principle, but in the case specific emphasis and adduced 
penalties for escaping and/or aiding in the flight of a fugitive slave, 

The Laws of Umammu'® are a fragmentarily preserved collection of laws 
dating (o the reign of Urnammu, the founder of the Third Dynasty of Ur, or to 
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that of his successor Shulgi around the year 2100 B.CE'”” Among the few 
decipherable laws is one concerning the reward in silver shekels a person is to 
receive, who has found and retumed to her owner a female slave who had 
passed beyond the boundary of her city. In this case the emphasis is on the 
reward for the retum of lost property. Unfortunately nothing can be deduced 
regarding any punishments for either the slave nor for the one who may have 
aided her in her flight 

Approximately two hundred years later are the Laws of Lipit-Ishtar, the fifth 
king of the First Dynasty of Isin.'® This collection is also very fragmentary. 
Among the extant laws are two dealing with fugitive slaves. Paragraph 12! 
deals with the case of either a male or a female slave who has fled into the city 

and taken service with another master. After confirmation of the situation, and if 
the tem of service with the new master has lasted at least a month, the new 
owner is obligated either to replace the runaway slave with another one, or to 
give the original owner anofher slave in addition to the runaway. The exact 
meaning is still a source of debate."® If he does not own a slave, then Paragraph 
13 stipulates that he shall pay the original owner a fine of fifteen'" silver 
shekels. The concern of these laws is with the compensation that the original 
owmer of a fugitive slave is to receive for the loss of his slave’s services. The 
one month waiting period can be viewed either as a grace period during which 
the intent of the new master to keep and exploit or to return and restore the slave 
will become evident, or with the minimum amount of time lost for which 
compensation becomes obligatory. 

Some of the lack of clarity in the interpretation of the Laws of Lipit-Ishtar 
can be elucidated with the help of the slightly later Laws of the city of 
Eshnunna.''? This collection has four paragraphs dealing with slaves, the first 
two of which directly address the question of fugitives. Law 49 stipulates that an 
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awilum, a “citizen,” caught with a stolen slave is to compensate the owner of 
the slave with an additional slave of the same gender. Thus an awum harboring 
a slave is not only to retum the slave to his or her owner, but to pay a penalty of 
an equivalent slave. According to Law 50 an official who has seized and held a 
fugitive slave, a stray ox or a stray donkey belonging (o the palace or to a 
muskénum'™ for a period of time exceeding a month will be charged with theft 
Once again the import of the law is slightly unclear. Yaron maintains that the 

        

reference to the palace or to a muskénum indicates that the harboring of any 

  

fugitive slave will be punished as theft if the harboring has exceeded one month 
in time."'* On the other hand Otto has understood Law 49 as implying that an 
awilum or private citizen is obligated o retur the nnaway immedately and to 
pay a fine according to the principles of the /ex alionis, ic. returning the slave 
and compensating with an additional one, while Law 50 refers only to property 
of the palace and its functionaries. The one month would be a grace period 
allowed officials who had stolen property to make their intentions clear. In 
distinction to the awlum, who had only to pay a fine for the harboring of the 
fugitive, the official would be liable for a charge of theft."s Although the 
punishment is not spelled out, from comparative data it can be assumed that the 
potential punishment would far exceed a simple fine. hnunna Laws 51-52, 
although not directly addressing the topic of fugitive slaves, do contain 
instructions for the marking of slaves of both citizens and (official?) visitors to 
Eshnunna. The guards at the city gate are to watch for the telliale markings and 
ensure that those thus marked do not leave the city without their owner's 
permission. Hence we see in these laws a concem that fugitive slaves be 
retumed to their rightful owners, that the harboring of a fugitive is likened to 
theft and can be punished accordingly, and that the society take measures that 
work to ensure that slaves can be clearly identified and restricted in their 
movement 

The most famous legal collection of the ancient Near East, the Code of 
Hammurapi, dating o the first half of the eighteenth century B.CE., contains a 
number of stipulations of interest in the current discussion.""® Following after 
Law 14, which deals with the kidnapping or theft of a child, come six laws 
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   dealing with fugitive slaves. According to Law 15 an aw7lum who has taken a 
slave of either gender belonging to the palace or to a muskénum out of the gate 
shall be put to death. Although it is generally assumed that the gate in question 
out of which a slave must be led in order for the delict to be realized is the city 
gate, G. R. Driver and Miles have advocated understanding KA. GAL=abullum 
as referring to the gate of the palace in this case.""” Whichever way one 
interprets it, the consequences are clear. It should be pointed out in this regard 
that the punishment here is an example of the emphasis on capital punishment 
for crimes against property which Greenberg has identified as one of the basic 
characteristics of Mesopotamian criminal law that distinguish it from biblical 
formulations.""® Law 16 stipulates that an awi/um who has harbored a fugitive 
slave belonging to the palace or to a musk@num and has not produced him or 
her at the herald’s call shall be put to death. In both of these cases, guilt is 

assumed on the basis of action taken, whether it was in taking the slave out of 
the gate or in not producing the slave when ordered. Law 17 sets a reward of 
two silver shekels for the one who captures and returs a slave to his or her 
owner. In the case that the fugitive slave refuses to reveal who his or her owner 
is, Law 18 provides a legal procedure under the auspices of the palace to 
determine the slave’s provenance and to retum the slave to the owner. Taking 
up the theme of property delicts once again, Law 19 implies that even after the 
passage of some time, if a runaway slave is found in an awilum’s house, the 
houseowner shall be put to death. Finally Law 20 establishes a procedure 
whereby one who has found a fugitive slave, who, however, has once again 
escaped, can swear to the veracity of the occurrence before a god in the 
presence of the slave’s owner and go free. This implies not only that the one 
who has found a slave is obligated not to keep the slave for his personal use, but 
also that he is responsible for ensuring that the slave is retumed to his or her 
owner. 

The controversial Laws 280-81 deal with the purchase of slaves in foreign 

Tands and brought back to Babylon. If it should turn out that they were originally 
in the possession of a Babylonian and presumably had fled o been abducted to 
foreign soil, then they are to be restored to their original owners. In the case of a 
native Babylonian slave, he or she is to be given outright to the original 
owner.""? The purchaser, presumably being held responsible for indentifying the 
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lave as Babylonian, would have lost his money in the transaction. In the case of 
a foreign slave, however, the purchaser cannot have been expected to surmise 
that the slave belonged to a Babylonian. Therefore the original owner would 
have had to repay the cost of the purchase in order to re his slave.' Once 
again the emphasis is on the ordering of society and its property, rather than on 
any moral principle connected with. the redemption of one’s fellow, as some 

case."2! 
The Hittite Laws in their original form stem from ca. 1600 B.CE. and were 

found in the Hittite capital of Hattusa, modern Boghazkoy.'? The older laws in 
the collection preserve distinctions between the rights accorded to and the 
obligations expected of inhabitants of different parts of the later realm.'* Thus 
a Hittite who has stolen the slave of a Hittite from Luwiya, the later Arzawa in 
south-westem Anatolia, i liable for a fine of twelve silver shekels in addition to 
having to return the slave (Law 20). If, however, he had stolen the slave of a 
Luwian and brought him or her to Hatti, he would be liable only for the return of 
the slave, and no penalty would be assessed (Law 21). Laws 22-23 deal with the 
various rewards that the one who finds and returns a fugitive slave is to receive, 
including the receipt of the slave if the slave is brought back from an inimical 
land. In distinction to the Laws of Hammurapi, if a runaway slave is found by 
his or her owner in the home of another, the one in whose home the slave has 
been found is liable only for the rental of the slave at a fixed monthly rent of 
twelve shekels for males and six shekels for females (Law 24). Although also 
concemed with the structuring of society, the Hitite Laws do not view the theft 
of property as deserving of corporeal or even of capital punishment 

These examples from the various legal collections have hopefully served to 
establish the importance of the return of fugitive slaves to their owners in 
ancient Near Eastern society. To what extent these texts can be used in 
reconstructing ancient legal practices is a much debated issue. As has often been 
observed, there has yet to be found one ancient legal decision which quotes the 
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precedent of the Laws of Hammurapi. The evidence presented so far has also 
been limited to the late third and early second millennium B.C.E. That the retum 
of fugitive slaves was indeed a major societal issue is indicated too by a plethora 
of documents from the actual practice of law from a wide range of periods and 
cultures. Indeed many documents refer to the issue,'** as well as to the concern 

of providing surety in anticipation of the potential flight of rented or bought 
slaves.'” Space constraints, however, do not allow a deeper discussion of this 
corpus of evidence in this context. 

Of direct import for an understanding of Shimei’s extradition of his slaves 
from Gath to Jerusalem is the testimony to be gleaned from ancient Near Eastern 
treaty texts. Having established the centrality of the retum of fugitive slaves to 
their owners, at least in theory, any evidence from international treaties would 
be able to elucidate whether this principle was observed in the relations between 
states, and in which contexts. 

Two of the earliest treaties mentioning the extradition of fugitive slaves come 
from fifteenth century B.C.E. Alalakh."?" Both were treaties concluded between 
Syrian vassals of the Hittite king. The earlier one, AT 3, was concluded between 
Idrimi of Alalakh and Pilliya, “possibly of Kizzuwatna.”'® The whole purpose 
of this diplomatic document was to spell out an extradition agreement between 
the two cities and kings, cach pledging to retum fugitive slaves to the other. The 
reward for the one who finds and retums the fugitives is set at five hundred 
copper shekels for a male and one thousand shekels for a female.”” If the 
fugitive is not seized by anyone, then the owner has the right to enter the 
territory of the other king’s jurisdiction and to retrieve his runaway slave by 
himself. In this case, naturally, no reward is paid. What is striking in this case 
are the reciprocal nature of the extradition of fugitives and the right of the owner 
to cross borders in order to seek what s rightfully his. The parallels to the case 
of Shimei are evident.' The second treaty from Alalakh, AT 2, concluded 
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between Idrimi’s younger son Nigmepa and Ir-dIM of Tunip, is much more 
comprehensive in its composition. Among other provisions are some regarding 
the extradition of political refugees and of fugitive slaves. Once again the right 
of the owner not only to seck but to demand the retum of his slave is 
guaranteed, the local officials being bound under threat of bodily punishment 
and fine to aid in the matter. Another fragmentary provision scems to protect 
against the theft and exploitation of one another’s slaves. 

In the form-critical study of ancient Near Eastem treaties a central role has 
been played by those from the Hittite empire of the mid second millennium 
B.C.E™ Indeed it is to these treaties that some look for the origin of the genre 
asa whole. In some of these treaties, the clauses concemning the extradition 
of fugitives have been preserved. From the reign of Suppiluliuma in the mid 
fourteenth century come two vassal treaties which deal with this subject. The 
first was concluded with Nigmaddu II of Ugarit,'™ the second with Aziras of 
Amurru."™ In the former, Suppiluliuma granted Nigmaddu the right not to retum 
fugitives from outside of their mutual jurisdiction; whereas in the latter he 
emphasized the retum of Hittite fugitives, both captives and slaves. From the 
middle of the thirteenth century comes a parity treaty between Ramses II of 
Egypt and Hattusili 11T of Hatti. This treaty has been preserved in both an 
Akkadian and in an abbreviated Egyptian version."™ Paragraphs 11-20 deal 
with the mutual extradition of fugitives of all classes and ranks, a process to 
which both treaty partners feel themselves obligated. OF particular interest is the 
general amnesty for retumed fugitives to which both Ramses and Hattusili 
pledge themselves (paras. 17-18). The fact that extradition of fugitives plays 
such a central role in this parity treaty needs to be emphasized. 

From the middle of the eighth century B.CE. come the Aramaic Sefire 
inscriptions."** These three stelae record the text of a treaty between Bar- 
Ga'yah of the as yet not conclusively identified KTK and Mati’il of Arpad. 
Although the suzerain reiterates his right to retum of his fugitives, he does 
indicate that if fugitives are retumed to him, he will also reciprocate. Once again 
emphasis is placed upon the reciprocal extradition of fugitives. Thus we can se 
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that the extradition of fugitives continued to play a major role in international 
relations into the first millennium B.CE. 

Having briefly surveyed some of the ancient Near Eastem literature which 
has bearing on the problem of the extradition of fugitives, and in particular 
fugitive slaves, it remains to mention a small number of biblical passages which 
may have bearing on the subject. That runaway slaves were a phenomenon at 
home in the milieu of the biblical authors is indicated possibly by the story of the 
flight of Hagar from her mistress Sarah in Genesis 21, but definitely by two 
accounts in 1 Samuel. The first reference, Nabal’s insulting answer to the 
servants of David: “Who is David? Who is the son of Jesse? Nowadays there 
are many slaves who escape from their masters” (1 Sam 25:10), indicates at 
least a familiarity with the phenomenon. The second reference, the story of the 
Egyptian servant of an Amalekite, who begs David not to kill him o to send him 
back to his master (1 Sam 30:11-16), indicates a familiarity with the accepted 
ancient Near Eastem practice of the retum of slaves to their owners, even across 
ethnic or national boundaries. Although not referring to a runaway slave, but to 
a fugitive prophet, the editorial aside in Jer 26:20-23 does bear on the issue. It 
concerns the flight of a certain Uriah son of Shemaiah, who prophesied against 
Judah and Jerusalem during the reign of Jehoiakim (609-597 BCE). In 
response to his prophecies, Jehoiakim and his retainers wanted to silence Uriah. 
Fearing for his life, the prophet fled to Egypt. Jehoiakim, however, was able to 
send a retainer to Egypt, obtain custody of Uriah, bring him to Judah, and have 

we must conclude that a reciprocal treaty of extradition, 

    

him executed. From th 
‘whether formal or informal, existed between Jehoiakim and Pharaoh Necho I, 
‘whose vassal he was 

Problematic, in that it would seem to contradict what is otherwise known of 

  

biblical and ancient Near Easter practice, is the passage Deut 23:16, in which it 
is written “You shall not extradite a slave, who seeks refuge with you from hi 
master, to his master.””” If one views the Deuteronomic law as a utopian 
humanitarian expression that was never realized in actual case law, since the 
consequence would have been societal anarchy, then the problem disappears. In 
the context of the law as an expression of the covenant between God and Israel, 
one could argue that the release fiom the obligation to retu fugitive slaves is a 
provision which could be granted by the suzerain (in this case God) to his vassal 
(Israel), as was the case in the treaty between Suppiluliuma and Nigmaddu 
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It is evident that the retum or extradition of fugitive slaves became an 
integral part of ancient Near Eastem societal structure. The beginnings of this 
process are to be sought in the late third millennium B.CE. As Assyriologi 
studies have shown, fugitives and their treatment became a major legal concern 
during the Old Babylonian Period, in the early second millennium.'® Legal 
documents and treaty texts from Mesopotamia, Anatolia, Syria, Canaan and 
Egypt all attest to this fact throughout ancient times. Evidence from treaties 
indicates that the extradition of fugitives was an issue which concemed both 
parties to an agreement. In other words, although the suzerain could demand the 
extradition of his fugitives from his vassals, he could also grant the vassal the 
privilege of reciprocity 

Thus, the fact of extradition does not necessarily indicate that the one 
extraditing, in our example Achish of Gath, would necessarily be a vassal of the 
one to whom the fugitives are extradited, in our case Shimei, putative subject of 
Solomon, king of Israel. Those who argue that Gath must have been subject to 
Isracl on the basis of the extradition of Shimei's slaves simply have no 
argument, leaving aside the question of how they would explain the extradition 
of Uriah from Egypt, the suzerain, to Judah, the vassal. On the other hand, the 
fact that the reciprocal extradition of slaves is an integral part of both vassal and 
parity treaties would also mitigate against being able to claim on the basis of | 
Kings 2:39-41 that Gath and Israel were independent of each other, bound by a 
parity treaty. Thus, it must be concluded that, although the story of Shimei’s 
slaves can be used to argue that there were formal diplomatic relations between 
Gath and Israel, the evidence is too ambiguous to enable one to use this passage 
in defining the quality and nature of that relationship. 

It was probably Gath’s position as the nearest non-Israclite city which 
induced Shimei's slaves to hope for sanctuary there (unless the whole incident 
was simply contrived to assure Shimei’s absence from Jerusalem, whether on 
the part of the redactor or of Solomon). The episode indicates that Gath had 
managed to retain a measure of autonomy, maybe even of independence, and 
that Achish, or a member of his house, still held sway there. The situation 
probably changed as a result of an incident which is narrated parenthetically in 1 
Kegs 9:15-19, namely the capture of Gezer by a ruler of Egypt, and the city’s 
subsequent transference to Solomon. 
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Philistia During the Waning Days of the United Monarchy 

Although the historicity of the motif of Solomon’s marriage to a daughter of 
Pharaoh, most commonly identified as Siamun,' has been challenged by some 
in recent years,"’ the plausibility of an Egyptian incursion into Palestine 
following the death of David has been amply demonstrated.'*' City gates similar 
in plan have often been taken as evidence of a unified building plan during 
Solomon’s reign at Gezer, Hazor, and Megiddo, possibly against a putative 
Egyptian threat."? Although not specifically mentioned in the sparse biblical 
notation of the event, it must be deduced that the march of the Egyptian amy up 

      
        

       

      

        
                
    
    

     

  

      

     

     

   

    

    
    

    

     

  

% Over the years there have been three main contenders for th identity of the Pharaoh who conquered 
Gezer and subsequently transtered i 0 Solomon. Chronologial considerations have fairy well eliminated 
Shoshena from th lst. Working backward from a supposed synchronism between Rehoboum and Shasheng 
(1 Kes 14:25-26, Gardiner 1961 329),it would appea that Shoshend'’s regn (940-919 B.C.E. according to 
Hallo and Simpson 1971: 301) commenced much 100 lat 10 be a viable candidate for an cvnt which is 
assumed t have taken plce in th caly part of Solomon's eign (defiitly before his leventhyear, probably 
withinthe first four;see Gray 1970: 119 Kitchen 1986: 280; Lance 1976: 210-212; Green 1978: 354-59;see 
also Malamat's arguments [1963: 11]for an Egyptian attack shorly after th death of David). Siamun and 
Prusennes I, the last two Kings o the twenty-frst dynasty are the two leading candidates for synchronism 
with the early partof Solomon’sreign (Redford 1975: S and n. 21; Lance 1976: 210-12). The former, who 
eigned from 978.959 B.CE. (Kitchen 1986: 280; Soggin 1984: 80-81), s the most frequently cited 
candidate, assuming that Solomon's irst decade was in the range of 970-960 or 962952 B.CE. (e Green 
1978: 351-55, 360-63), There have also been two_picces of circumstantial evidence used 1o suppart the 
identification of Samun as the conqueror of Gezer. First i 3 fragmentary rlif from Tanis of Siamun in the 
actof smiling an enemy (Montet 1941° 19596 and fg. 55; 1959: 39-40 and fig. ). On the basi of the 
epicion of an object which Montet identiied as an Acgean double-ax being hed in the hand of the 
vandquished enemy, Montt conjectured tha th enemy depicied was a Philistne and tat, hence, th venue of 
{he scene was of Siamun's campuign o Philia, during the course of which he captured Gezer. Altough 
Montt orginaly ascribed the handing over of Gezer 1o the same pharaoh, he lter atributed that at 1o 
Siamun's successor Psusennes 11 (1959: 42). Although the latter attribution did nt take hold in the shalarly 
World,the istpart of Monte' argumen, namely thatthe Tanis rlcf was a depiction of Siamun’s campaign 
{0 Philista subscquent 0 the death of David, did (see .2 Malamat 1963: 12; Gray 1970: 119; Kitchen 1986: 
280-81). In recent years some dovit has been voiced over Monte's identification of the bjec hed in 
Siamun's vanuished enemy’s hand a an Acgean double-ax (Redford 1973 4; Lance 1976: 212-17 and fgs 
Sa and Sb, who identifis it 1  dipylon shicd but see Green 1978: 363-66). A scarab of Samun, found st 
Tellc-Farah (South, has also béen brought in s evidence of Samun's involvement in  Philisine campaig 
(Malamat 1963; 12). Howeser, the isoled presence of  seal i insuffcent evidence upon which 10 hang 
Such  theory, since there is no way of knowing how the scal came o the ste (whether by trade or invason) 
nor when (see Giveon 1972: 143 n. 4). Thus chronologicalcrteria would favor an idenifcation of Siamun as 
the pharaoh who conquered Gezer, while leaing open the possbility tha it may have been Psisennes I (scc 
Malamat 1964: 43; Redford 1973: 5; Sogein 1984: 80-81). As possile cvidence of th reslt of an Egyptian 
expediton o Philstia, Redford (1975: 4 cites the meation of “Palestinian” slaves, possbly prisoners of war, 

in a mid-enth century mortuary endovnent et from Abydos. 
il and Hayes 1986: 216; Garbini 1988: 27-29, 

IE.g Malamat 1963: 11; 1982: 198.9 
40, Dever 1967 60-61; Gray 1970: 246; Misom 1986: 92, but see Finkelsin 1990 
990: 74-77; Wightman 1990: 1517, 19-20. 
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to the border of Isracl must have had direct implications for the political 
situation of the Philistine states. 

As Malamat has o eloquently argued, the Egyptian motive for the campaign 
to Palestine was to reassert its_historical hegemony over at least the 
southwestem comer of Canaan, lands which Egypt had controlled until the two 
previous centuries. The death of the powerful David opened a supposed window 
of opportunity for the Egyptians. As has happened so ofen in recorded history, 
the Egyptians hoped tha the death of the powerful ruler would usher in a period 
of weakness in Israel, which they would be able to exploit in order to reassert 
their political and economic influence. Egypt at that time was divided in two, 
with the northemn part (lower Egypt) controlled by the twenty-first dynasty ruling 
om Tanis. Since the trade routes south were blocked by the theocratic rulers of 

Thebes, the only hope for expansion of rule and economic opportunity lay to the 
northeast, in Canaan.'** 

If the report of the capture of Gezer in 1 Kgs 9 is indeed historical, then it 
stands to reason that the Egyptian army transversed all of Philistia and brought it 
back under Egyptian hegemony. For the scope of this study it is irrelevant 
whether the ultimate Egyptian aim was to engage Isracl in battle or not.' The 
consequence of the pharaonic adventure was to extend the limit of Egyptian 
nfluence to the very border between Philistia and Isracl. Philistia was now 
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    24) and those who follow him (c.¢. Bright 1981: 212) 
n which Gezer was captured was the conquest ofTsael itself. According 0 this reconsructon of vents,the Egypians were ot content smply o telaim land lost 

o centurics befre. The object o the Egpians was to conquer srael tsef ollowing the death of David 
Afersccuring Geser, however, the Egyptian advance ws stymied by an Isaclite force of far greater pover 
‘and proprtions than had becn anticipated. Ceding Gezzr 1o Soloman and giving him an Egyptan princes as a wift were face-aving measures imposed by the circumstances, which may have included a defea of the Egyptian army (sec also Peckham 1976: 232). In a milder version of this theory, Eissfeld (1967: 154-55) viewed the pharacnic expedition to Gezer 25 an atempt o estalishthe Egyptian sphere o influence i 
Israel. Others, however, do not view the Egyptians and the Isslies as adveraris. Redlord (1973 3 
instance, viewed Egypt and srac a allies united against @ common fo, the Philstines (and the Shasu of Transordan), i 3 cae of“the enemy of my enemy i s rend.” Egypt was anxious (0 ecover is cconomic influence in Canaan through the subjugation of Philstia, and the cltivaion of good relations with srael ‘which had good relations with the Phoenicians that Egypt also wanted o cultivate. According o tis chern, 
the marriage of Pharaoh’s daughte with Solomon was an atiemp 10 sccure an aliance through marriage 
The gift o Gezer was a Simple act o the transferal ofth princes' landed property with her to er husband 
In Kichen's opinion (1986: 281-83), Siamun's motives were commercal, He wanted o eliminate Philistne competiion from the ucrative rads with Phosnicia. By ceding Gezer to Solomn, Siamun rlived himself of 
an unimportant border town and won a valuable political and ezonamic ll. Thus th campaign was basically 
 puniiv raid againt the Philisine. With more istant peoples, sch s th Isaeite, the Edomites, and the 
Phocnicans, the Egyptans were intrested informing cconomic alliances 
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subsumed under Egypt's sphere of influence, which surely was a majo, if not 
the major aim of the campaign." 

Archacological Evidence Bearing on Philistine History in the Tenth Century 
BCE. 

   Has the archacological record been able to lend support to the endeavor of 
historical reconstruction of this general period? The answer is a very tentative 
and vague “maybe.” 

A number of sites in Philistia show evidence of either destruction, 
abandonment, or cultural change which has been dated to the first part of the 
tenth century B.CE. Unfortunately, there also exists a lively debate in the 
archacological community regarding the exact dating and, hence, ascription to 
historical events and characters of the various strata. There are generally three 
candidates to whom the major upheavals at sites in Philistia during this period 
are ascribed: David, Siamun, and Shosheng (biblical Shishak). 

Among the major Philstine sites, Tel Batash-Timnah V' ended without 
destruction around 1000 B. nce it lay between Philistine Tel Migne-Ekron 

and possibly Israclite Beth-Shemesh, " it has been theorized that the site was 
abandoned by the Philistines as a consequence of the hostilities between 
Philistia and Israel during David’s reign.'” After a short uninhabited period, Tel 
Batash IV was in existence until destroyed near the end of the tenth century, 
probably by Shosheng. Although the gate at Tel Batash IV has its closest 
parallel in the gate at Ashdod X, the pottery assemblage and other material 
culture remains find their closest parallels in the assemblages from sites in the 
Judean hills, the Shephelah, and the central coastal plains. Thus it is deduced 
that Tel Batash became an Israclite holding during the tenth century, ie. the 
period of the united monarchy.'* 

Tel Miqne-Ekron Stratum IV-A suffered a violent destruction in the first part 
of the tenth century, which has been attributed either to David or to Siamun."*” 
Subsequently the city was in decline for over two and a half centuries, until it 
experienced a dramatic economic revival under Assyrian hegemony. During this 
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time of decline Ekron was restricted to the ten acre northeast acropolis. It was in 
the latter part of the tenth century or early ninth that a mud-brick tower faced 
with ashlar masonry in a header-stretcher patter was constructed. It was part of 
a fortification system that included a mud-brick wall. Gitin speculates that this 
was the wall depicted in the reliefs of Sargon II at Khorsabad."*" Since Tel 
Migue lay on the border with Judah, tensions between the city-state of Ekron 
and the national state of Judah were probably the cause of Tel Migne’s 270 year 
long period of decline, during which it became a political and economic 
backwater. When the restoration came following Hezekiah's failed revolt 
against Assyria, the upswing in Ekron’s economic situation was dramatic. Tel 
Migne grew to such an extent that for the first time in its history it burst the 
bounds of the 50 acre Middle Bronze Age fortifications and grew to its greatest 
extent, namely 85 acres.'”! 

Tel Mor (Ashdod-Yam, ie. the port of Ashdod) Stratum Il was also 
destroyed in the early tenth century, once again, it s felt, either by David or by 
Siamun.'* 

At Ashdod jtself, Stratum X was destroyed about a third of the way into the 
tenth century.'® Since this is the period to which Siamun’s supposed capture of 
Gezer is dated, the excavators of Ashdod have attributed this destruction to 
him.'** 1t would follow that this would also influence the dating of Tel Mor III 
to the same time.' Some'®® theorize that Solomon conquered or at least 
controlled Ashdod on the basis of the “Solomonic™ or three (i.e. six) chambered 
gate found there. However, the date of the gate and s conceptual provenance 
are yet to be determined, although it would appear to be a development from the 
earlier two chambered one.'*” On the basis of recent work, it would appear that 
a Solomonic ascription of the gate and all that it would imply are at best 
questionable. 

Three tenth century destruction layers have been identified at Tell Qasile. 
The excavator A. Mazar attributes the destruction of Stratum X to David in 
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about 980 B.C.E.'** The destruction of Statum VIl and possibly of Stratum X 
is attributed to Shoshenq in the second half of the century.'™ At any rate, as of 

160 

  

the early tenth century Tell Qasile belonged to a different sphere of influence. 
The northern border of Philistia was now more likely to be determined by the 
Sorek Brook than by the Yarkon River. 

The site of Gezer traditionally has been used as a type site in identifying 
architecture of the Solomonic period, thus providing rescarchers with, among 
other chronological hooks, a terminus ad quem for the pre-Israclite habitation of 
the city.®! Recently, however, many of the assumptions used in dating the 
various layers of the site have been called into question.'® Unless one is able to 
link a fortification with a definite historical moment, a most unlikely proposition 
in most cases, it is impossible to claim that the supposed tenth century 
fortifications at Gezer were directed solely against the Philistines,'®" rather than 
against the Egyptians. 

To a great extent, an archacologist’s dating of a stratum to either David or 
Siamun is dependent on his or her interpretation of the biblical text. Those who 
assume that Philistia was conquered by David are more likely to date a site’s 
destruction to that monarch, while those who assume that Siamun conquered 
Philistia are more likely to date the destruction levels at Philistine sites to the 
latter monarch. 

  

Summation 

If one were to follow B. Mazar's dating of the Danite tribal lists in Josh 19:40- 
46 to the period of the united monarchy,*® then it would follow that broad 
regions of Philistia fell under Israelite control, or more properly were conquered 
by David and/or Solomon. On the other hand, the reticence of the Bible would 

5 A Mazar 1980: 10-11 
 Soc also Dever 1982: 278-80. 
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appear to make it unlikely that David pushed into the Philistine heartland, with 
the possible exception of the region of Gath. It is, however, likely that David 
was the one responsible for the cultural upheavals at border sites such as Tel 
Batash in the east and Tell Qasile in the north of Philistia. The destructions in 
the Philistine heartland in the first half of the tenth century should — if one must 
find a circumstantial link between material remains and the written record - be 
attributed to an Egyptian effort to reassert its hegemony over Philistia following 
the death of David. 

From a position of power at the beginning of the first millennium B.C.E., a 
time at which it seemed that Philistia would be the legitimate heir to the ancient 
Egyptian empire in Canaan, the Philistines had fallen o the level of an object to 
be possessed, and the status as Egypt’s heir passed temporarily to Israel.'s 
First Achish’s one-time vassal had declared his independence and established an 
empire, driving the Philistines out of the central and northern portions of Canaan 
and restricting them to their narrow coastal strip in southwestern Canaan. Then 

    

Egypt began to reassert s claim on the land. Over the next few centuries any 
niche that the Philistine cities would be able to carve out for themselves would 
be dependent on their situation within the international economic structures. 
Ekron, caught between Philistia and Israel/Judah entered a 270 year decline. 
Presumably so did Gath, which was eventually to disappear from the textual 
record. On the other hand, the cities of the coast flourished and became 
important conduits for international trade. The flourishing of sites along the 
Besor Brook, far removed from Israel and Judah, during the tenth century may 
also be indicative of the political situation."® The leading Philistine cities until 
the time of the Assyrian conquest were to be the coastal sites, which served a 
vital outlets for both land based and maritime international trade.'” However, 
they were never to reestablish any grandiose plans of expansion, let alone 
empire. The battles that they were to fight in the future would be of a defensive 
nature, or relegated to minor border conflicts. Evidence for this claim will be 
adduced in the following chapter. 
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‘CHAPTER THREE 

DARK AGES? 

Pre- and post-Davidic Philistines 

   
    
         

   

                    

    
    

      

    
    

Documentary sources for the history of the Philistines during the course of the 
following two centuries, until after the rise of the Neo-Assyrian empire in the 
west, are extremely limited. However, as recent excavations in Philistia have 
shown, there is very little justification for Macalister’s statement that “[t]he 
contrast between the pre-Davidic and the post-Davidic Philistines is one of 
the most extraordinary in human history.” On the contrary, the Philistine 
states managed to retain their individuality® and to flourish economically 
under extraordinary pressure. Their period of expansion may have ended, but 
their regional role was still essential 

It was argued in the previous chapter that the cities of the Philistine 
pentapolis, with the possible exception of Gath, managed to retain their 
autonomy during the reign of David, only to fall under the nominal hegemony 
of Egypt subsequent to the campaign of Siamun to Canaan during Solomon’s 
reign. That, together with the general loosening of Israclite control over its 
dependencies as outlined in 1 Kgs 11, would make it unlikely that Israel 

exerted any control over Philistia during the last days of the united monarchy. 
The division of the Israelite state following the death of Solomon sounded the 
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death-knell of any Israelite hopes for empire. It also temporarily freed the 
Philistines from Israclite claims on their teritory, once again with the possible 
exception of Gath, which is included in the list of cities fortified by 
Rehoboam in 2 Chr 11:5-10 

Gath and the List of Rehoboam's Fortifications 

Many scholars have assumed that the document 2 Chr 11:5-10 has been 
assigned its correct historical place within the context of Rehoboam’s reign* 
However, a number of attacks have been mounted on this traditional position. 

Expanding on a view first expressed by Junge, Alt argued that the st as a 
whole was to be assigned to the reign of Josiah (639-606 B.C.E.)." His 
reasoning, however, was circular. Alt was the first to recognize that the st of 
levitical cities in Josh 21 and 1 Chr 6 and the list of cities of Judah fortified 
by Rehoboam would appear to complement each other in the territory of 
Judah. The only exceptions to this are Aijalon and Hebron which appear in 
both lists. Since Alt dated the list of levitical cities to the time of Josiah, it 
followed that the list of Rehoboam’s cities would have to be dated to the 
same time. If, however, one rejects Alt’s dating of the former,his main 
argument conceming the date of the latter is dealt a serious blow. 

Alt’s theory lay dormant until it was revived by Fritz in 1981. Although 
Fritz cautioned against facilely assuming a connection between the list of 
Rehoboan’s fortresses and the list of levitical cities,’ he did attempt to 
provide additional arguments in favor of dating the former list o Josiah’s 
time. Drawing on Beyer's influential 1931 study of the topography of 
Rehoboam’s system of fortifications, which sought to show that the cities 
were chosen in a logical order in order to protect the access routes to 
Jerusalem from the west and south, and on the results of archacological 
excavations and surveys among the sites identified with the cities of 2 Chr 

    

*E.g Boyer 1931: 132:34; Noih 1938: 294, Wellen 1973: 13, 192, 195; Millr and Hayes 1986: 238 
AN 1953:2.30653 
*Most scholars, ollowing Albright, date the lit 10 the period of the united monarchy (e, Aharoni 

1979: 301.02; Millr 1987- 279). On the other hand, Na'aman (1986b: 8) has categoically rejected any 
and all claims of historical valiit for the levitca s, 
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   11:6-10a,” Fritz sought to show that the archaeological record and the 

internal logic of the system would best fit the late seventh century B.CE. 
However, Fritz himself had to concede that the archaeological evidence was 
not conclusive® First, only a few of the sites have been excavated, and 
second, of these some had not been retumed to since early in this century 
Fritz’s argument that the evidence from Lachish, Beth-Zur, and Gath does not 
admit of a date in the tenth century is specious. Whether one identifies the 
Gath of 2 Chr 118 as the Philistine city or as Moresheth-Gath, arguments 
could be adduced in favor of its inclusion in Rehoboam’s list. Lachish 
definitely was settled during the latter half of the tenth century, whether one 
attributes Palace A of Level V o the fortifications of Level IV to the time of 
Rehoboam.” Although the paucity of evidence for a settlement at Beth-Zur 
between 1000 and 650 B.C.E."® would appear to lend support to Fritz’s line 
of argument, scattered tenth century shards were found there, indicating that it 
may be too carly to argue from hitherto negative evidence, always a risky 
procedure. Fritz’s only positive argument is that the cities listed in 2 Chr 
11:6-10a cover roughly the territory conquered by Sennacherib in 701 B.C.E. 
He thus deduces that Josiah, the next king who may have faced an acute 
Assyrian threat, must have fortified those cities on the basis of what he knew 
about Sennacherib’s tactics. The evidence for this is at best circumstantial 
and adnmits of no compelling reason to change the traditional assessment of 
the place of the list." 

A more serious challenge has recently been mounted by the oftentimes 
iconoclastic Na’aman.'? Starting from the presupposition that within the list 
is reflected the Judahite area conquered by Sennacherib, Na'aman has taken 
that argument o its logical conclusion, namely that the list itself dates from 
Hezekiah’s time and represents the defensive measures undertaken by 
Hezekiah in the face of the Assyrian advance. Support for this is found in the 

   

        

With the exception of Gath, there i not much conroversy regarding the identifcation of th ciies 
mentioned in 2 Chr 11:6-10a. Seethelissin Frtz 1981: 47% Mille 1987: 276, 
“Fritz 1981: 47°. Sce also Herrmann's (1989: 72°-73%) discussion of the inconclusive archacologica 

evidence. 
The former is prefrabl; se Ussishkin 1978: 93 

* See Funk 1975, Na'aman (1986b: 6 would move the lattr date bac intothe late haf of the cighth 

" While Herrmann (1989) would not concur with the latter phrase, his crical analysis of Frtz's 
reconstrucion would supportthe first phrase ofthissentence. 

 1986b: 514 1988,
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presence of Imlk seal impressions at all of the sites mentioned in the list 
which have been excavated (Beth-Zur, Gath, Mareshah, Lachish, Azekah), as 
well as at two sites which have only been surveyed (Bethlehem and Soco). 
The absence of /mlk seal impressions at the other sites is explained by the 
cursory nature of the surveys, which may not have revealed a representative 
sample of shards, and by the largely unpublished and therefore unknown 
results of the excavations at Hebron.' 

Once again, however, the circumstantial and coincidental nature of the 
evidence does not offer any compelling reason to veer from the traditional 
dating of the list. As Timm has pointed out with reference to Ashdod, the 
mere presence of Imlk seals at a site does not automatically make it Judean.' 
In addition Na’aman’s need to theorize that the Chronicler had to severely 
truncate the original document in front of him by lopping off the forifications. 
north of Jerusalem in order to get it to fit with the facts of Rehoboam’s reign 
raises new literary-critical problems which admit no easy solution.' 

After disposing of Fritz's attempt to provide a historical framework for the 
list, Herrmann'® has sought to argue that the list of fortifications is an 
idealized construct of a system which never existed as a complete entity 
Thus, the issue of dating becomes moot. Nonetheless, Hermann procedes to 
date the “prototype” of the list to the time of Solomon, during which there 
was no threat from the north. The Chronicler then mistakenly attributed the 
list to his son, Rehoboam, who inherited the idea of a fortification system 
from his father, but never managed to make it a reality. In this manner 
Herrmann has his cake and eats it too. The system of fortifications never 
existed as an archacologically recoverable reality, but it did have a long 
history as a literary and ideological construct. Herrmann'” himself has 
admitted the hypothetical and unproveable nature of his theory. 

‘The fact remains, when all is said and done, that there are no compelling 
reasons o redate the list of 2 Chr 11:5-10a to any time other than that of 
Rehoboam.'® Indeed, the list fits quite comfortably into what is known about 
Rehoboan’s reign. The small amount of teritory covered is easily explained 

                

¥ Na'aman 19865 11 and n. 9 
Timm 1980: 30, 

  14 Seealo the 
1989, 
 1989: 760 

  iicism of Na'aman's positionin Garfinkel 1985 

1S Japhet 1993 665-66. 
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by recourse to the historical situation. 1 Kgs 11 recounts how Aram and 
Edom had already moved out of the Israelite sphere of influence in the latter 
part of the reign of Solomon. The secession of Israel recounted in 1 Kgs 12 
accounts for the loss of the territory of the northern tribes, while the biblical 
account of the campaign of Shoshenq I (called Shishak in 1 Kgs 14:25-26 and 
2 Chr 12:2-12) in conjunction with the geographical information concerning 

| Shoshenq’s incursions into the Negeb listed in the Karnak inscription'® would 
explain the loss of territory to the south of the Judahite heartland. As for the 
lack of mention of cities to the north, the border between Israel and Judah ra 
somewhere between Bethel and Jerusalem, the latter of which was 
presumably sufficient to demarcate the northem limits of Rehoboam’s 
truncated holdings ** 

A major advance in the understanding of the function of the cities in 
Rehoboam’s list was hinted at by Miller and Hayes”' and developed more 
fully by Miller.? According to this theory, the purpose of the cities 
“fortfied”, more properly perhaps stocked and manned?® by Rehoboam was 
not to guard against external enemies (thus making the question of the list's 
dating to before or after Shoshenq’s campaign in Rehoboam’s fifth year a 
moot issue). Rather the distribution of garrisons and supplies in cities among 
the borders and the interior of the country would have served to secure the 
litle land remaining under the dominion of a most unpopular ruler. The 
levitical cities and Jerusalem are not included since they would have formed 
the core of the areas loyal to the house of David, if not to Rehoboam himself. 
Tt was the remaining land that needed to be secured. The editorial comment in 
v 12b, “Judah and Benjamin were his,” may thus be an accurate summary of 
the function of the list>* rather than the introduction to the following 
pericope.”® 

Once a decision has been made to date the list of cities to the period to 
‘which it has been ascribed in the biblical text, our focus can shift to our actual 
object of interest, namely to the city of Gath and its identity. 

      

  

  

See Noth 1938: 204-95; Aharoni 1979: 327-29;Kitchen 1986: 296 
*Seealso Kallai 1960: 5. 
 1986: 238, 
1087, 
See g Na'aman 1986b: 6 Rainey 1975: 73" 
*See Welten 1973: 12-13, 15        

  

*Thus Wiliamson 1982: 243 fllowing Ackroyd
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There are many*® who include the mention of Gath in 2 Chr 118 as 
another in a series of texts (often including 1 Kes 2:39-41) which indicate that 
Gath belonged to Israel/Judah as of the time of the united monarchy up until 
Hazael's incursion in the late ninth century B.CE. (2 Kgs 12:18-19-Eng 
12:17-18).2" According to this understanding, the fortification of Gath was to 
guard one of the western approaches to Jerusalem, although whether against 
the Philistines or the Egyptians is unclear. 

In recent years, however, the followers of Aharoni’s school of historical 
geography have gained the upper hand in the interpretation of the mention of 
Gath in 2 Chr 11:8. As first formulated by Aharoni* this theory holds that 
Gath, which Israeli scholarship has predominantly come to locate at Tell es- 
Safi* lay t00 far to the west to have logically been included within the 
wester line of Judahite defenses, let alone within Judah at the time of 
Rehoboam. It is much more reasonable according to this view to include Tel 
Goded (Tell el-Judeideh; map reference 141115), which lies between 
Mareshah (Tell Sandahannah; map reference 140111) to the south and 
Azekah (Khirbet Tell Zakariyeh; map reference 144124) to the north, in 
Rehoboant’s line of fortified cities. In light of the fact that Tel Goded has 
most frequently been identified as Moresheth-Gath, Aharoni and those who 
follow him have conjectured that the graphic and auditory similarity between 
Mareshah and the name which, it is conjectured, precedes it, Moresheth- 
Gath,in v 11 led to the dropping out of the element Moresheth in the biblical 
text, resulting in the reading which has come down to us.** The line of 
fortifications thus demarcated the extent of Judahite rule and did not include 
any of the Philistine territory. It is, therefore, to be concluded that the cities 
which were fortified by Rehoboam, whether they were meant to guard against 
an interal or an external enemy, served to secure the rump state which was 

    

   
E.g Bejer 1931: 13; Bisfeldt 1943: 123-24; Noth 1960: 238; Delcor 1966 1267; Bright 1981: 231 

. 
While Na’aman (1986b: 7) accepts the noion of Isrcl's dominaton of Gath during the reign of 

Soloman, i light of Shoshena’s campaig h reects the notion that Reioboam could have rled aver the 
iy He has this acceptd the equation of Philstne Gath with the Gath of 2 Chr 11, but rjected the 
hisorcal contxt of the st withinthetraditional canon. 

* Ses Alaron 1979 330-32 

  

  

 Concerning the identification of Tell es-Safi with Gath see Rainey 1975 and lerature there. See 
Raincy 1975: 75%-76* n. 109 concerning B. Mazar's retreat from a theory of two Gaths, one northen 
identical with Gitaim and one southern identified as Philistine Gath, which he had orginally proposed in 
1954 
  

e o Gichon 1964: 416, 418; Rainey 1975: 72%; Millr 1987: 276 Tabl'5. 
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all that was left to him following the division of the Israclite state, the 
withdrawal of dependencies from the empire, and the campaign of Pharaoh 
Shoshenq to Palestine. 

The Campaign of Shoshenq I to Canaan 

There are not many historical incidents which are recorded in the Bible and 
can be corroborated in Egyptian sources. The campaign of Shosheng 
(Shishak)® to Canaan in the fifth year of Rehoboam, c. 925-920 B.CE,, is 

one. It is mentioned in 1 Kgs 14:25-26, in a context in which the author’s 

concem is more with the Temple implements given as tribute to Shoshenq 
than with the historical event itself, as well as in the Kamak temple list of 
cities visited during the course of Shoshenq’s campaign.™ A fragment of an 

Egyptian victory stele dating to this campaign was unearthed during the 
course of the excavations at Megiddo. Indeed a number of destruction levels 
at stes in Isracl, Judah, and the Negeb have been taken as tangible evidence 
of Shosheng’s activities 

Shoshenq T was the founder of the twenty-second so-called Lybian or 
Bubastide dynasty.” Redford has attributed the need to prove and assert 
himself as one of foreign origin vis-4-vis the Theban theocracy as the personal 
motivation for his campaign against Canaan** Some minor border 
disturbance with some Semitic tribe possibly provided Shoshenq with the 
justification he needed to move against Canaan.* 

Entry 11 on the Kamak list mentions a city whose name is restored as 
Gaza, while the following entry 12 mentions either Gezer’” or Makkedah.*® 

    
           
        

        

    

    
    

       

   

        

    
   
   

   

        

7 On Shoshen's name s Kitchen 1986:73 n. 356 
For translatons of the lit sce Breased 1906; 348-54; NET 263-64; see also the draving and 

ranscripton in Ahituv 1979: 91-96. Although the cnumeration of owns and ciies in the Karmak lst has 
been taken as an indication of Shoshend's conquests (¢ Oto 1953: 223), Redford (1973: 11 . 74) is 
probably corrct i his interpetation of th lst s an itnerary (see Mille and Hayes 1986: 245-46), 
alhough it exact interpretation s st 2 much debatedtopic (sce Aharoni 1979: 323-30; Kitchen 1986 
45247 

       

5 See Wright 1967: 65%-66°; A. Mazar 1990: 395.95, 
“Ses Otto 1953: 218-21; Kitchen 1986:286.302 
Reford 1973: 611 

  

*Redford 1973 10; Kitchen 1956: 294 
* Abitay 1979:91, 97 1984; 98 and . 197, 102 and n. 20,
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Whichever is preferable, it seems probable that, except for a stop at Gaza, 
Shoshenq passed unimpeded through Philistia and moved on into the hill 
count 
served as the home base of Egyptian operations at the time. * 

While Shoshenq’s campaign had no lasting effect on the political structure 
of the ragion in terms of Egyptian interference in local affairs, n its treatment 
of Philistia it hearkened back to earlier days. Gaza once again served as the 
springboard for an action in Canaan.** The nominal Philistine dependence on 
Egypt was reasserted, at least temporarily, just as it had been a generation 
before during the days of Siamun.! 

It can be assumed that at least part of the motivation for Shoshenq’s 
campaign lay in the commercial sphere.* His receipt of tribute from Judah 
was recorded in the Bible, and it can be expected that he received the same 
from Israel. His movement into the Negeb quite possibly resulted in the 
cutting off of Judah from the lucrative trade routes with Edom and the 
Arabian peninsula.** Contact with the Philistines and various beduin tribes 
could only enhance Egypt's attempt to profit from the region’s trade, even if 
‘with hindsight we realize that this attempt was to be futile.** 

Itis also to this time that a renewal of Egypt’s close commercial ties with 
the Phoenician coast are traced.** This could only be of benefit to both 
partners, since Phoenicia, in particular Tyre, was at this time expanding into a 
‘major maritime commercial power.** It would appear that a major emphasis 

  

the northern coastal plain, and the Negeb. It may even be that Gaza 

    

  

*Kitchen 1986: 298 and .7, 435. 
* Varioustheries o inteprettion of the progress of Shoshenq's Pletinian campaign are conveniently collected i Kitchen 1986: 44246, followe by the author's own interpeation (1986, 446-47) 
See 0ded 1979: 237, 

" Scc B. Mazar 1956: 61; Aaroni 1979: 325; Oded 1979: 239, 
Sece.g.De Meulenaere 1967: 2728, 

 Abaroni 197   9: 229:30; Millerand Hayes 1986: 246. 
O the basis of the lack of any lsting consequences from Shoshend's incursion o Canaan, Noth (1938: 301) concluded that his campaign did not form a part o any larger stategy. Thi is fallacious reasoning, since the inabilty of a ule or nation to ake advantage o  politcl itation cannot be used i retrospect o cast doub on he primary motivation of an action On the other hand, Reford (1973: 11) has pointed out that Shoshenq made no attempt 1o secure his conquests in Canaan. In his opinion, Shoshena's campaign wis 1o more than a “large-sale razria.” In spite of this he did not deny that Shoshenq must have Rarbored dreams of reviving the lost Egyptan empireof the New Kingdom, drean ‘which neither he nor his suceessrs were able o ealize (1973: 13) 
“Kitchen 1986: 292 
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of Shoshenq’s economic strategy was to expand Egypts economic fies with 
the states of the castern Meditemancan littoral, as far north as southern 
Anatolia, in addition to exerting influence over the land routes from the 

east.” An Egyptian presence in Philistia was thus a pivotal portion of Egypt’s 
international economic posturing ** 

Tangible proof of at least a trade relationship between Philistia and Egypt 
subsequent to Shosheng’s incursion may be found in an inscription on a 
statuette now in the Walters Art Gallery in Baltimore.” Although the 
statuette itself is a relic of the Middle Kingdom, the secondary inscription on 
its back pillar has most often been dated to the period of the twenty-second 
dynasty,” although a_date in the twenty-sixth dynasty cannot be 
categorically ruled out *! 

The secondary inscription mentions the funerary offering of a certain 
Pedeeset, the son of Api, “envoy/commissioner/messenger of/for Canaan 
and/of Philistia.” It is unclear whether Pedeeset was a Canaanite or a 
Philistine serving in Egypt,”? in which case he had an Egyptian name, or an 
Egyptian who had served in Canaan and/or Philistia,”® in which case he had a 
Canaanite patronymic. Also unclear is whether the reference is to both 
Canaan and Philistia,** or to a city or a region within Philistia bearing the 
name of Canaan,** or to the Philistine region of Canaan** What seems 
reasonably certain is that Egypt, in spite of its military weakness and 
isolationism for the two centuries following Shoshenq, did retain at least a 
weak economic link with Philistia. 

    

Redford 1973: 14-15 

  

See Ataroni 1979: 329-30, 
? Steindorf 1939 

  *Stindorff 1939: 33; Tadmor 1961b: 148 n. 24 De Meu 
155 and n. 439, 

nacre in Porten 1981 43; Ahituy 1984: 85, 

1 Albrightin Tadmor 1961b: 150; Poren 1981: 43; A   v 1984: 85, 155, 
= Stindorll 1939: 33; Alt 1952: 164 
 Albrightin Tadmor 1961 150; Tdmor 19615: 148 . 34; At 1984: 85, 155 
“Tadmor 1961b: 148 n. 34; Abitay 1984:85, 155 

AN1952: 164, 
“ Albrightin Tadmor 19616: 150 
% Abiuv (1984: 155) has claimed that the Podecset nscription i the only occurrnce of s as a 

‘geopraphical name refering o the land of Phiista in Egyptian document, negating the puative 
reference o Philsia from the i of Ramses I (1984: 155 n. 438, contra Stcindorf1939: 32). On the 
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Batiles with Israel at Gibbethon 

      

      Until the rise of the Neo-Assyrian empire and its conquest of Canaan, which 
resulted in a flowering of the economic importance of Ekron® and its 
surrounding region® at the turn of the seventh century B.CE., the inland 
areas of Philistia were the most hard-pressed and bore the brunt of the 
occasional rivalry between the states of Canaan. The city of Gibbethon, 
which lay between Gezer and Ekron,’' was at least twice besieged by Israel 
(1 Kgs 15:27; 16:15-17), while Gath was to prove an object of Judean desire 
(2 Chr 26:6) 

Although Macalister could not understand why Gibbethon would have 
been an object of two Israclite campaigns within the space of a generation,” 
its situation at Tel Malot, presumably near the Dreilandereck between Isracl, 
Judah, and Philistia, must have determined its desirability.> Located three 
miles west of Israelite Gezer (1 Kgs 9:15-17), Tel Malot lies five miles north 
of Ekron, which, although in a state of decline at this time, presumably ruled 
Gibbethon.* Thus Gibbethon would have defined the border between Isracl 
and Philistia (Ekron) at the close of the tenth century B.C.E. It may have been 
either to forge an access to Jaffa and the Mediterranean and the trade routes 
that passed by there, or to provide a buffer zone west of Gezer, or to control 

  

             

    

            

     

                

    
    

   

  

     

   

      

  

    

economic influnce of Egypt i the postShoshenq period in gencral,inclucing th 
numerals by th Isralites,see Redford 1973: 15, 
Giln 1987:207-12. 

  adoption of hicratc 

Kelm and Mazar 1989: 46 
“See Oded 1979:237, 
“ Following von Rad (1933: 38) Gibbethon is usually identified with Tel Malot (Tel Melat; grid 

reference 137140),in spit of th fict that von Rad was working on some now outdated assumptons 
including the putative location of Ekron. Kalla (1960: 62) viewed the identiication of Gibbethon a5 
possible, but nt likely. However, Na'aman’s argument (1986: 107-08 n. 49) that Tel Malot i too small 

for a city of such obvious importancs as Gibbethon, which he would prefer o find at Ras Abu Hanid, is 
Specious. Much stroger s his atempt 1o locate theciy nearastream on the basis of Sargon'srlif of his 
captureofthe e (on the relef s c-Amin 1953: 36-37) 

  

    
“Mscaliser 1914:62, 
See Bisfeld 1943: 122:25 Delcor 1966: 1267,    # Sovon Rad 1933: 39, who, howerer, misidentifed Ekron; and Oded 1979: 237
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access from the coast to Gezer and the heartland of the hill country that Isracl 
waged war on Gibbethon 

Although it has been argued that the sieges of Gibbethon were existential 
issues for the survival of Israel that involved all of the ammy and/or people, 
and hence led to the deposition of the ruling monarch owing to his failure in 
the battle for the site,*® it would appear most likely that either personal 
ambition or general dissatisfaction with the ruler’s administration led in each 
case to his assassination. This is not to deny the importance of the siege for 
the personal prestige of the ruler involved. After all, it has become quasi- 
traditional in human history to engage in a war in order to divert the attention 
of the masses from the situation at home. Thus in theory, a military adventure 
could serve to bolster the position of the ruling regime. 

In the first battle at Gibbethon in c. 903-902 B.CE.”" Nadab the son of 
Jeroboam I was killed by a certain Baasha of unknown position while actually 
participating in the siege of the city (1 Kgs 15:27). During the course of the 
sccond siege in c. 885, two changes of ruler took place in Israel, both far 
removed from the site of the battl. First Zimri, one of the commanders of the 
realm’s chariotry, assassinated Elah son of Baasha, while the latter was 
engaged in a drunken debauchery in his palace at Tirzah (1 Kgs 16:8-14) 
Zimris reign, however, was to be short-lived. Within a week Omri, who had 
been laying siege to Gibbethon, removed his troops from there and besieged 
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s millary prowess.See also Hermann 195120102 
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31, Timm 1980:27. 
    1 one were to follow Redford's chronalogy of the eign of Shosheng, ccording to which Shosheng's 

campaign o Canaan fell i the carly part of his reign and Shoshena died in c. 06 B.CE. (197: 10, 1) 
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Tirzah. Seeing himself abandoned, Zimri died in a self-set conflagration (1 
Kgs 16:15-20). Before he could become riler in Zimri’s stead, however, 
Omristill had to overcome the opposition to his assumption of rule by Tibr 
son of Ginath and his followers (1 Kgs 16:21-22), thus proving that “all 
Istael” could not possibly have participated in either the battle at Gibbethon 
or in the election of Omri to the throne. Subsequently Omri was to found a 
relatively long-lived dynasty in Isracl 

In both cases the siege of Gibbethon was abandoned, and hence the 
Philistine cause must be viewed as victorious. However, the victory was not 
attributable solely to the perseverance of the city under siege. Internal unrest 
in Israel worked in favor of Gibbethon, just as it had worked in favor of the 
Philistines and the peoples subjugated o a greater or a lesser extent by Isracl 
at the time of the split of the united monarchy. The victory, if one may term it 
such, appears to have been Pyrrhic®® It is quite possible that military 
pressure, of which the sieges of Gibbethon would be examples, from Isracl 
contributed to the well-attested decline of Ekron from the tenth to the cighth 
centuries B.CE® Timnah (Tel Batash), which lay in the border region 
between Ekron and Judah and had most recently been incorporated into the 
united monarchy, remained unsettled for an extended period of time.” On the 
other hand, concurrent with the decline of the region of Ekron, which faced 
both Isracl and Judah, was the enormous increase in area and importance of 
Ashdod,” a process which one may assume was also operative at Ashkelon 
and Gaza. 

A tension may then be observed in Philistia between the prosperous cities 
of the coastal plain (Ashdod, Ashkelon, Gaza), which exercised control over 
the international trade routes, and those of the Shephelah (Ekron, Gath), 
which were in a state of decline, attributable in part to their situation in an 
oftentimes hostile border region. The pax assyriaca was to help correct the 

   
        

       

    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
      

                        

   
     
   

    

    

    

  

      

 Although formalated from the standpoint of Isracls history, Eissfeldt (1943: 127-28) reached a similar conclsion egarding the outcome of th batles a Gibbethon. Tn his opinion,the aiure of Isael 
in its endeavor o conquer Gibbethon must also be atsbuted 1 the coninued relive miliary might of 
the Philisine stacs, a picure not immediately evident in a cursory reading of the biblical ext. Kallai (1960: 62)cven emphasized the strength of the Phiisines in the area o Ekron s shown in the accounts o the baties at Gibbethon. Subscquent xcavation at Tel Miqne, bowever, has shown that any strengi 
the Philsines may have had in this region unil the coming of the Assyrians must have been ilitary 

since the cconomic cente of Philistine activity had shifted 1 th coastal iies. 
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   imbalance, at least for Ekron and its dependencies. It was to come too late for 
Gath. 

Relations with Judah in the Mid-Ninth Century B.C.E. 

   

       

        

       
    

     

   

                            

    

    

It is difficult to determine the quality of the relationship between the 
Philistines and Judah in the period following the dissolution of the united 
monarchy. I i, however, safe to assume that it took Judah a while to recover 
from the truncation of ts kingdom owing to revolt and Egyptian subjugation, 
even if the latter was only partial and ephemeral. Judah’s weakness, 
combined with the lingering and undeserved reputation of Egypt under the 
Bubastides™ were probably sufficient to guard Philistine territory, with the 
possible exception of the region bordering on the Judean Shephelah, from any 
threat from Judah. 

‘The only hint in the biblical text that Judah had an interest in exploiting the 
Philistines comes in 2 Chr 17:10-11, in which “good” king Jehoshaphat is 
alleged to have received tribute fiom some of the Philistines and from the 
Amabs. If this passage does indeed stem from a historically reliable 
tradition,™ then it is not unreasonable to assume that the Philistine tribute 
received was from one or more of the cifies situated on the Philistine-Judean 
border. It has been suggested that the tribute came from Gath, since it lay 
on the border and was often a point of conflict between the two nations. 
However, there is no cvidence cither to substantiate or to deny this 
suggestion. 

1 Judah was indeed able to exercise some form of hegemony over a part 
of Philistia during the reign of Jehoshaphat, then this was a short-lived 
exercise. Although a comparison of the accounts of the reigns of Jehoshaphat 
and his son Jehoram reveals a careful literary structure in which all that was 
positive in the former’s days is negated in the latter’s,” there may be some 
kemnel of truth to the tradition that the Philistines and the Arabs threw off the 
Judean yoke during Jehoram’s reign. At the least, credence must be given to 

   

  

  

  

  

*See Redford 1973: 1314, 
?See Willamson 1982: 

  

5, Japhet 1993: 751 
“Eisseldt 1943: 124 0.2, 
*See Dillrd 1987: 164, 169
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the tradition conceming the revolts of Libnah and Edom. It may be more than 
coincidence that the revolts of Libnah and Edom are paralleled by those of the 
Philistines and the Arabs. Once again, it cannot be determined which 
Philistines revolted. The mention of Libnah, which lay on the Philistine- 
Judean border, however, makes it appear likely that altercations once again 
took place in the Shephelah. Libnah, which traditionally belonged to the 
temitory of Judah (Josh 15:42) and was one of the levitical cities (Josh 21:13), 
may have acted in concert with, have allied itself with, or become a vassal of 
one of the Philistine states. Oded viewed Libnah as a Philitine city under 
Judahite rule, in spite of its inclusion in the list of thirty-one Canaanite cities 
conquered by the Israclites (Josh 12:15) It was, at any rate, an 
extraordinary occurrence that one of the Israclite cities should bolt from the 
covenantal community. This has quite rightly been taken as an indication of 
Judah’s extreme weakness at the time.”” Conversely, it can be taken as an 
indication of the relative might of Philistia. It seems reasonable to assume that 
the protection of one of the Philistine cities, possibly Gath,™ was extended to 
Libnah, and that that was sufficient to preclude Judah’s reclaiming what was 
historically hers. 

    

Peace between Philistia and Israel 

If peace can be defined as the absence of war, then it may be possible o 
speak of peace between Philistia and Israel in the latter half of the ninth 
century B.C.E. Although the dearth of information in the text of the Bible may 
be misleading in this regard, there appear no references to battles between 
Isracl and the Philistines following Omri’s abandonment of the siege of 
Gibbethon in 885 B.CE. (1 Kes 16:17). Indeed there are two passages which 
could lead to the conclusion that Isracl and Philistia had come to an 
accommodation. 

Although the account of the sojourn of the Shunammite woman in Philistia 
during a period of drought in Israel (2 Kgs 82-3) could be dismissed as an 

  

“Oded 1979: 240, 
Eisseldi 1967: 173 

" If relaively insignificant Libnah revlted against Judah and fred isef from the later's rue, it is 
impossble to conceiv of Jual' rling over Gath, which wastheciy f the Philsin penapolisclosest 
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incidental detail of a folktale, when taken together with the notice of 
Ahaziah’s inquiry at an Ekronite oracle (2 Kgs 1:2) it assumes new 
importance. It is, however, the latter reference which is pivotal to. this 
conjecture. 

The Philistine assimilation to various aspects of indigenous culture has 
been well documented.” So too in the area of religion the Philistines seem to 
have adopted the pantheon of Canaan.*’ Although the continued presence of 
the type of the Ashdoda figurine at Ashdod would indicate the survival of 
worship of a goddess based on the Mycenean Great Mother®' most 
indicators point to a cult based on Canaanite models 

With the exception of the temple of Ashtaroth (1 Sam 31:10; but see 1 Chr 
10:10), presumably at Beth-Shean and, hence, possibly not strictly-speaking 
Philistine, the biblical textual evidence points to worship of specific male 
deities in Iron Age II Philistia (Baal and Dagon).*? It is of interest to note that 
during this period the archacological evidence from sites such as Ashdod® 
and Ekron* has emphasized the female aspects of the Philistine cult 

It is not surprising that a member of the royal house of Israel, heavily 
under the influence of the Tyrian Baal cult as transmitted by his (step?) 
mother Jezebel, would turn to an oracle of Baal. What is unexpected is that 
Ahaziah, who reigned from c. 851 to 849 B.C.E., would tum to an oracle in 
Philistine Ekron. This may have been due to a number of factors, including 
the reputation of the otherwise unknown oracle, as well as its proximity to 
Israel, thus allowing a speedy response. 

This leads to the conjecture that Philistia, like Isracl, was under 
Phoenician influence at this time. It appears, at any rate, that free movement 
between Philistia and Isracl was possible. To a certain extent this may have 
been due to the mutual threat to the Levant which had been countered just a 

few short years before, namely the first great Assyrian thrust into the area 

  

   

      

   

    

Sec 8. T. Dothan 1982: 1, 296; Brug 1985: 20105 
*T. Dothan 1982: 20    1 Brug 1985: 182:85 
" Ashdod IV 21; M. Dothan 1971 22; 1975: 109;T. Dothan 1982: 234-37; but e Brug 1985: 185- 

% 
" Thereare lter lterary traditions which besr witness 10 the existence of sanctuarics o both male and 

female deites among the Philitings. See .. 1 Mace 1083; 1:4; Herodotus 110S; Lucian, De Dea Syia 
14, M. Dothan found both male and female fgurins,including so-<alled Astarte malds,atlon I Ashdod 
M. Dothan 1967: 184; 1971:23), 

© Fragmentary “Ashdoda” igurines; M. Dothan 1967: 184; 1971: 22, 
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under Shalmaneser III. In 853 B.C.E., a coalition of Levantine states had 

repulsed an attack of Shalmanesers at Qarqar in Syria. Among the leaders of 
the coalition was Ahaziah’s father, Ahab. Lists of the twelve coalition 
partners are to be found in Assyrian inscriptions.** Although the number of 
partners may be stylized, there appears to have been very little participation 
in the coalition by the southem Canaanite states. Egypt sent only a small 
contingent to the battle,* possibly to protect its trading interests with Tyre 
and the Phoenician coast,” while Judah, Moab, Edom, and the Philistine 
cities are conspicuous by their absence. In the case of Judah and Moab, it has 
been conjectured that their representation was subsumed under tha of Israel 
to which they may have stood in a subordinate position at the time.*® An 
analogous conjecture has not been made with regard to the Philistine states, 
although it is not impossible that they also sought to protect their interests 
with a token show of support for the coalition, either on behalf of Phoenicia 
or Israel. On the other hand, their lack of interest in events so far to the north 
cannot be completely ruled out 

    

Aramean Interlude 

After the failure of Shalmaneser to extend his reach into Canaan in a series 
of campaigns,”® a new conqueror arose who was, for a time, able to banish 
worries about far-away Assyria, albeit not to the relief of the Canaanite 
states. 

The Aramean usurper Hazael was to bring the city-state of Damascus to 
the pinnacle of its power in the latter half of the ninth century B.CE.* 
During the course of his lengthy reign, he was able to subjugate most of the 

  

*For tansltions of Shaln 
TUAT 1/ 3607, 

ANET 277:81; ARAB 1200-52; DOTT 46-50 

  

“Redford (1973: 14) has drawn attention t0 Egypt's duplictcus poliy i regard 0 Assyria and 
Shalmaneser. Osorkon 11 sent both a small contingent in support of the coalition and a gift (o 
Shalnaneser. 
 See Tadmar 1961b; Hallo 1964: 156-62 
© Millr and Hayes 1986: 270, Pitard 1987: 131 
¥ See Hallo 1964: 156-62; Hallo and Simpson 1971 127-29. 
*On the reign of Hazaclsee Jepsen 1942: 159-60, 167-68; B. Mazar 1962: 114-15; Pitard 1987: 145- 
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Canaanite states to his south and west, and to stz 
of Assyria in 841 B.CE. 

Hazael’s major thrust to the south came in the latter part of his reign. In 2 
Kgs 12:18-19-Eng 12:17-18 it is related how Hazael seized Gath, marched 
on Jerusalem, and received a heavy tribute from Joash of Judah. In 2 Kes 
13:22-25 allusion is made to Hazael's oppression of Israel throughout the 
days of Jehoahaz. The G" plus at 13:22 makes reference to Hazael’s capture 
of the Philistine coast from Aphek to the Mediterranean.” 

Itis generally assumed that the campaign against Gath and Jerusalem and 
the one in which Hazael captured the northern Philistine coast fall in the same 
general time frame, if they are not indeed one and the same.” 

An approximate date for the campaign is arrived at on the basis of a) the 
synchronism between Hazael, Joash, and Jehoahaz, and b) a presumed date 
after Joash’s twenty-third year, on account of the placement of the passages 
in the biblical text (see 2 Kgs 12:7~Eng 12:6). Thus a date within the decade 
c. 815-805 B.C.E. would appear most reasonable.”” There are some who 
would advocate a date nearer the beginning of this period, assuming that 
Hazael took advantage of the change of ruler in Israel, from Jehu to Jehoahaz, 
to make a play for regional hegemony.** 

Hazael seems to have moved down the coast, taking the northem coastal 
plain out of Israclite hands (2 Kgs 13:22 G* plus), capturing Gath, and 
proceding inland toward Jerusalem (2 Kgs 12:18-19). While it appears that 
the first action was detrimental to Isracl, and the last was certainly not to 
Judah’s benefit, it is difficult to assess the significance of the attack on Gath. 

First the question arises, which Gath is meant. As Kassis has pointed 
out,” Philistine Gath served at various times as a gateway 1o the Judean hill 
country and thence to Jerusalem. On the other hand, the reference to the 
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northern Philistine coastal plain in the region of Aphek could be used as an 
indication that northern Gath/Gittaim was the object of Hazael’s campaign.”® 

Second, if one assumes that Philistine Gath is the referent, then the 
question arises, under whose dominion did Gath lie at the time. This is an 
issue which has been raised practically every time that Gath is mentioned in 
the post-Davidic period. Did Hazael subjugate the Philistines on his way to 
threaten Jerusalem?”” Or did Hazael act as an ally of the Philistines in 
reclaiming Gath from Judahite control?”* Whichever scenario one chooses to 
endorse, the outcome is clear. At least a part of Philistia was subordinate to 
Aram-Damascus in the late ninth century B.C.E.” 

Pitard’s certainty in including all of Philistia within the borders of a 
Damascene empire exaggerates the extent of the evidence available for such a 
conclusion.'™ It is probably safest to concur with Soggin’s assessment of the 
situation,"”" namely that it is most difficult to know just how to evaluate the 
evidence conceming Gath (and Philistia) in 2 Kgs 12:18-19. 

      

Judah Finds an Outlet to the Sea 

Although the date of Hazael’s demise is unknown, it probably occurred 
toward the end of the century. Shortly after his death, his empire fell apart, 
aided in great part by the appearance of Adad-nirari III'” who in the 
culmination of a series of westem campaigns defeated Damascus in 796 
B.CE.'” Among the tributaries of Adad-nirari after his defeat of Damascus     

*Thus B Mazar 1954 230-31; but e Kass’s arguments against this in 1965: 261-64; lso Rainey 
1975:73% 
 Millrand Hayes 1986:293 
= isseld 1943: 124; Nath 1960: 238-39; 249; Donner 1977: 394; 1986: 254, 81; Bright 1981: 255 . 

. 
7 Jepsen (1942: 162 . 30) asumed that s o th time of Hazael’s capure of Gath, Gth was removed 

from the Philisine pentapols, which was henceforth o be  loosely consructd league of four citis 
Kallai (1960: 67) conjctured that Hazael's aid enabled the Philitines 1o reassert themselves and (0 
encroach upon trritory i Isacl which had not previously belonged 1 them, at any rae, no since the 
days preceding th united morarchy 
% Piard 1987: 156-55 
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are listed the Philistines, along with most of the other peoples of Palestine. 
This has led to the conjecture that the tributaries were representative of the 
peoples who had once been subject to Damascus, and who now were paying 
their respects to their new overlord.®* The tribute to Adad-nirari can also be 
viewed as the attempt of the peoples of Palestine, who had been threatened 
by the regional power of Damascus, to support the anti-Aramean aims of 
distant Assyria.'”® That Assyria was eventually to become the greatest threat, 
which they had encountered until then, to the collective autonomies of the 
petty states of Canaan was to become clear only two generations later 

The second quarter of the eighth century B.C.E. was dominated in Canaan 
by two long-lived rulers, Jeroboam II of Israel and Uzziah (Azariah) of Judah 
Although the question of which one of the two was the dominant personali 
has not been settled to everyone’s satisfaction,'* it would appear from the 
evidence of 2 Chr 26 that Uzziah attempted to make himself at least master of 
southern Palestine. 

If the historical kemel behind the deeds that are ascribed to him in 
Chronicles is to be believed,'”” then it would appear that Uzziah managed to 
bring many of the Levantine trade routes under his control. He seems to have 
regained access to the port of Elath and the Red Sea (2 Chr 26:2), thereby 
gaining access to the southern maritime markets and bisecting the Negeb 
trade routes from which Judah had at times been excluded. His exercise of 
control over the Meunites, a beduin people inhabiting the Negeb (2 Chr 26:7- 
8),' would have been a stage in establishing his control over this trade.'”” 

Gath once again became an object of contention between Philistia and 
Judah (2 Chr 26:6).""® However, this time the Judean push into Philistia did 
not end with the capture of Gath. Uzziah's aim seems to have been to push on 

      

B, Mazar 1962: 114-15; Katzensten 1975: 190 . 115;butse Hallo 1964: 165,   

% Sec Jepsen 1942: 169 
19 Since the colapse of Tadmor'stheory of Uzziah asthekeade of an anii-Assyrian coaliion (1961a), it 
has most often been argue that eroboam was the stronge o th two morarchs 

" Miller and Hayes (1986: 311) have speculaed tha the Chronicir erroncously and delibraely 
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I thei opinionthe deed is more likely 1o hae taken place under Joas or Jeroboam of srel. 

  

  

" See Tadmar 1972, 
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Delcor 1966: 1268, 
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10 the sea, by capturing Ashdod and coastal Jabneh. Judah now had control of 
the coastal trade route and access to the sea. Rinaldi has proposed that a 
major aim of Uzziah’s Philistine policy was also to gain access to the rich and 
fertile Philistine coastal plain,"!" thus assuring himself of a venue for his 
agricultural proclivities (2 Chr 26:10). 

‘The notice in 2 Chr 26:6a about Uzziah’s breaching of the walls of Gath, 
Ashdod, and Jabneh has been taken to indicate that these cities were 
destroyed.""> Macalister felt that Hazael’s capture of Gath weakened the 
walls so that Uzziah was able to knock them down with ease.™ It is, 
however, patently absurd to assume that the allegedly weakened walls of 
Gath, or those of any other city for that matter, were left in a state of disrepair 
for a space of decades. The Bible does not speak of the total destruction of 
the cities in question, but makes reference solely to the breaching of their 
walls (presumably as the result of a siege). Thus any attempt to understand 
Amos 6:2 as a reference to the total destruction of Gath at this time can be 
considered an example of eisegesis.''* 

At Ashdod, Stratum X ended with the partial destruction of the 
fortifications of the lower city in Area M.'" Additional evidence of 
destruction in the lower city was also found in Area D, including the small 
sanctuary of the late ninth and eighth centuries."™® Since the general date of 
this destruction is the mid-cighth century B.C.E., it is felt by the excavators 
that this destruction is to be attributed to Uzziah."” Miller and Hayes would 
presumably attribute it o either Joash or Jeroboam. 

Although arguments have been adduced questioning the historical 
reliability of 2 Chr 26:6b,"* in which building activity in Philistia s attributed 

          

  " Rinaldi 1963: 227-29. Compare the story of the Shunammite woman who went 1 escape a famine in tae b going o Philistiain 2 Kgs $2-3, 
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0 Uzziah, the search for evidence of such activity has been pursued. Any 
building activity in northern Philistia dating to the mid-eighth century B.CE 
is thought to be evidence of Uzziah’s activity.™™ The evidence is, however, 
circumstantial at best, particularly in light of our lack of certainty concerning 
whether and when Uzziah's campaign took place. 

Itis worthy of note that once again Judah was primarily interested in Gath, 
which served in this case as the gateway to Ashdod and the coast. It is 
conceivable that Gath was at this time under the hegemony of Ashdod.' 
Ekron, which like Gath lay in the borderland between Judah and coastal 
Philistia, seems to have been bypassed and left as an enclave.™® It appears to 
have been isolated from the other Philistine states and to have been relatively 
passive in its relations with Israel and Judah until the arrival of the Assyrians, 
who were to usher in a new period in the history of the Philistine states, the 
inception of which is the theme of the following chapter. 

See Tadmr 1961a: 233 n. 4 and M. Dothan 1977: 890 regarding the Stratum 2 fotress a Tel Mor 
iod 10 Uzziah; Kelm and Mazar 1982 33; 19842 78; ; 1989: 44, Kelm 1984-85: 59, A Mazar 1985 

1 regarding Urziah's alleged constuction ofStratum 1 t Te Batash; nd aiso Gichon 1964: 422 
3 See Bisfeldt 1943: 124-25 and n.1; Oded 1979: 237, 

2 See Timm 1980: 3; but e Gitn 1987: 214; 1989: 41,43  





    

      

  

    

    

CHAPTER FOUR 

FIRST CONTACTS WITH ASSYRIA 

Adad-nirari 111 

       

        

    

                                      

   The first known contact between Philistia and Assyria dates to the time of 
‘Adad-nirari IIL.' 

Turning back about half a century, it is worth noting that none of the 
Philistine city-states are mentioned as participating in any of the Syro- 
Palestinian coalitions opposing Shalmaneser I1I, most significantly at Qarqar 
in 853 B.CE. The southern Palestinian states seem not to have been involved 
in meeting this carly Assyrian threat, whether on account of political 
weakness or disinterest in events taking place so far to the north camot be 
determined 

Although Adad-nirari did not campaign in Palestine - there is no evidence 
that he ever participated in any activity farther south than Aram-Damascus, he 
claimed that he caused all of Hatti, Amurru, Tyre and Sidon, Israel, Edom, 

nd Philistia to bow down at his feet and imposed the payment of tribute upon 
them. It is, however, safe to assume that his scribes were guilty of recording 
royal hyperbole. Although Adad-nirari claimed that the tribute which he 
imposed upon these peoples was madattu, it is highly unlikely that this was 
the case, or if it was, is alleged imposition was of extremely short duration. 
Since mah)dattu was more correctly a terminus technicus for the annual 
tribute rendered by a vassal to his lord," it is much more likely that the tribute 

    

Nimrud Sib inscipton lnes 13-14, e below pp. XXX 
*Tadmor (19615) has suggssted that an Egyptian contingent particiated in the batte of Qarqa in 

reaction toa perceived  threat 10t trade relationship with Byblos. S also Elat 19753: 32 
Pastgate 1974: 111-30. According to Posigas, “madattu .. i appled strcly anly (0 compulsory 

payments,” yet “the trbate was paid by ciies and couniries which had becn subducd by the Aseyrians in 
 pescefllytendered teir submission” (p. 119).1 belive tht the ater hoks tme in this case.        



  

    80 CHAPTER FOUR 

rendered by these Levantine states belonged to the category of biltu, a general 
term denoting tribute including one-time payments.* The terms bilfu and 
madattu ofien appear together as a hendiadys. However, it is likely that in 

    this case there was no sense of a vassal relationship. Since Adad-nirari had 
broken the power of Aram-Damascus, the dominant state in Syria and 
Palestine in the latter half of the ninth century B.C.E. the bringing of tribute 
10 him was probably an attempt by the petty kinglets to the south to curry his 
favor and buy him off (as some of them had Shalmaneser I1I°), rather than an 
entering into an enforced relationship with the Assyrian state.” Assyria, 
which was still in its pre-imperialistic® pre-Tiglath-pileser Il days of 
campaigning mainly to fill the royal coffers, was probably still too distant to 
be conceived of as an immediate threat to the interests of the region. The 

    

Elat (1977: 15) capands on the discusion of types of tribut. bilfu and ma(n/ddatt, sther alone o pared,rferred o tributc of o types: s, (0 the one time paymment at the time of submission (o Assyrin ‘and sccond, (0 n annual tax imposed on a vassa by Ashur. The verbs usd in conjunction with th report of the tribute help to disinguish betwecen the two. In the former case, the king of Assyria “received” (forms of main) the tribut. I the latter case, the King “imposed” or “set (forms of Kar, eméd, sakim) the tribut. Although the verb used in connecton with the recipt of tbute in the case under consideration is ukin, i is bet 0 view is usage as braggadario. As Grayson (1981 45-46) has writen in reference toscribal pactceinthe Assyrian royal incriptions:“Any token of friendship and goodiwillsen by a neghbouring power i recorded as tribut sent by way of submission as a vasil 10 the Assyian king." There is nohing in the litcratur (0 indicat any long-term imposiion of trbut at ths time. The ribute probably represened.a one tme “protection” paymen. Afer all, ven the defated Mari's tibuc was “recsived” (ampurline 21) by Adad-irar (s the Saba's and Tellc-Rimah sclac) 

  

  

  

  

‘Marin 1936: 13-19. Marin (1936: 16-17) understood theexpression bitu madatu o be a hendiadys. CAD MIT consisenty ranslatesthe expression s “tax (an) rbute.” 
*Tadmor 1961a: 241 

    

“Elat (1975a: 31-35) atributes the bringing of tribute to Shalmancser aer his cighteenth year o the consequences o the dissolution of the Aramean-sraelie allance, which ed a number of the sttes south of Aram-Damascust0 ally themseies withthe power from Mesopetamia against their neighbor. 
Shea 1978: 110; Page 1968: 150; Donner 1970: 58 (who poins out that fear was the mofivating force bekind the giving of the ribut, which he clasifes 25 a one time timarty “Begrissungsgeschenk” more than as regular wibute), Millrd and Tadmor 197: 64 (who refr to the trbute as free-will gifs in reconition of the ovelordship of Adad-nirari; Wiseman in DOTT 50 (who refrs 0 the trbute s “gits and homage to him in recogaition of his new power and of his aid against Damascus”), M. Weippert 1992: 59 (who views the tribute 3 a token of appreciaion for Adad-nirari’s lesening of the Aramean threa). According 10 Elt (1977: 16), imartu was on occasion used. iterchangeably with mandattu during the Sargonid period. Albeit i the period under discusion, marta eferred o the exceptionl onc time payment of ribut, whie mandaitu referred to the more moderate scarly payments (Tadmr 1975, 57). Donner (1970: 55 views s ue as cuphemistic. Lamprichs (1995: 104) has refered o the tributc fendered 15 an “Iterattionsmerional” He laves the queston open whether there was any rea interacton subsequent to the payment 
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defeat of Damascus and the placating of Assyria seemed to leave the way 
open for the local reassertion of power and authority in Palestine.” 

The Date of Philistine Tribute 

   The exact dating of this campaign, at the conclusion of which the states of 
souther Palestine including the region of Philistia payed some sort of tribute, 
remains problematic, as indeed does the question of the number of campaigns 
that Adad-nirari waged in Syria. This is due to a number of factors. First, the 
inscriptions that Adad-nirari left are not amnalistic, they are summary 
inscriptions.'® Thus, possible telescoping of events and chronology must be 
reckoned with. Second, our major source for a chronology of the period of 
Adad-nirari, the Eponym Canon C' 1, does not seem to mention any 
campaign against Damascus during his reign."" Third, the attempt is made to 
harmonize the data from the cunciform sources with the presumed chronology 
of Jehoash, who is mentioned as a tribute bearer in the Rimah stela.” 

The key to a solution, although it has given rise to a number of opposed 
“solutions”, is the Eponym Canon. In lines 12-15 are recorded the 
geographical aims of the campaigns of the years 805-802 B.CE: Arpad in 
805, Hazazu in 804, the enigmatic Ba'li in 803, and the sea in 802. In 
addition the entry for 796 records Mansuate as the aim (line 21). Arpad and 
Hazazu are casily located in Syria. Ba'li has not yet been positively 
identified, although the name is a West-Semitic one. The sea of 802 can be 
one of three. And Mansuate’s identification is still debated. Although Donner 
feels that a definitive resolution of the issues is unlikely, he certainly does not 
close the door on speculation 

  

  

      

   

  

  

Some fe thatthe i o 2 Kgs 13:5, who saved sraelfrom the oppression of Aram, was none ther 
han Adad-niari (& B. Mazar 1962: 115, rfer alo o his whole discusion of th period on pp. 114-16; 
seealso Cogan and Tadmor 1988: 143 in referenc to the various theores which have been advanced 
‘conceming the idenity ofthe maSia 
See Lamprichs 1995: 98100 
Ungnad 1938: 429; Millard 1994: 3338, 57-58.In Millad's classifcaion Eponym Canon C* | 

becomes B, which is subsumed under the heading of “Eponym Chronices” (Class B) in disincion [0 the 
“Eponym Liss” (Clss A). See Millard 1994: 421, esp -5, 19. 

    

ine 5 Page 1965: 14849, 
* Donner 1970: 4-57.
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Shea would date the conquest of Damascus and the supposed submission 
of the states of Syria and Palestine to 805."* He amives at this conclusion 
through a combining of evidence from six inscriptional sources which have 
bearing on the reign of Adad-nirari: the Eponym Canon, the Sheikh Hammad 
stela, a fragment of a stela of similar content first published by Scheil,” the 
Saba'a stela, the Rimah stela, and the Nimrud slab. In essence, what Shea 
does is to take the reference to a campaign against Arpad in 805, combine 
that with the accounts of battle against that city and its king, Atarshumk, in 
the Sheikh Hammad and Scheil inscriptions, assume that these texts are all 
referring to the same event, and include the information from the Saba’a, 
Rimah and Nimrud stelac as parts of the same campaign. In this manner, 
Adad-nirari’s claim to have conquered all of Hatti in one year'® would have 
been realized in 0. As a consequence of this dating, the fraditional range of 
dates for the first year of Jehoash, from 802 to 798,'” would have to be raised 
10805 

Shea’s argument, while very neat and compact, doesn’t take a few picces 
of information into account. First, if Adad-nirari had already conquered all of 

ia in 805, what was the impetus for his subsequent campaigns to the 
region? If it was to quell insurrection, one would expect graphic accounts of 
the vengeance wreaked by the Assyrian forces. Second, Shea treats the 
inscriptions as annals. He doesn’t take into account the conflating and 
telescoping that is usually the hallmark of the summary inscription." Third, 
his radical redating of the reign of Jehoash, which is plausible only if one 
were willing to accept the first part of his argument, but loses conviction if 
one is unwilling to accept his premises regarding Adad-nirari’s dates 

Lipinski dates the submission of Damascus to 803, the year of the 
campaign against Ba'li®* First, he identifies Ba'li with the promontory of 

    

       
            
    
              

         

     
      

       

                

    
   

     

    
    

   

   

   

  

  

Shea 1978: 101 

  

“The original publication was in Revue d assyriologie 13 (1917) 159-60. A reproduction of Scheil’'s copy i published n Millrd and Tadmor 1973: 60 fg. 1. The ten line fragment is discussed there on pp 6041 
  

“Sheikh Hammad ine 8, Rimahlies 4-5 
802:Bright 1981: 256 . 68 I one can spesk of & recent revision f a radition of 801 on the basis of 

the Rimah scta as a ew radition); 798: Thicle 1965: 75, 86, 205, sealso M. Weippert 1992: 7. 
ches in one   

"M. Weippert (1992: 56) vews the claim that Adad-nirar conquered all of the western 
year as hyperbole, 

  ¥ Shea (1978: 111) somewhat cavaliely dismissesthis s a courter argum 
*Lipinski 1971 88.90.   



    FIRST CONTACTS WITH ASSYRIA 83 

Rosh Hanigra on the modern-day Isracli-Lebanese border? Then he 
climinates the campaign of 802 as a candidate for the final stop of Adad- 

   
nirari’s “westem express.” The nofation for 802, ana muhhi témtin “to the 
sea,” could refer either to the Mediterranean, in which case it would be the 
final stop of Adad-nirari’s westem swing, or to the Persian Gulf, or, following 
a suggestion of Brinkman’s, to the Sealand of Babylon, in which case it 
would represent a campaign against the Chaldacan tribes > Lipinski clearly 
favors the latter possibility, which leaves the way open for Adad-nirari to 
have reached the Mediterrancan at Ba'li in 803. Lipinski discounts the 
possiblity of any later campaign achieving as much as this third consecutive 
one of Adad-nirari against Syria in 803. 

Although his  reconstruction is_possible, it hinges on two_ tenuous 
identifications: first of Ba‘li* and then of the Sea. He also discounts the 
possiblity of the campaign of 796 to Mansuate as a rival for the defeat of 
Damascus and the receiving of tribute from the kings of Palestine.* Finally, 
in order to allow Ba‘li to refer to a geographical feature, Lipinski must claim 
that the URU determinative which precedes the name of Ba'li is 
interchangeable with the KUR determinative in the neo-Assyrian period 2 
However, according to Tadmor,?’ this interchange is attested only when 
KUR stands for matu, not when it stands for Sad. 

Scholars who want to do as little damage as possible to the accepted date 
of the accession of Jehoash of Isracl tend to_date the campaign against 
Damascus to 802. Thus scholars such as Bright,”® Jepsen®” and Soggin® use 
their understanding of the biblical evidence to settle a question of Assyrian 

  

    

  

    

    

Lipinski 1971: 3455, 
Brinkman 1968: 216-17 and . 1359; Lipinski 1971:89 and n. 32, 

  

Other suggestions for the loction of Ba'linclude Batalbek, Abila, and Ba'ali-sapuna Sec Millrd 
‘and Tadmor 1973 59 and nn. 12, 13; itard 1987- 163 and n. 37, M. Weippert 1992: 50, 5. Lamprichs 
(1995 102) has raise the possbility that it lay on the northern border of szael. 

*See M. Wei 
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theend (p.56). 

*Lipinski 1971: 89.90, 
Lipinski 1971: 9. 
In Millrd and Tadmor 1973: 63 n 
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chronology.*! The campaign of 802 must have been to the Mediterranean Sea | 
since that conclusion necessitates the least fiddling with the accepted dates of 
Jehoash. Itis possible, but the argument is not conclusive. 

Poebel reached a similar conclusion by defining ana mubbi tamtim as 
referring to Tyre, Sidon, Isracl, Edom and Philistia, the mainly coastal states 
as listed in the Nimrud slab inscription.” Adad-nirari is then supposed to 
have forced the submission of Damascus on his way back from Philistia. 
Obviously then, Poebel’s reconstruction depends on an interpretation of the 
Saba’a stela which has been proven faulty.” As shown above, there was no 
campaign against Philistia, and there is no evidence that Adad-nirari ever 
advanced farther south than Aram-Damascus 

None of these authors, however, offers an explanation for the absence of 
Damascus from the Eponym Canon. An absence which is surprising in light 
of the prominence given to its submission in the Nimrud, Saba’a, and Rimah 
stelae. 

Millard and Tadmor offer a solution to this crux and to the other problems 
of the text in the following manner. 

First, they assume that the campaigns of 805-803 were aimed at the states 
of northem Syria ** Second, they explain the absence of Damascus from the 
Eponym Canon by assuming that the geographical nofations listed there 
represented neither the aim of the campaign, nor the major foe defeated, but 
rather represented the location of the Assyrian camp at the turn of the 
when a status report would be sent back to Ashur for inclusion in the yearly 
eponym entry.*® Thus they must, third, decide which of the Eponym Canon 
geographical entries lies closest to Damascus, which was then defeated 
shortly after the tum of the year. In their opinion, the closest geographical 
entry in the Canon is Mansuate, which, following Honigman and Hoelscher, 
they identify with the valley of Massyas or Marsyas, known from Polybius 

  

        

         
   

  

  

          

     

    

          

     

   

  

    
   

      
   
   

    

     

  

    

! Forthis datin, se most recenty Lemaire 1993: 149" 
= Pocbel 1943 83 
> Whether or not von Soden would date the campaign to the same ycar, although it seems ikey, he 

clearly follows Pocbel’s Historica reconstrcton in having Adad-nirari campaign i Palestne.(his 
eansiation of alastu?), “das ex bis zum Siden durchzog” (1954:90) 

    

* Milard and Tadmor 1975: 60, Tis leaves open the question of the idensityof the s in 802, which 
‘could alsobe tied in with hi sris of campaigns, if it were indeed the Medierrancan (. 62), and of the 
identiy of Ba', which they assume lies n northern Syria 

¥ Milard and Tadmor 1975: 62   
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and Strabo, and presumably located in the Beqa* Valley of Lebanon® They 
thus date the campaign in which Damascus was defeated, and in which the 
other kings of souther Syria and Palestine, including the Philistines, brought 
‘Adad-nirari tribute, to 796. 

Although this reconstruction also has its share of “ifs”, it is ultimately the 
most satisfying ™ First, it has an answer for the supposed discrepancy 
between the information of the Eponym Canon and the inscriptions of Adad- 
nirari. Second, the nature of an isolated campaign against Aram-Damascus, 
the course of which quite a number of the kings of Hatti accorded honor and 
tribute to Assyria, fits quite neatly with the notice about a campaign waged 
ina i$tét Sarti “during one year™® in which these events took place. And 
third, a date of 796 B.C.E. for the receipt of tribute by Adad-nirari from rulers 
including the Israelite Jehoash does not necessitate any difficult change in the 
biblical chronology. We thus can conclude that we have our first fairly certain 
neo-Assyrian date in Philistine history.” 

Assyria’s relative weakness and lack of éxpansionist policies during the 
nearly forty years following Adad-nirari I left the Philistine states subject 
to the shifting fortunes of their immediate neighbors. As defailed in the last 
chapter, this was a situation which had prevailed since the mid-tenth century. 
It was to change quite radically and permanently with the conquests of 
Tiglath-pileser IIL. 

              

Tiglath-pileser 11l and the Methods of Assyrian Imperialism 

*Millardand Tadmor 1973: 63 and n. 21, Thy leav apen th question of whether Mansuate was ity 
ora egion. It appears without a determinative i the Eponym Canon. However in s olher accurences in 
the lteatre, it appears preceded by URU, except for the one time that i i preceded by KUR. In o 
other occurene thre s  lacuna a the beginning ofthe name (Reallexikon der Assriologie 2. 27). S 

also Parpola 1970: 238; and M. Weippert, 1992: 51 pl. 1, who tries o locate the region of Mansiate n 
nap. 

  

  

  

  

" See M. Welppert, 1992: 4953, who follows Millrd and Tadmr and brings additonal argumens in 
favor ofsuch a reconsirction 
*Rinah sl 

  

‘Sheikh Hammad line . 
On the histoical background of Adad-irai’s campaign against Damascus, sec M. Weippert 1992 

56.60; Lamprichs 1995: 100-05 
“Labat 1967: 44-51; Hallo nd Simpson 1971: 130-32; Sages 1984: 79-84.
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Commencing during the latter part of the reign of Adad-nirari Il and 
continuing for the following half century comprising the reigns of his sons 
Shalmaneser 1V, Ashur-dan, and Ashur-nirari, Assyria was forced to 
postpone its dreams of an ever expanding empire and to assume a defensive 
posture. The rival kingdom of Urartu,*! intemal revolt, and recurring plague 
pushed the Assyrian kings out of the west and directed their energies toward 
keeping that which they felt was indisputably theirs. Freed from the threat 
from the east, the states of the Mediterranean littoral were able to devote their 

resources to the localized conflicts and power struggles which had dominated 
their history up to this point. 

All was to change, however, with the accession of Tiglath-pileser I1T (745- 
727 B.C.E)) to the throne of Assyria. His advent was to mark a turning point 

in history not only for Assyria, but for the whole of the ancient Near East. 
Attendant upon the disturbances in Calah which marked the end of the 

reign of Ashur-nirari, Tiglath-pileser, possibly the fourth son of Adad-nirari to 
sit upon the throne, possibly a usurper, possibly both, assumed power at a 
time when the fortunes of Assyria were at a nadir. During the course of his 
reign he laid the groundwork, both military and administrative, as well as 
economic, that enabled Assyria to become an empire and to rise to its zenith 
under the Sargonids. 

This final point needs to be emphasized. Tiglath-pileser was more than the 
dreaded conquerer who tumed the Assyrian army into the most feared 
military machine in the ancient Near East.” Tiglath-pileser was an able 
administrator who reorganized the Assyrian bureaucracy, at one and the same 
time consolidating power in the hands of the king,** while using that power to 
delegate authority to those loyal to the throne in smaller administrative nits 
than had existed previously, when much power had been concentrated in the 
hands of provincial govemors.** As shall be seen below in the context of a 
discussion of Tiglath-pileser’s policies vis-a-vis the states of the eastem 
Mediterranean coast, he also set in place a system whereby the conquered 

    

    

  

  

@ Labat 1967:44-51; Saggs 1984: 9.8, 
5 von Soden 1954: 5091 Tadmor 

  

Sce Anspacher 1912: 10, 15; Hallo and Simpson 1971 
1981:26.27 

 See Machinit 1983, who argues that fear of Assyia was based not oly on acquired experience, but 
a0 on information disseminated by Asyrian propagandiss ntent on weakening the resolve of ctial 
and potenial enemics o resist Assyrian expansion 
“Sec Petirkovd 1987: 173, 175 
“Labat 1967: 56-57; Sagas 1984: 85; von Soden 1954: 91
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teritories immediately began contributing to the imperial coffers, thus 
ensuring the economic viability of the ever expanding empire.* 

In the formation of his empire, Tiglath-pileser availed himself of two 
important administrative innovations. The first was to standardize the process 
whereby conquered states became vassals and provinces. The second was to 
institute deportation as a method of establishing control over a foreign 
territory by breaking down local loyalties and thereby weakening the impulse 
torebel 

The fledgling Assyrian empire before Tiglath-pileser had at times sought 
to extend its sphere of influence and put various states into a condition of 
vassalage. It was left to Tiglath-pileser, however, to formalize the steps 
leading to the gradual assimilation of vassal states into the Assyrian empire as 
provinces and to their absorption into the Assyrian body politic as a major 
method of Assyrian imperialism. Tiglath-pileser was the first Assyrian ruler to 
incoporate independent territories west of the Euphrates into Assyria 
proper.*® Three stages in this process have been identified by Donner:* 
1. The vassal status as had existed before the time of Tiglath-pileser. The 

vassal’s obligations included payment of an annual tribute and the 
furnishing of troops to Assyria. 

2. At the first sign of defection or disloyalty to Assyria, the tributary 
obligations of the vassal state were raised. The ruler was deposed and 
replaced by one of greater supposed fidelity to Assyria. There took place a 
limited deportation of the upper classes, coupled with a truncation of the 
vassal's territory 

3. After an anti-Assyrian revolt, the independence of the state would be put 
10 an end, and it would be amnexed as an Assyrian province with the 
attendant foreign administration. Mass deportations from and importations 
into the new province would work to eliminate its national character and 
integrate it into the multi-ethnic Assyrian empire.* 

  

   

   

    

Pecirkova (1987: 164) has canioned against simplisticlly assuming that cconomic needs were the 
sale driving force behind the creation of the Assyian empire. While they were importnt both as & 
motivator and a5 a sustainer of the imperium, Peitkovd seeks additional causs fr the formaton of the 
empire in the intrsecton of politcl, strustural(both external and inerna, and geographic facors.   

See Lamprichs 1995: 127:29, 
See Lamprichs 1995: 117-18, who feds tht the ideological groundwork for the imperial expansion 

under Tiglth-pileser waslaid during the eigns of Salmancser Il and Shamshi-adad V. 
197419, 1986: 29798, 
  

  * Donner (1977: 42 1986: 299-300) allows for exceptions (o thi thre stage system, one of the prime 
examples of which is the Assyrian poices vis--vis the Philisine ciy-staes. Perkova (1987: 164-75) 
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    Indeed, deportation accomplished a mumber of aims. First, it robbed a 
conquered people of its leadership, or at any rate reduced the population, 
usually already decimated by war, rendering it more docile and compliant 
with Assyrian administration. Second, by deporting people in family units 
mainly to Assyria, Tiglath-pileser was able to put into place a system from 
which new generations would arise to repopulate the Assyrian heartland, 
impoverished by the constant conscription of its population to serve at the 
forefront of the expanding empire. Third, the newly deported would be 
dependent for their welfare on the crown and would, therefore, be a source of 
support and stability for the existing order. Fourth, deportation and mixture of 
ethnically unrelated peoples gave the Assyrian empire the character of a 
uniform heterogeneity.” As has been pointed out by Garelli,” Tiglath-pileser 
still attempted to integrate deported populations into the Assyrian body 
politic, in contrast to the later Sargonids. Relying on older traditions Tiglath 
pileser and his immediate successors “reckoned/counted [the deportees] as 
Assyrians. 

  

        

            

      
    
    
    

        
     

    

  

    

  

   

   
   

     

    

  

Tiglath-pileser 111 and the West 

One of Tiglath-pileser's major policy aims was to contain the expansionism 
of Urartu and to break its monopoly over the lucrative trade routes from Syria 
and the Mediterranean. To accomplish this aim he spent a goodly portion of 
his reign campaigning in the west. In the course of a series of campaigns 
during the years 743-740 and 738 B.C.E., he extended Assyrian control over 
northemn Syria and the Phoenician coast,” turning Arpad, Ungi, Simirra, 
Kullani, and Hatarikka into provinces* and exercising control over the trade 
of Tyre and Sidon. In addition he received the tribute of a number of south 

    

prefers 0 deal with only two administrative distnctons: th vassl and the province. Assyian palicy 
oward each was determined on an indvidual bass taking into account the nature and imporiance of the 
govered sate 
 Labat 1967: 5 

  

  58; Pecitkovi 1987: 168-63; von Soden 1954: 91 
*1991: 0. 
 Hallo and Simpson 1971: 1 

245 
    6 Labat 1967: 52; Sages 1984: 87-89, M. Weippert 1973; Oded 1974 

“Forrer 1919 49
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Syrian and north Palestinian rulers including Rezin of Damascus and 
Menahem of Israel.** 

Unrest fomented by Sarduri of Urartu kept Tiglath-pileser otherwise 
occupied during the years 737-735.% However, the Assyrian administration 
which he had left in place continued to function in his personal absence. From 
ND 2715 we learn about a tax revolt in Tyre and Sidon, which the local 
Assyrian ggpu official,”’ Qurdi-Ashur-lamur, had to suppress with force.** In 
that letter he stated (perhaps restated) an Assyrian policy which did not allow 
the Phoenicians to sell their lumber to either the Philistines or the Egyptians. 
It would appear unlikely that the primary motive for this prohibition was to 
express hostile intentions toward the Philistines and the Egyptians, as Saggs™ 
has speculated. Far more likely would be readin *° that the 

    

      

    

with Tadmor" 
Assyrians simply desired to control and profit from the lucrative southern 
trade in Phoenicia’s most important export. It was this desire to control the 
valuable trade with Egypt and Arabia that led Tiglath-pileser to invade 
Philistia as soon as he could in 734 B.CE®! 

      

     

The Syro-Ephraimite War® 

Any discussion of Tiglath-pileser’s campaigns of 734-732 against Philistia 
and Damascus is, however, inextricably tied in with discussions of the 
biblical Syro-Ephraimite war. In its narrow sense, the term “Syro-Ephraimite 
war” refers to the battle waged by Rezin of Damascus (= Syria) and Pekah of 
Israel (= Ephraim) against the state of Judah and its king, Ahaz. A number of 
claims has been made concerning the intemational importance - or lack of 
same -- of the war 

  

#See M. Weippert 1973 and 2 Kgs 15:15:20. 
Saggs (1955: 146) speculats that this is allthat ept Tiglath-plesr from further action in Philista at 

histime. 
 See Naraman 19790: 34 

  4t sc¢ Oded's redatin of the ltter 0 ost 734 in 1974: 5. 
1955: 150 n.1 

“1966: 88, 
 Sec Elat 197528, 
“The following discusion s based on C. . Ehrlich 1991
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If it were not for the recovery of the various fragmentary texts from the 
reign of Tiglath-pileser discussed below®™ over the course of the last century 
and a quarter, our knowledge of Philistine involvement in the events centering 
on the years 734-732 B.C.E. would be based solely on 2 Chronicles 28:18, in 
which we are informed that, during the reign of Ahaz, the Philistines 
encroached upon Judahite territory in the Shephelah and the Negeb, capturing 
the towns of Beth-Shemesh, Aijalon, Gederoth, Soco, Timnah, and Gimzo 
Although no destruction level at any of these sites has been or can be dated to 
this period, the excavations of Tel Batash-Timnah have indicated that the 
material culture of the site in the latter part of the eighth century B.C.E., 
ending with Sennacherib’s destruction of Stratum Il in 701, does not reflect 
Judean pattems. It belongs, rather, to the coastal culture. Hence, A. Mazar®® 
has concluded that Timnah was a Philistine city in the latter part of the eighth 
century 

The Eponym Canon C 1 provides the chronological framework for the 
period, a campaign ana mit Pilista “against Philistia” being recorded for the 
year 734, and campaigns ana mit Dimasqa “against Damascus” being 
tecorded for the two following years. Into this framework must then be put 
the information which can be gleaned from Tiglath-pileser’s extremely 
fragmentary and only partly preserved inscriptional remains, as well as 
‘whatever information can be gleaned from the biblical record. 

In the process of determining the relationship of the Philistines to the 
Syro-Ephraimite war a number of questions must be confronted. First, when 
was the war fought, by whom, and for what purpose? Second, what was the 
motivation of Tiglath-pileser’s campaign to Gaza in 734 B.CE.? And third, 
what relationship did that campaign have to the following two campaigns ana 
mitDimasqa “against [the land] Damascus™ 

The classic reconstruction of the circumstances and events of the Syro- 
Ephraimite war was published by Begrich in 1929. According to Begrich, a 

   

  

" See Appendix B. 

    

ily do and those which may or may notbelong (0 
Cazeles 1978: 72*, Machinist 1983: 721 n. 5, Thompson 1982 

1. Among studies making clims for and against specifc exis sce Al 1953: 2. 163-87; Good 1966, 
Roberts 1985; Schitte 1987; Sha 1987. Sce Kallai 1960: 68 fo a discusion of the Philistne expansion 
of 2 Chr 28:18. Regarding the lack of archacologicl evidence for a conquest of Timnah (Tel Batash) in 
the mid cighth cenury B.CE., see Kelm and Mazar 1982: 34 1985: 44. Following Welien (197 175 
75, Na'aman (1988: 74) has dated the lst s a whoe (o the postxiic period party because in his 
opinicn Ayalon and Gimzo could no have belonged to Ahaz’s teritory, 
“1994:257.58, 
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‘massive anti-Assyrian coalition formed in Palestine and Syria during 737-735 
B.CE, while Tiglath-pileser was occupied in Urartu and Media. This 
coalition, which also included the Philistine cities, the Arabian tribes under 
the leadership of Samsi, and Egypt, was headed by Rezin of Damascus. In 
this situation Ahaz of Judah stood out by virtue of his alignment with Assyria. 
Thus Rezin of Damascus and Pekah the Isralite usurper attempted to force 
Judah to join the coalition by violent means, through an attack on Jerusalem 
and the placing of a puppet, Ben-Tabeel, on the throne. The Philistines and 
the Edomites would then have been party to the military pressure that the 
Syro-Ephraimite league put on Judah, since both gained territory at Judah’s 
expense. The Philistines gained the aforementioned cities in the Shephelah 
and Negeb, the Edomites regained the port of Elath. Begrich thus viewed the 
campaigns of 734-732 as one entity. In responding to Ahaz’s call to him for 
help, Tiglath-pileser saw an opportunity to bring the westem Levant under his 
control. Also, owing o Ahaz’s submission to Tiglath-pileser and his 
consequent vassal status, an attack on him would have been tantamount to an 
attack on Assyria itself. The aim of Tiglath-pileser’s campaign of 734 
“against Philistia” was to isolate Rezin and Pekah from their Egyptian allies 
Hanunu’s flight to Egypt is adduced as proof of Egypt's passive - if not 
active -- involvement in the anti-Assyrian coalition. Once the threat of Egypt 
had been neutralized, Tiglath-pileser was free to tum his attention to 
Damascus and Isracl, which he attacked from his Philistine base. When 
Tiglath-pileser was unable to capture Damascus at once, Mitinti of Ashkelon 
took heart and revolted against Assyrian hegemony in 733, however without 
success. The inevitable defeat of the coalition came the following year, 
comprising the obliteration of Damascus, the death of Rezin, the truncating of 
Isracl, and the usurpation of the throne in Samaria by Hoshea, with full 
Assyrian support.” 

Opposition to Begrich’s reconstruction was first formulated within a year 
of the appearance of his article by Budde (1930). More recently Oded (1972) 
has been the most forceful critic of Begrich’s classic reconstruction. In 
essence their argument is that the biblical Syro-Ephraimite war and Tiglath- 

            

See Inine (1990) for a contemparary resaement and reworking of Begrich's thory. O pp. 70-T1 
Ivine presentshis view of Philisine invalvement i the Syro-Ephraimitecoalton. On p. 95-109 can be 
found hi discusion of the models of Begrich, Daner, and Oded, as well s a critique of the ate, and 
his own reconstruction of the evens surrounding the Syro-Ephraimie caaliton. Ivine's econsnuction o 
e eventsdepends 0.2 grea extent on Hayes' and Hooker's 1988) daing of the regnsof the Jdean and 
Israclitc Kings (sce pp. 73-74), an takes ino account neither the previous couse of Damasccne hisory 
northe implications of his daing on military histoy (sbout which sc beow). 
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pileser’s campaigns of 734-732 have only the coincidence of contemporaneity 
in common. According to this theory, the causes of the Syro-Ephraimite war 
are to be found in purely local considerations: a) in the political reassertion of 
the Levantine states which had suffered on account of Judal’s expansionism 
under Azariah/Uzziah (2 Chr 26:6-7), and b) in the attempt by Rezin to 

   reestablish a Damascene Grossreich.” The aims of the Syro-Ephraimite 
league were stymied by the unrelated expansion of Tiglath-pileser’s Assyrian 
empire. The Philistines, along with the Edomites, opportunistically took 
advantage of Ahaz's problems with the Syro-Ephraimite league to reclaim 
territory which Uzziah had seized from them (2 Chr 28:17-18). They were 
never any part of a coalition, whether anti-Assyrian or anti-Judean, and were 
completely caught off their guard by Tiglath-pileser’s sudden push 
southwards. 

Begrich relied too heavily on anon-critical or literal reading of the biblical 
text, except in the case of 2 Kgs 15:37 which he cavalierly dismissed as 
evidence.” He also evidenced no appreciation of the importance of 
economics as a factor in determining political policy. As regards the former, 
major srides have taken place in our understanding of the Hebrew Bible as a 
most tendentious source for historical reconstruction, one which can only be 
employed with the utmost caution. No study exemplifies this better for the 
period of the Syro-Ephraimite war than Thompson’s Situation and 
Theology,” in which a development in biblical thought regarding the 
theological significance of the war has been traced through the different 
sources found in the Bible: Isaiah, the Deuteronomist, the Chronicler, and 
possibly Hosea.” 

Budde minimized the complex web of interrelating cause and effect in 
ntemational politics. An action can have more than one cause, and more than 

one result. In addition, much of Odeds argument depends on the now 
questionable identification of Azriyau in Tiglath-pileser’s inscriptions and 

      

Nafaman (1995) has argaed that Rezin's efforts never managed to lead to the esablishment of a 
“Greate Syra” such s ha exised under Hazac,    

  “Begich 1929 214; fllowed by Bicker 1987: 361 n. 1 and Ben-Zvi 1990, thelttr of whom views 2 
Kes 1537 a5 a prophetic and not asan archival text. 

? = Thompson 1982 

  

Fora detiled critique of Begrich sce Budde 1930 and Ode 1972 153-54. Oded’s views are critqued in Thompson 1982: 107-09. Bicker (1987: 361-66) has also discussed and crtcized al of the sbove. In his recxamination of the evidence for a Syro-Ephraimite war, Bickert has come to the conclusion that 
there never was a war such s this (1987: 367-84) 
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Azariah, king of Judah,”" and on a speculative reconstruction of the status 
and political importance of Ben-Tabeel. 

Many modem scholars would not attribute Tiglath-pileser's primary 
military intervention in southem Palestine to Ahaz's request for aid” 
Whether or not Tiglath-pileser had a master plan for exercising eventual 
control over the whole of the fertile crescent up to and including Egypt,”* he 
did continuously expand the boundaries of Assyrian control. A war machine 
such as the Assyrian needed the sustenance that could be obtained only 
through intemational trade, and what better way to ensure a steady flow of 
money into the imperial coffers than by actually controlling that trade. To this 
end Tiglath-pileser had brought the major trading centers of the Syrian and 
Lebanese coast under Assyrian control by the year 738. Over the next three 
years, the unrest fomented in part by Sarduri kept him otherwise occupied; 
but once that had been brought under control, Tiglath-pileser acted decisively 
10 subjugate the southern half of the eastern Mediterranean littoral ™ That he 
had previous designs on the control of the area’s trade is indicated by the 
letter of Qurdi-Ashur-lamur (ND 2715) in which the export of timber from 
Tyre to the Philistines and Egypt was prohibited. Thus, even during the years 
when he was occupied in Urartu and Media, Tiglath-pileser tried to isolate 

    

  

For the most persuasivly presented argument for the identifcaion of Azariah with Azrvau see 
‘Tadmor 1961a. However, Na'aman (1974) ha shown that K 6205 = IIl R 9 #2, which mentions a cerain 

you of Yaudi,does not belong to the time of Tiglth-pileer 1 and, hence, cannot b idenified with 
‘Asrivau known from Tiglath-pilesr's annals (Rost line 131). For current speculation regarding the 
idenit of Azriyau and relevant lerature sce Cogan and Tadmor 1988: 165-66; Tadmor (with Cogan) 
1994: 273-274, For  reconstruction of a campaign against a coliion led by Acriya n 738 BCE. see 
Lamprichs: 1995 116. 

On Ben-Tabeel and the various theories regarding his dentification, from prince o Judah to ival 
King (0 scion of the royal house of Tyre se Albright 1955, B. Mazar 1957: 23638; Hallo 1964 173, 
Miller and Hayes 1986: 329, 343; itard 1987: 184-85 n. 104; Ivine 1990: 299. I shauld be noted that 
e standard transciption of Ben-Tabesl's name doss no incude the Canaanite shifl. On the name telf 

ses B Mazar 1957: 236 and . 75. 

    

    

*Sec e.g. Noth 1960: 260; Tadmor 1966: 85; Thompson 1982: 10, 111; and by implication Eph'al 
1982: 84 bt sce Cazelles 1978: 73% Hallo 1964: 173; Saggs 1984: 85; Invne 1990: 107-08; Lamprichs 
1995: 121, While Na'aman leaves open the number of reasons for Tighath-pieser’s intrvention 
southern Palstine, e docs view the attack on Ahaz, which he dates preceing the campaign of 734, as 
the immediae cause of the Assyrian advance. The campaign of 734 would then have been (o escue the 
Assyrans’ loyal vassa, since an attack on Ahaz was taniamount 10 an attack on Assyra sl Sec 
Na'aman 1991 91.94, 9798 

  

* As conjecture, for instance, by Anspachr (1912: 47, Noth (1960: 257, 260),and Saggs (1955: 150 
and . 1 but see Tadmor 1966: 87 Ivine (1990: 26) spesks of “Assyria's ongoing effortfo contrl the 
Eastern Mediterancan Sesboard. 

See Oded 1974: 4547
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the Philistines and Egypt economicall 
to the north.”® 

  

from Tyre, their major trading partner 

    

  

   

Gaza and Hamunu 

“The prominence given to Gaza in the inscriptions of Tiglath-pileser relating 
the events of 734 B.CE.” suggests that it was the aim of his campaign 
“against Philistia.” The account of the campaign in the inscriptions seems to 

dicate active resistance to the Assyrian advance north of Philistia,™ but its 
silence about the Philistine cities argues that there was no active resistance 
from them at this time.” The inscriptions do not mention any of the Philistine 
cities until relating the capture of Gaza, abandoned by its ruler Hanunu, who 
had fled to Egypt. 

Gaza, as the southemmost city of the Philistine pentapolis, occupied a 
special place in the economic structure of the day. It was both the gateway to 
Egypt for overland trade and the major conduit to the west for the valuable 

     

      

        

   

  

   

    

    
    
       

      

    

    

    
    

  

   

  

" But see Oded 1974: 48, 
Irvine (1990: 109) date the formation of a putaive Syro-Ephainite coaiion o the fll of 734 and 

the eacton of Tiglath-pilescr, e his Philstne campaign, t carly 733, However, that would appear to 
mean tha the Assyrian army was on the march during therainy season, a ighly ulikely eer 

    
   

  

" Lines 10-13 of ND 400, which immediatly presede the account of the capture of Gaza i lines 14-18, 
tellof a major batte. Unortunatly, as s 5o often the case,the names ofth st ofthe engagemen and of 
he Assyrian adversary are missing. This has given rse o ife speculation conceming the identiy o the 
tw, partculrlyof Assyria’ foe. Wiseman (1951: 22) soughi o place the bttle o the northern border of 
Isral and specalated that line 13 might refer 1 rbute reeived from Tyre, Sidon, and Ashiclon. Al 
(1953:2. 155-57) soughtthe location of the btte, which he also assumed was fought against Isacl, near 
e coast on the way to Philsia, i the Sharon Plainor in the region of AKko (but see Cogan 1974: 5899 
1.9, who conjecturd that Hiram of Tyre may have been a paricipant in this batle). In 1964 (264) 
Tadmor placed the bate i the region of Simirra. Thiny years atr he speculaed that the action was 
against cither Tyre or lsrel (Tadmor 1994 156), However, Tadmor dated the cvents lines 10-13 10 a time. 
subsequent 733732 B.CE.) o the campaign against Gaza (734), Katzenstin (1975: 216) assumed that 
the batlc was with ither Damascus or Isacl, although he refcted Wiseman’s suggested inerpreation of 

line 13, proposin instead that th ribte must have come from the defeated couniy, L. either Damascus 
orlera 

  

  

  

     
    

  

? Altbough i is always dangerous 1o argue e siletio, the geographical order in the summary 
inscriptions of Tiglath-pieser T, partculrly i the case of ND 400, docs not leave much room for 
additional action i Philsia north of Gaza n 734 B.C.E. (see All 1953 2. 157-59),that is i it s correct 
10 assume that al the event recounted above the dividing lne belong (0 the same camyaiga. On the other 
hand, ncther the defea of Mt nor the capure o Gezes i known from the sumimary nscriptions. 
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spice trade from the Arabian peninsula*® By capturing Gaza, Tiglath-pileser 
had managed to isolate Egypt and control her trade, and to control the 

  

Arabian trade routes as well. In a broader light, the capture of the whole 
castemn Mediterranean coast meant that Tiglath-pileser and Assyria now also 
controlled the international coastal sea trade.*" 

Hanunu’s flight to Egypt in the face of Tiglath-pileser’s attack has been 
interpreted as a sign of Egyptian involvement in an anti-Assyrian coalition.* 
However, this need not necessarily be understood in this manner. First, a call 
to Egypt for military assistance could have been effected just as well by a 
diplomatic mission, the sending of an envoy. Second is the fact of Hanunu’s 
submission to Tiglath-pileser and retum to Gaza. It would appear that 
Hanunu’s primary reason to flee to Egypt in the face of the Assyrian attack 
was personal, to “save his skin.” If he thought that he could agitate for 
Egyptian military help in driving the Assyrians out of Gaza, whether or not 
Gaza and Egypt stood in a formal relationship with each other, he must have 
been very quickly disabused of that notion. Indeed, we must reckon with a 
period during which Hanunu negotiated with Tiglath-pileser for his retum to 
Gaza, His reinstatement as ruler of Gaza is an almost unique occurrence,** 
‘which must have been possible on two counts: First, there must have been 
some understanding among the Assyrians of Hanunu’s position as that of a 
victim of Assyrian expansionism, not as that of an anti-Assyrian agitator, and 
thus not a direct enemy to the Assyrian cause (although he later did try to 
throw off the Assyrian yoke during the reign of Sargon II)** Second, and 
probably more importan, the continuity of administration, now subject to 

  

*0n the spice trade and Gaza's imporance in it sce Van Beck 1960: 76; Groom 1981: 204-13. 
‘Concerning the pivotal importance of the Philsine cities 0 the Assyrian economy as conduits o ade 
from Egypt, see lat 1978: 28.34. See also Na'aman 1979a: 85 Eph'al 1982: §7 n. 267, See Ephal 1982 
15-16 for a discussion of the clasical sources that compris our source of information for the nferred 
Spic trade in the first halfof the frst millennium B.C.E 

  

   

¥ See Otzen 1977-78: 101-02 
F2E.g. Begrich 1929: 21; Cazelles 1978:78°; Na'aman 1991 92.93; Lamprichs 1995: 12021 
W, T. Piard has indicated to me i  personal communicaion tha ther is 10 evidercs that Adad- 

nirar 1 deposed Bir-Hadad, the rlerof Damascus, in 796 B,CE. (se Pitard 1987: 160-67). There may, 
therefore, have been 2 difference in Assyrian palicy toward enemies who had not previously becn 
subjugated and were,if convenicnt, lfl on the throne an toward those who were rébellous vasals, and 
Wwho were trated with the infamous Assyran brtlity. See Pecirkova 1987: 166 about the consequences 
ofthe breaking of the vassal oath as sarilege 

  

  

  

  *Thus T would not accept Irvine's (1990: 52) argument tht Ha 
Syro-Ephraimite coliion. Tvine views this supposed agitatry activity s the reason for Tiglath-ils 
harsh reament of Gaza, 

munu was 2 party o the anti-Assyrian 
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Assyria, allowed for the highest immediate retum on the Assyrian 
“investment”. 

In the absence of Hanunu, Tiglath-pileser plundered Gaza. Whether or not 
there was a military encounter there, Tiglath-pileser treated Gaza as a city 
taken by conquest, despoiling it of gold, silver, property of various types 
including divine images, and members of the royal family — perhaps as 
hostages to ensure Hanunu’s good faith, perhaps in order to train his heirs in 
Assyrian ways in order to ensure a pro-Assyrian ruling house in Gaza after 
Hanunu - and erecting there Assyrian royal and divine images.** In addition, 
Tiglath-pileser erected at Gaza an Assyrian b7 ki “custom-house,” which 
indicates a direct Assyrian financial and economic interest in Gaza, and is a 
direct support for the theory of an economic reason for Tiglath-pileser’s 
campaign of 734.% 

The implications of these measures have been a source of debate. 
Although Cogan®” has claimed not to have included the information. in 
Tiglath-pileser’s summary inscriptions about the spoliation of Gaza in his 
study of the religious and political impositions of the Assyrians, 
Spieckermann® has accorded these passages great import. In accord with 
Spieckermann, it is possible to apply much of what Cogan has written in 
general to Gaza's situation. 

According to Cogan the spoliation of the divine images of a conquered 
enity by the Assyrians was to dramatise the abandonment of a country by its 
gods. The gods were taken away to ensure the acknowledgement of Assyrian 
suzerainty.® Cogan” has tentatively suggested taking the erection of 
Assyrian images, both divine and royal, at Gaza in place of the native images 

    

  

      

On the spoliation of Gaza's gods and the erection there of Assyrian royal and divine images sec 
Spieckermann 1982: 327-29. Although Cogan (1974: 55 1. 79) docs not include the evidence from 
Tiglahpilcser's campaign to Gaza, his work s esential for undersanding the implications of Assyrian 
reliious poliy toward conquered nations (see especially pp. 160 and Table 1 on pp. 119-21; for a 
criique of Cogan’s conclusions regarding the supposed Assyrian imposition of ther cult see 
Spieckermann 1982: 0772) 

  

“On the instttion of the 57-Adrsce Elt 1978: 26-28; Irvine 1990: 61; Lewy 1956: 35-51 (incuding a 
discussion of ki as an lement in town names), Tadmor 1975: 38, Wiseman 1956: 129. Dalley (1985: 
46) has speclatd that a major reason for both Tiglath-pilese I1's and Sargon IT's concern with 7t Airi 
s in trading contexts with Egypt was (0 have them serve as the conduits for the acquisition of Nubian 
horses for ther chariolry 
1974: 550,79, 
*1982:327:2, 
¥ Cogan 1974; 4041 
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as a sign of Gaza’s annexation as a province by Tiglath-pileser. In this he 
follows a suggested interpretation of ND 400 line 18 by Wiseman.”" Cogan 
would restore the parallel line in ITI R 10 #2 (/TP Summ. 4) to [t nis mit| 

fur amnu “1 reckoned them as Assyrians.™ As, however, the treatment of 
the text below” demonstrates, there are strong arguments for restoring the 
text on the basis of ND 400 and ND 4301+ as [* Hazzutu ana bit ki Sa mit) 
ASSur amnu *1 reckoned [Gaza as an] Assyrian [custom-house].” Thus it is 

    

      
highly unlikely that Gaza was fumed into a province at this time.* Indeed 
there is no evidence that any Philistine city, with the exception of Ashdod 
briefly under Sargon IL,” became an Assyrian province.”® It is, however, 
worth noting that according to Cogan” the erection of Assyrian images did 
not imply Assyrian religious imperialism.”® It was rather a sign of Assyrian 
hegemony, with the image of the king serving not as an object of worship, but 
as a visible symbol of the new overlord paying homage to the gods who 
enabled him to conquer the new territory.” 

The reason that Spieckermann'® adduces for Tiglath-pileser’s harsh 
treatment of Gaza, a treatment more in keeping with that accorded a new 
province, is that Gaza was to serve as an example for and a warning to Egypt 
to avoid involving herself in the Assyrian affairs in Palestine. Although this 
follows from his conclusion that the neutralization of Egypt was the major 

  

    

1951: 22 
The translation of this passage is nt provided by Cogan, whose restoration of the fext follows 

‘Tadmor's 1964 (. 264) translation. Todmor, however, cmphasized that Gaza was ot annesed 35 an 
Assyrian province. 
#Sex Appendi B, pp. XOOX 
‘See .. Spieckerman 1982: 328 

" See Al 1953: 2. 158; Odod 1979: 244 

  

*In retaining their nominal independencs for a prolonged period under Assyrian domination n it of 
repeated insurections, e Philstine and the Phocnicia ctysttes occupied pivial and unique place in 

the cconomic and politc trcture of the Assyrian empite. See Pecirkovd (1987 165), followed by King 
(1989 [8:10). Also see Ela 1978: 29, Eph'al 1982: 87 and n. 267 (inclding a discussion of Tigal- 
pilkser's exceptonal polices regaring the Ara trbeslving i border regions), Katzenstcin 1973: 212; 
Millrand Hayes 1986: 3212 

  

  

    

  

1974: $8.61, 1112 
*See also Thompson 1982: 85, contra Spieckerman 1982: 329, 
7 Contra Tadmor 1964: 264, On the unusual nature of the erection of an image of the Asyran king in 

‘adition t those of the gods in a conquered ity,see Tadmr 1994: 177 
©1982: 327.29. 
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aim of Tiglath-pileser’s campaign of 734,""" a conclusion which is implicitly 
rejected here, there may be some truth in his claim. Certainly the treatment of 
Gaza could ot have failed to make an impression on both Hanunu and the 
Egyptians to whom he fled, nor could the subsequent advance to the Brook of 
Egypt. Otzen' has proposed that, in addition to the obvious economic 
advantages that Assyria was accorded with the conquest of Philistia, the 
Philistine states were to act as a buffer zone between the Assyrian empire and 
Egypt. In this he has sought a parallel in David’s policy vis-d-vis the 
Philistine cities, namely that David, like the Assyrian kings, did not annex 
Philistia, but dominated it as a buffer against Egypt 

  

      

  

The Revolt of Mitinti of Ashkelon 

  

Itis in the changeover from 734 to 733 B.C.E. that we have our most direct 
evidence for the formation of a specifically anti-Assyrian coalition. As a 
consequence of the Assyrian campaign to Philistia, the states of southem 
Palestine, including at least Moab, Edom, Ammon, Judah, Ashkelon, and 
Gaza had rendered tribute'® and had thus entered into the first stage of 
vassaldom to Assyria. However, by the time of Tiglath-pileser’s campaigns of 
733 and 732 a st Damascus, Ashkelon was allied with Damascus, Israel, 

Tyre, and the Arabs under Samsi in a batle against Assyria. 
‘What would allow Mitinti of Ashkelon to undertake such a venture and 

revolt against his new Assyrian overlord? We might assume that after 
establishing Assyrian military and economic control over Gaza, including the 
surrounding desert approaches up to the Brook of Egypt, Tiglath-pileser 
withdrew the main contingent of his forces to the norther Syrian provinces, 
perhaps already with the aim of subjugating southern Syrian and north-central 
Palestine.'"* At the latest at this time, Rezin and Pekah, the leaders of the 

        

  

1 Seealso Wiseman 1951: 21; Soggin 1984: 226 abo 
Egpt 

“ See A 1953: 2. 160-61 

  

iglahpilser's continuing o the Brook of 

9 1977.78: 102-04 
1K 3751 = 1R 67 lines 10™-12". The broken name at the end ofline 11° "mu-Se-x(.. may have been 

it ofth ruler o ether Ekron or Ashdod. S Tadmor 1966 89 and n. 13 (in which read Ashdod for 
Astkelon), 

% Concerning Tiglath-pileer's poliies vis-dvis the Arab tribes on the border between Philistia and 
Egyptin southwester Palstine and northeastern Sina and teir importance (o Assyrian economic policy 
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Syro-Ephraimite league, would have been cognizant of the direct Assyrian 
threat to their independent existence. Thus, what may have originally been an 
anti-Judean coalition with the major aim of restoring a lost Aramean 
hegemony would now have assumed greater urgency as an anti-Assyrian 
coalition. 

It is doubtful whether Tiglath-pileser needed the apparent legal sanction 
that a putative appeal from his vassal Ahaz (2 Kgs 16:7-9; 2 Chr 28:16, 21) 
would have given him in order to move against the coalition."* More 
probably it was a combination of factors, including the very fact of such a 
coalition being formed, probably accompanied by an overt anti-Assyrian 
action such as the withholding of tribute — Israel and Damascus who had 
rendered tribute in 738 are not lsted among the tributaries of 734, a desire to 
rid his flank of the pesky Rezin's delusions of grandeur, and his now 
realizable dreams of a unified Assyrian empire extending to the very borders 
with Egypt that led Tiglath-pileser to destroy Damascus and subjugate 
Palestine. 

It would appear that Tiglath-pileser acted decisively against the anti 
Assyrian coalition in 733 and 732. First he neutralized the two main caalition 
partners, Rezin and Pekah, in their capital cities of Damascus and Samaria, 
and ravaged their lands. He then tumned his attention to the minor coalition 
partners, including Mitinti of Ashkelon, who - according o the Assyrian 
records — had broken his treaty (ina adéya ihfima) with Tiglath-pileser and 
revolted against him.'”” It may have been during the course of this campaign 
that Gezer was captured. Owing to its inland position, it lay on the route that 
Tiglath-pileser’s army may have traversed from Israel on the way to Ashkelon 
on the coast.'®® However the possiblity of its capture in the course of the 
campaign to Gaza cannot be completely ruled out.'” 

  

   
    

    
  

  

See Elat 1978: 26-30; Ephal 1982: 75-100; Na'aman 1979a: 6870; Tadmor 1972, The Brook of Egypt is 
generally identifed with the Wadi el-Arih (cg. Al 1953: 2. 160) In recent years Na'aman (19793: 74- 
86) has adccated identifying it with Nahal Besor (Wadi Ghazzeh), which s st south of Gaza (sce also 

Millrand Hayes 1986: 330), Raincy (1982: 131-32) has sought to refutc Na'aman's identifcaion of the 
Brook of Egypt and tooffr support oncs again for an identification with the Wadi l-Arish. 
e Tadmor 1966: 8. 

      

" Lvine, who views the Philsines as ptiipant in 2 pre-734 Syro-Ephrzimite Ieague,theorizesth 
Mitini had rejoined the coalition in 733, See Invine 1990: 71, 299. About the adeé “oath” and its 
vilatons s Cogan 1974: 42-49, Tabl 2.on p. 122-25; Tadmar 1975: 42-43; 1982a: 141:52 (vho finds 
tat the Assyrians borrowed the whole concept of the adé from the west), McCarthy 1978: 106-21 
Watanabe 1987: 6-25; Parpola and Watanabe I988: xv-cxv 

   

  

  

% Tadmr 1964: 267 and figare 44; 1966 891 15 
1% Aaroni 1979: 373 Map 30; Cazeles 1978 7", 
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The Assyrian advance against Mitinti came afler a defeat of Rezin, 
presumably his initial defeat in 733. In the face of this advance, we are told 
that something happened to Mitinti. Unfortunately, exactly what happened to | 
him is left unclear owing to an inconvenient break in the text after the words 
inamigit “in an attack of .. (Rost line 236). Essentially, there have been two 
restorations proposed for this phrase. The first would read that Mitinti died 
ina migit i3t “in a conflagration.”® The second and preferable restoration 
would restore the phrase to ina migit fani, translated cither as “in 
desperation” or as “in insanity. ™! What exactly Mitinti did “in desperation™ 
or “in insanity” is open to question. It is usually assumed that he died at this 
time.!"? However the phrase restored to fatti ramani[$u imqussu] “he feared 
for his life” in the following line in Lay 72b + 73a “linc-endings” (= /7P 
Annal 24) would appear to presuppose the continued existence of Mitinti, at 
least for a short whil. 

  

  

      

The Accession of Rukibtu over Ashkelon 

After another break, we are informed that a certain Rukibtu became ruler of 
Ashkelon. Although the text reads that Rukibtu sat himself on the throne 
(iBib), Luckenbill ™ and Tadmor'* have both translated the text as “I set,” 
presumably emending the word @i from the G form to the § usésib, In this 
they would appear to be followed by Kitchen," according to whom Tiglath- 
pileser enthroned Rukibtu after the subjugation of Ashkelon and deposition of 
Mitinti 

There is, however, no need to assume seribal error in this instance. In the 
event of a coup-d'etat, it would make sense for the usurper to seize and to sit 
on the throne by himself. He then would act quickly to bring the affairs of 

  

"ARAB | pra. T79; CAD M2 105a. Se alo Tadmar 1994: 83 
" See A 65To; ANET 283; Rost 1893 lne 239; Tadmor 1964: 268; 1994: 83; TUAT 14 375; aso sec Appendix B 

  

"2 Eph'al 1982: 24; Macalser 1914: 63, Millr and Hayes 1986: 330; Oded 1979: 242; Oppeneim in /NET 283, Tadmor 1964: 268. Tadmor (1994: 83)views both transltions as indicative of sicid. 
S ARAB | para, 79: L set” 
1964268 ma 
15 1973: 66, 

  

Butsce now Tadmr 1994: 83, who ranslaes “sat.
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1 state in order, which in this case consisted of paying tribute to Assyria, 
| presumably the subject of the following lines of text. 

An underlying assumption of practically all translators of this text as of the 
time of G. Smith is that Rukibtu replaced his farher on the throne." 
However, there is no direct textual evidence for this assumption.'”” The name 
of Rukibtu’s father is conveniently missing from the text. As in Israel, and 
unlike Judah, the dynastic principle may not have been universally operative 

| in Philistia. There is, therefore, no need to assume that a son of the deposed 
| king (whether he died, was removed [i.e. killed], or just went crazy''*) was 

his successor. 
| There exist four possibilities for restoring the break after DUMU “son of” 

in the text. The first, and in essence universally accepted one, is to assume 
that Rukibtu was the son of Mitinti, thus restoring the text to read either “the 

    

  

son of Mitinti” or “his son.” The second would be to assume that Mitinti was 
followed by his nephew. The third would be to assume that an unknown 
person, whose name would then be lost in the break, was Rukibtu’s father. 
The fourth, and the one that is proposed here, would be to restore the passage 
as follows: Rukibtu mir (1T mammina) ina ®*kusséSu aib “Rukibtu the son 
of [a nobody] seized (lit. sat upon) his (Mitinti’s) throne.”"'* 

Although Tadmor has pointed out'*” that it would be unprecedented for 
the Assyrians to have placed the “son of a nobody” on the throne, the basic 
assumption behind the reconstruction proposed here is that it was Rukibtu 
who seized the throne for himself."?' He then secured it through the prompt 
payment of tribute and through the expected obeisance to his new overlord. 

V4G, Smith 1876: 284, Smith rstored the phrase Rukibtu mir [.] in line 237 of Tiglah-pleser’s 
annas to Rukibru mi{Su). In his he is followed by Borgerin TUAT 1/4 373, Others have restored the 
reak as Rukibu mir ["Miini) (ANET 283; ARAB para. 779; Rost 1893: 1. 38 Tadmor 1964:268; Irvine 
1990: 32:33, 36). Tadmor (1994: 83) has now suggested the possbility that Rukibtu was a riephen of 
Mitint .. the son of Mitnd' brther), 

  

  

  

" See the disussion in Appendix B. 
" lrvine (1990: 36) raies th posibilty that Mi 

admits that hat s unlikely i tis context. 
  i fed the approach of the Assyrian amy. Yet 

  

""" The phrase mir 7 mammis appears in two addiional instances i the inscrptic 
pillse:in ND 4301+ line 28", and i K 3751 = I R 67 lne 15, For additonal tesations of 
Assyrian texts, see AHIV 601 and CAD MJ1 2006, 

  ' of Tight 
e idiom in 

    
   

1n an oral com     

  

irvine (1990: 36, 299) suspects that the ciizens of Ashkelon themselves deposed and exccuted 
Mitnt,on account of his disasrous ani-Asyrian policis, and the placed hi son on the throne ith the 
purposeof doing abeisance (0 Tiglth-pileser 
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Thus he in effect aided Tiglath-pileser in the latter's effort to subdue the 
coastal reaches of Palestine leading to the Egyptian border. With his 
southwestern flank secured, Tiglath-pileser was then free to tum his attention 
to the rebels in Isracl and Damascus, whence he was called away by the 
outbreak of revolts in Babylon in 732 B.C.E.'# 

Looking ahead one generation, we find that at the time of Sennacherib in 
701 B.C.E. the son of Rukibtu was waiting in the wings during the reign of 
Sidga, hoping to be installed as representative of the pro-Assyrian party by 
Sennacherib.”® Mitinti and Sidga were anti-Assyrian and were deposed. 
Rukibtu was the leader of the pro-Assyrian party in Ashkelon, who by seizing 
the throne, whether in a violent or a peaceful coup, was able to avert a 
military conquest of his ity through subjugation to Assyria. Significantly he 
gave his son an Assyrian name in honor of his overlord, Sharru-lu-dari, “may 
the king (live) forever.” Yet by the time of Sennacherib, someone else, of 
unknown parentage, bearing a West-Semitic name was seated on Ashkelon's 
throne. It was left to Sennacherib to reinstall a member of the family loyal to 
him as a ruler.** 

It would be very tempting to find a contemporaneous parallel to this 
supposed pro-Assyrian coup-d'etat in Ashkelon in the assassination of Pekah 
of Israel by Hoshea ben Elah (2 Kgs 15:30).'% In both cases we would have 
anon-legitimate change of ruler in the face of a grave Assyrian threat. In both 
cases the deposition of the ruling monarch would signal a change in policy 
which would ensure the continued existence of at least the capital city of the 
kingdom, albeit at a very high price in tribute and, in the case of Samaria, in 
territory 

However, there arises a chronological problem with such a strict historical 
parallelism. As Borger and Tadmor have shown, Hoshea rendered tribute to 
Tiglath-pileser in the Babylonian city of Sarrabanu.® This would date the 
tribute to the year 731/730, a year after the fall of Damascus, when Tiglath- 

      

1 1984: 243, Following the suppression of the Babylonian revolts, Tiglth-pilser 
became the irst nco-Assyrian ruler o assume adual ingship over both Asyriaand Babylonia 

  

12 See Luckenbill 1924: 30-31 = cal. i ines 65-68, 
134 As Marcus (1977) has shown, it is lkely that Sharms-lodari was ot just installed as king by 

Seanacher, but reinstlled 
1S Ephal 1982:26; Tdmor (it Cogan) 199: 27     3 
15 Borger and Tadmor 1982: 24449
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    pileser was already involved in his second series of Babylonian campaigns. 
Hence, the two events were unrelated to each other. 

Are we then to assume that Hoshea’s coup took place after the Assyrian 
threat had terminated? What then was the reason for his coup? Unfortunately 
these questions cannot be answered. On the one hand, it is possible that 

glath-pileser left a contingent in Palestine for mopping up the last pockets 
of resistance after the fall of Damascus, while he himself, along with the core 

of his army, hurried to Babylon. On the other hand, the texts which we know 
from the ancient world provide only a small window into that world. There 
may have existed reasons for the deposition of Pekah of which we have no 
evidence, such as ambition on the part of Hoshea, as well as general 
dissatisfaction with Pekah’s administration. 

  

              

       
    
         
   

  

    

    

   

  

Summation 

   It appears, therefore, that there is very little evidence for Philistine 
participation in the Syro-Ephraimite campaign against Judah.'”® The witness 
of the Chronicler points to another in an ongoing series of border disputes 
between Philistia and Judah. The Assyrian texts do not give reason to assume 
that the Assyrian advance against Gaza and Philistia in 734 B.CE. was in 
response to any threat to their interests. It was only in the following year that 
one of the Philistine cities, namely Ashkelon, made a failed attempt to join a 

    

          

    

   

    

     

    

    

     

  

7 See also Nataman 1986: 7174 
  1 See Tadmor (with Cogan) 1994: 278, for additonal speclation, and p. 279-282 for an attempt at 

reconstuctng the sequence of evens based on the sourcs, 
™ The datin of the Syro-Ephraimite war depends upan one’s reconstrction of the evnts leading up o 

it and it causes. Those who would ses in the war an attempt by Rezin of Damascus to extend his 
gemony by the placing of a puppet e, Ben-Tabee, on th throne of Judah are more incline to date 

the war 0 the period before 734. Those who would seein the war an atempt 1 force Ahaz of Juddh to 
join an anti-Assyrian coalition are divided between thase who would for various easons dat the war to 
the period before Tiglath-piser’s campaign to Philsi in 734 and those who would dat the calition's 
constitation 1o the period immediatey following Tighathpileer’s campaign to Gaza and subscquent 
wilkdraval 10 the north. For the former dat (pre 734) se Bright 1981 274; Cazelles 1975: 74% Hallo 
and Simpson 1971 136; Pitard 1987: 186-87; Sages 1984: 9; Thompson 1982: 111; Na'aman 1991 93 
For th latr date (734/33) see Begrich 1929: 216 (ho did not reckon with a withdrawal of Assyrian 
forces (o the northy, Donner 1977 425, Eph'al 1982 84; Noth 1960: 259; Otzen 1977-78: 101-02; Rost. 
1893: 1. osi; Tadmor 1961a: 264-65; Tadmor and Cogan 1979: 505, The present wrter, seing a 
development in th so-caled Syro-Epbraimite coaliton from 
one ino an anti-Assyrian one subsequent (0 the coming of Tiglath-pilser I into Paletin 
the coaiton's mergence 0 the ears prceding 734 

    

        

   

     

 



104 CHAPTER FOUR 

doomed anti-Assyrian coalition. The result was a foregone conclusion. The 
Philistine city-states had entered into a vassal relationship with Assyria from 
which they were unable to extricate themselves until the fall of Assyria, only 
to fall immediately under the next conquering power. Although in a perpetual 
state of vassalage as of the time of Tiglath-pileser IIL,' the Philistines were 
able to retain their semi-independence as a bridge between Asia, Arabia, and 
Egypt, and to survive economically as long as they managed to ally 
themselves with the correct power. Their successes and failures in the 
following centuries are worthy of a study in their own right. 

2 Lamprichs (1995: 124-26) peaks of Tighathpilser's diffrentited polices vis-bvis the various 
Philsine ciystacs, wilhou, however,spcifing the qualty ofthe rltonship with cach independent  
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Since the area of settlement of the ancient Israclites bordered directly on the 
Philistine coastal plain, it comes as no surprise that a major source of our 
knowledge of Philstine history, indeed our only written source for the earliest 
phases of the period covered here, is the Hebrew Bible. In the following 
treatment of biblical passages dealing with the Philistines as of the time of 
their defeat by David, the Masoretic Text (MT) has served as the basis for 
discussion, with evidence from the ancient versions and the arguments of later 
commentators drawn in as needed. 

Abner Predicts David's Victory over the Philistines: 2 Sam 3:17-18 

(17) Abner' had taken counsel with® the elders of Israel, saying, “You 
have previously requested’ David as king' over you. (18) Now act! 

Basing himself on the plene speling of the name in 1 Sam 14:50, ~v3x, McCarter has consisently 
vocalized the name s Abiner (sce McCarter 1980: 254 and pasein in 1980 and 1989 

  

20n the ranstton of this phrase s  pluperfet, refering s it ocs o an acton which supposedly ook 
plce before that f the immediately preceding vers, s S, R. Driver 1912: 249, This understanding of 
the empora contxtof the pasage had been icipted by Rashi nhis comment 0 hevrse. Se ls H. 
P Smilh 1899: 27778 McCarter (1954 108 has poited ot that among the G taditons ony the 
Lucianic canbe constnued as reflecting the synax of  Vorlage idenical to the MT. His retrvesion of 
G culs i a Hebrew wy'nr i 1A Abinr sid o . inscad of a teral transaton ofthe MT 
as“And the word of Abiner was with . Howeve,in hi cise heris o need f asue  orlage ather 
han te one known rom the MT. G may have smply bee ransating an awkvard and unisual 
Hebren phrase with  smoothe ad more common o, both in Hebrew and i Greek The princple of 
lecio diilor would suppor th riginality of the MT and Lucianic reading. 

  

  

  

    

S, R Driver (1912: 249) tranlatd the phrase vop== 3o as “have b (continuously)secking’” with 
reference 10 his own sty on Hebrew tenses (1892: para. 135.5) and 10 GKC para. 116 1. Regarding the
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For YHWH has spoken concerning David,’ ‘Through David my 
servant will I redeem® my people Isracl” from the Philistines and from | 
alltheir enemies.”          

  

   
Atfirst glance this passage would seem to be an indicator of the quality of the 
relationship between the Philistines and the Israclites upon the death of Saul. 
Abner's reference to a prior oracle regarding David’s abilit to save Israel 
from the Philistine threat presupposes continued Philistine pressure upon 
Israel during the period of David's sole reign over Judah. While this cannot 

          
     

       

  

    
occasional omission f he strong dagesh 
shewa appears under i, see GKC para, 52 . 

the middle radical o the Piel and Pu'al conjugations when a 
   

      *MT: Jimelek. G faosvery would support a vocalization of fimi3k “o milerbe king” Ses also the 
fargumic k3o        

  

SMT i For the transltion “concerning David” rather than the more ltcral o David” see Rashi, 
KIV, NIV, McCarter 1984: 104. Supportive of viewing the prepositon i this phrase s the resul of the 
frequently atested auditor inerchange of x and 3 i the G 3ep1. Opposed t0 this understanding would 

be RSV and H.P. Smith 1899: 275 
        
           

   

          

   

  

    

        
       

      

   

    

   

“Most commentators on the phrase “Through David m servant will redeem” have corrested the MT 
70 3y 173 from the third person singular v o the first person v, taking YHWH as the 
Subjet of the verb (see Welllausen 1871 159, H. P. Smith 1899: 275, S. R. Driver 1912: 245 
Bergstriser 1929: para. 12k [notc]; McCarter 1984 108). This reconsinction ases telf on @ number of 
variant Hebrew manuscripts and on the G 0. See also th targumic priak. The late twelfth and early 
thirteenthcentury exegete David Kimhi (Racak) had already notced the synactic problem n th verse, in 

‘which th subjct s in the et person and the vrb i th third, and he speculated that the verb s (o be 
understood as a first person form in parallel with xov+ in Ezek 11:7. Other atimps 10 understand the 
verse inclade A. B. Elich's 1900 (: 189) sugaeston that an ‘aleph had bocn dropped mistakenly from 
0, thus forming  first person v in analogy with the tird person 37y in 1 Sam 17:47 and Ps 
116:6 (se¢ GKC para. 3 q). By 1910 (:279-80), however, Ehrlich hd arived at  diffeent inerpreation 
ofthe passage. By removing 3 from the text as 2 ditiography and by changing 37237 to 3w on the 
i ofthe two aforementioned attestations, he made David the subjct o YHWH's orace of salvation, a 
parallel o an anointed human instrument of savation bing sought in the person of Saul in 1 Sam 916, 
Hetaberg (1964: 255) has mentioned this possibility s one of two options open to the exceete in 
understanding this passage, which, following Caspari, he takes 0 be a confate text On the basis of the 
allged orthographic similariy beween > and 7, he would restor the passage o ither oK 3 73 
“by the hand of my servant [ will save” or 77 235 71 “David my servant has svedls detined to save 
Schimidt’s more recent attempt (1970) to argue along similar fincs has been negated by MoCarter (1954 
108). Indeed, thre is 00 nee fo engage in convoluted rearangemens of the text of this passage. The 
change of ne lter, having as it does versional suppor, i all ha i necessary 10 understand the verse. 
MCarter (1984: 105) hs transposed th words 7 and 2 on th bass of the accumnlted G evidence. 
“The fact that only Origen follows the order of the MT docs give weight o McCarter's argument. Since 
cither word could come first n an appositionl elationship (sce Mandelkern 1977 811 b-<), more caution 
Should prokably be employe before categoricaly tating that one of the choices would dfiitly represent 
e Hebraica veitas,especalyinthe cas o minor vaiant such a this 

  

  

  

    
  

  

  

  

  

my people srae’: Thus MT and G MeCarter has fllowed the lecio brevior s found in G and 
deleted“my people” from the text   



    BIBLICAL SOURCES 107      

      
      
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    
    

    

    

    

    

          

      

  

be categorically gainsaid, Hertzberg® has speculated that upon the defeat of 
Saul and his house at the battle of Gilboa (1 Sam 31; 1 Chr 10), the elders of 

| Israel wished to have David crowned king in his place, only to be thwarted by 
Saul’s relative and chief army commander Abner,” who managed to have a 
puppet, Ishbaal, installed on the throne of Isracl. When Abner saw that 
Ishbaal’s cause was lost, he attempted to switch his allegiance to David. As 

his trump card, he also attempted to bring the northen tribes, represented by 
the elders and the Benjaminites, into David's camp. His strategy based itself 
on their supposed original loyalty to David (2 Sam 3:17-19). 

Itis, however, on this latter point that this theory encounters a crux. The 
passage 2 Sam 3:17-19 is inserted into a larger unit 2 Sam 3:6-39 whose 
major aim is to absolve David of any involvement in the murder of Abner.' 
The anticipation, however, in Abner’s speech of both David's future 
conquests of the Philistines and other miscellaneous enemies, as well as'" the 
supposed desire of Benjamin, the tribe of Saul, Abner, and Ishbaal, for David 
to rule over them smacks of the worst sort of ex post facto apologetics. This 
has led most commentators, quite rightly, to view some' if not all of the 
passage as a later Deuteronomistic expansion/insertion.”” Although the 
Philistines may very well have been viewed as a major threat to northem 
Israel’s existence at this time,'* this passage is a thin thread upon which to 
hang a theory of the Philistines’ foreign policy during the years immediately 
following their victory over Israel at Gilboa. 

   

    

*1964: 260. 
*Whether Abner was Saul's uncl o cousin is unclear, athough the ltter would appear o be more 

likely. See McCarter 1980: 25, 
1t could be argucd that the arger lerary unit als inchudes 2 Sam 4, which strives 1 absolve David of 

the subsequent murder of shbaal, and 2 Sam 2, which serves as a prelude 1o the account of David's 
ascendancy over the house of Sal and rise to the throne over all Isracl. According o Gunn's aalysis 
(1982: 63.84), the account of David and Ishbaal, comprising the tal of David's rse 0 rule over united 
Isae a the expense of the house of Saul is 0 be found in 2 Sam 238 (or 12) o 53 and includs the 

al narative in chapier 6, 
    

  

  

" Pace W. Safire in re the double emphasis, somewhat reluctantly,in The New York Times Magasine, 
Feb. 1, 1990, p. 20, 

    

cconding o McCarte (1984: 116) atlast 185, 

  

H.P. Smith 189: 278; Gunn 1982: 7175, whodravs a parallelin st 
“ Contra Peckbam (1976: 230-31), Millerand Hayes (1986: 148)
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    David’s Dual Defeat of the Philistines 

    

    

  

   

2Sam 5:17-25 

   (17) When the Philistines heard that they had anointed David'® king"” 
over Israel, all the Philistines'® went up to seek'® David; but David 

    

heard (about it) and went down to the fortress.” (18) Then the 

    

      

  

14 On the possibl llusion 0 these defeats in 1sa 28:21, se Kalimi 1995: 122-124, 173 
“that they had annointed David: On the basisof the G ot wpiotas Auver and the parallel 

23 7in 1 Ch 1433, McCarter (1984: 151 as el s the RSV and the NIV would all ranslate the phrase 
pasively (on account of the pasive voice in Greek and the supposedly indefinit ver in the Hebrew) as 
hat David had becn aninted " OF course, McCartr s the oy one of these who spels out his 

estortion of the Niph'al in 2 Sam 5:17. The phrasing in the RSV and the NJV could reflct no more 
than anslaional tehrique. While this phrase is argusby les awkvard,the phasing of the MT may be 
original. Other than the fact that the MT acive may, in ths case, b consdered the lctio dificilio, 
ditorial echnique in the Book of Samuel would argue for ts originality. As many commeniatrs hae 
argucd, this account of Davids Philistne wars was orignally atached 0 2 Sam 513, the conclsion of the 
account of Davd'srie o power over al srael (sce H. P. Smith 1899: 290; 286-87, 290; S. R. Driver 
1912: 263; McCarter 1984: 157-58). Subsequently, an account of David's capture of Jeusalem (2 Sam 
51616)intruded on the original narative, prezeded by a editorial loss oncerning th length of David’s 
reign (v 4-5) This rearangement of the historical order of events has resuled in some fauly 
utaposiions which will be trated below. Evidence of the ditor's hand i lso fobe found in th use ofa 
Wiederaualme in 2 Sam 5:17. In 2 Sam 533 i i said that v ¥ _ s w5163 wan “All the 
elders o Isael came .. and they anoinied David." This act, actively perormed by the lders of srcl s 
alluded 10 in the Wiederaufnalme in v 17, when “they had anointed David,” not when “David wis 
aninied.” 

    

  

     

  

    

     

   

        

    

    

        

    

    

          

   

  

   

  

  

    

Asin 2 Sam 317 the consonantal ext(1525) may be understood as either verbal or  nominal form 
See Sy, T, G 
EMT amwe3, Seealso G, ete. G omits avrss, 

1% As A B. Elvlich (1910: 285) has pointd out following Kimnhi, the verb “to seek” is no neutal i this: 
case, it mplics ostle ntent. 
The placement of this unit ollowing the unit concerning the captre of Jerusalem would seem o 

imply that the fotrss in question must be “the forres of Zion” (2 Sam 5:7, 9 OL ascendit n pontem 
Stonem; se¢als Bisfeldt 1967: 146-47; Garsiel 1975: 43, Kempinskd 1981: 63). That this i unlikely was 
aleady nticed by Kimbi, who had David go down from Jersalem to the fotrss. Kimhi's obsevation 
at one does nt g0 down” to Jerusalem has found resounding ccho among modern commenators 
(Welllausen 1871: 165; H. P. Smith 1899: 290; Curtis and Madsen 1910: 209: S. R. Drier 1912: 263 
Hertberg 1964: 275; Gronback 1971: 253; McCarter 1984: 153, 158; Kalimi 1995: 19-20 . 4; but s B. 
Mazar 1963: 242 12, Aharoni 1979: 293; Kempinski 1981 63). Thas, assuming that this account 
belongs chronalogicallyf the time before David's captur of erusalem, the common identiication of the 
fortress s that of David' frtress at Adullam (1 Sam 22:1, 4, which i identifed with Tellesh-Sheikh 
Madhlkar (map efernce 150117, MeCarer 1984: 153; Mille and Hayes 1986: 164; Abaroni 1979: 429, 
‘who howerer does not accept the identificaton in the passage n question; Pritchard 1987: 210), If this 
identification ofth fotressin v 17 s corret, i would make sers for David 0 go down (from Hebron?) 
0 the fortress at Adullam, and thence o g0 up o meet the Philisines i the Vally of Rephaim (s S. R 
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   Philistines came?' and spread out” in the Valley of Rephaim. (19) 
David inquired of YHWH, saying “Should I go up® against the 
Philistines? Will you give them into my hand?” YHWH answered 
David, “Go up, for I will surely give the Philistines into your hand."* 
(20) So David came to Baal-Perazim,” and David defeated them there. 

Driver 1912:263). Additional weight s given tothe idenifcation ofthe foiress in s verse with the ane 
at Adullam by 2 Sam 23:13-14,in which a incident, probably rlating 0 this campaig, s recounted (see 
elow). Schunck (1983) has sought {0 argue tha the mening of v n is occurrences in the Salide 
and Davidic narratives is not “fortress” (Festung), bt “hideaway hideout” (SchlupfinkellVerseck;see 

also Granback 1971: 254) 

    

    

       

       
        

    
    
    

          

    
    

    

   
    

   

      

    

   

    

            

    

  

S, R Driver (1912: 263) advocated a translationinthe pluperfct “had come 
# As McCartr (1984: 153), ollowing Tidwell (1979: 195-97), has pointed ut, the use ofthe ver w5 

implies“a dispersl of troops for some purpose;” which i this case would be o fnd David. The use of 
his verb would argue against a Philstine sige ofJerusalem, or e desirefor  major military excounter 
(as may, however, be implied n the use of w0 in 1 Chr 14:9, 13; see Wellhausen 1871: 165). For a 
similar us ofthe verb, ses Judg 159, in which the Phlitines “spread out” o capture Samson. It may be 
possible to ranshte the verb as “deployed.” 

    

  

  

  As H. P. Smith (1899: 290) has pointed ou, the use of the imagery of going up from the forress 
confims the conclusion reached about th fotress in v 17. McCarte (1984: 153-54) draws attention (0 
the facttha questons posed 1 oraces couldbe couched only in terms which would dmit eiher a simple 
affimaiive or a simple negaive response. 

    

*“my hand ... your hand" Both appear in the singular in the MT, although the NJV transhtes both 
occurtencesinthe plural. With minor exception, th G evidence poins 0 an undersianding in the plural. 

SMT o533, G reads o zow exavo Staxomov, which when retrovertd 1o Hebrew would appear 
10 base telf on a consonanialtext v~ “sbove Perazim/the breaches” (s also the OL). Although 
e MT is followed by al scholars consuled (e.g. Wellhausen 1871 165; . R_ Driver 1912: 263:64 
McCarer 1984: 151), untl recntly 1o one had propased a mechanism 1o explain the G version. I 5 
possbl that,wih al th verbs of motion up and down in this passage, a pair of ber’s were mistead as 
mem's, possible in light of ther allege similary in some varitics of the Aramaic hand (sce Tov 1981 
198; contra F. M. Cross, personal communication). Although it has been trditional 1 undersand the 
play of words in his verse leading (0 th etilogy of Baal-Perazim a referring (0 God's overwhelming the 
Philstins as watrs burstforh out ofa dam (.2, KJV: The LORD hath broken foth upon mine cnemies 
before me, a the breach of waters, RSV: The LORD has broken through my enemies before me, ke a 
bursting flood; NJV: The LORD has broken through my encrnics before me 35 waters break through [a 
dan; [on thi last translation see also Myers 1965: 104]), Herzerg (1964 273-74) is undoubldly 
cortet i his surmise tha the reference is o the pawe of flash floods in the hill country, breaking 
Uhrough and swecping away all in their path (se also McCarter 1984 154). Thus the tranlaton given 
Ter i obviously poeic, and not lieral. I i an atempt o render the imagery as undersood by Hertzberg. 
Is ofinteret 1 note that S. R. Driver (1912: 263-64), while probably corrct in his undersanding of 
Busl-Perazim a5 a reference 0 a local manifestaton of Baal (see also Aharoni 1979: 108), canjectured 
hat the actual etymalogy o the name was derivd fom a “founain [which] bursi ) forth ot of the hill- 
side” Albet, as he also makes clear, by the time of this sioy, the name Baal-Perazim had been 
appropriated by the YHWH cult, and the refeence to Baal became associatd with a siory aboul YHWH, 
from which the place was then suppased o have derivd ts mame. McCarter (1984: 154), on the ather 
hand, views the name 35 thal of a sanctuary associated with Mount Perazim (1sa 2821; and w 

in the vere as sccondary and lat, translting the “playful etiology” as 
‘Vahweh has burst through (dras) my enemies before me ke an outburst (peres) of water. 
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He said  “YHWH has swept away my foes before me like a watery 
torrent” (lit. “breach”). Therefore he named that place Baal-Perazim 
(Lord of the Torrents). (21) They (the Philistines) abandoned their 
idols”” there; so David and his men carried them away.** (22) Once 
again the Philistines went up and spread out in the Valley of Rephail 

  

(23) David inquired of YHWH,?® and he (YHWH) said,®® “Do not go 

   
T 501 7 59 oon. G reads here e exomosy . s i sy Acverd, which would indicate 

metathesis of “David” and “he said” in either the T r the G. McCarter (1984: 151 soves th problem 
by dropping the name David altogether from the midle ofth verse. The ececic verson of 1 Chr 14:11, 
howeer, preserves David's name n both positions 

  

  

On the bass ofthe G <ovs 9600 avtow “Uher gods,” it has become standard to emend the MT 
‘v (0 mm a i theparale n 1 Ch 14:12 (Wellhausen 1871: 166, F. P Smith 1899: 290-91; S, 
R Driver 1912: 264, McCarter 1984: 151; Tov 1992: 270; Kalimi 1995: 292 n. 53). The fct that this 
would e th oaly i in G that Sc05 would translate Hebrew 33y strengthens the argumen tha the G 
transhtor had a extin front of him tha read . The change ofthe text would have been occasioned 
by the religiou sensbiliesof the redactor, who could not ccept the thought of David making off with 
foreign gods. The theological implications of Smmx. wauld have bocn sofened through the use of 
ooax. Se also Tidwel's remote conjecture (1975: 210-11) that in ¥ we have a reference not (0 
culicobjcts, but o vessel used to cary off spoil 

  

   

  

*The thought that David could carry away images of pagan deiis has troubled lter redactors and 
raditonal commentators. I the paralel in 1 Chr 14:12 (sbout which sce below), David burns the gods; 
whie the Greek manuscipts Mabegiovwzcc, (frgely Lucanic) add the phrase xx 11y xataxavoas 
wrovs oy mop “and he said, burn them in fire” o the end o the vrse in 2 Sam 5:21. The Targum also 
has David orde the buming ofthe idols, an nterprtation of the 2 Sam text which s also ollowed by 
Rashi and Kimihi. Albeit, the later attempied o harmonize the traitons by assuming that David was 
buming the dols util 0ai the Gitits came along and asked i 1o top. Thus David was o have both 
bumed the idols and taken them along. Among the moderns, A. B. Ehvlch's conectre (1900: 196-97) 

at i implis that David took them to worship the is probably cxaggerated. This conjectre on 
Ehrich's part ld him further t speculte that the second sccount of a Philistine defeat 2 Sam 5:22-25) 
was ocasioned by God's wish 1o exhbit his powe i single-handedly defeatng the Philstines, thus 
showing David who the true God was. Mach more o th point is McCarter's deseiption (1984: 154) of 
David's capturs of the enemy’s gods — which had been brought into batle 1o casure victory ~ 15 
analogous 1 th Philsties” captureofthe ark of the covenant which theIsaclcs had brought with them 
o bate at Bbenezer (I Sam 4). On the related mati of Assyrian policy vis-i-vis the capture and 
spoliaton o forcign gods,sce Cogan 1974 941, 119-21. Cogan (1974: 116-17) furter disusses 2 Sam 
5221 as one of the two intances of spoliation of divine images by the Isacles, th other being 2 Chr 
2514116 

    

  

  

   

    

A mumber of G manuscrips (Maginy) ollowed by the Sahidi and Armenian versions add the phrase 
Aspov 1 avab 7pog tovs adopurovs Kt ALpABGGT epas ov “saying 
‘Should 1 go up againt he Pilistnes and will you give them into my hands” s n v 19 Th tese nature 

Of this verse in the MT has been commented upon, both in support of eaving the tex s s (A. B Elilich 
1910: 285)and i supportofrestring missing words o the MT (cg. Heraberg 1964: 272) 

    

¥ G* (boce:) a0d o “0 him” (= Hebrew ). The G exidence in general poins o the specificty of 
e subjec of the verb, namely xopuos, Hebrew . If one includes as evidence the parallel phrase from 
1 Chr 14:14 6 oo 15 e, it is possible 1o assume a baplography owing to homoiarkton or 
homophony in the text of Samue, the scribe’s eye or car jumping from the fist 3 (o the sccond x5, 
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up! Circle around™ behind them™ and approach them across from 
the baka-trees ** (24) * When you hear™® the sound of rustling” in the 
tops of the baka-trees,™ then pay attention!** For then YHWH will be 

          
                    
    

        
        
    
    

     

  

    
    

   

    

   

    

   

            

      

                

    

     

  

(1964: 272) has conjectured that the haplography s grate, going from the puative frst 
occurrence of the oot T (12x5) o the second (i), ths restoring the txt as n v 19 

  

  

   G adds 15 owvavmau vty “to meet them,” which has been etroverted 1o Hebrew snx (ee 
Wellhausen 1871: 166;S. R Driver 1912: 264). I th juapasiton o rstored a7 and the following. 

v, Wellhausen (1871: 166) saw a ustifcation ofthe originalityofthe latter eading i the MT as 
against G and 1 Chr 14:14 (but see McCarter 1984: 152). Although Wellhausen and S. R. Driver 
advocated rstoring g (0 the Hebrew text of Samuel, A B, Ehlch (1910: 285 fel that the brevity 
ofthe verse made such a estoration unnecessary 

     

  

% As S, R.Driver (1912: 264) has indicatd,the occurence of the root 330 in the Hiph'l is anomolous. 
Therefore he proposed dropping the e s  ittography of the preceding word's st ete. In this he vas 
followed by H. P. Smith (1899: 291), who added that it may be bettr (0 read the word a a Niph'al, 
Others (.8 MeCartr 1984: 152) eave the word s s 
MT o Reading with the G and some Hebrew manuscripts, McCarter (1984: 152) rstores the 

fextto Zes (but sce Wellhausen 1371: 166) 
  *“This Lt word has becn an intepretative cru for centuries. The G xo9povos “place of weeping’ 

indicate tht the Greek transltor drived th word from the Hebrews root 3. Possibly G tied to draw a 
connection between 23 and the place name Bochim, known only from Judg 2:1-5 (McCarter 1984: 
156). The problem with this theory is that whercas the MT arguably is understanding o a a place 
name, i the G the addition of the atile would indicate tha a concree object i being understood. The. 
Targun, followed by traditional Jish commentators, understood th refernce as bing (0. tpe ofree 
(probably on the bass of the following vrse). This understanding s the one that is most ftn reflcted in 
late transltions and in moder scholrshi, abeit the exact type of ree has been a subjec of ninse 
debate. .., KIV: mulberr trees; RSV: balsamtres (s also BDB 113a); Hertberg (1964: 274): mastc 
terebinths; more cautiousy the NIV and HALAT (1242) hedge the issuc (pun iniended) by tanslaing 
“baca"troes” and “Baka-Strucher” respetvely. See furthe McCarter 1984 155-56, As H. P. Smith 
(1399: 291) indicaed, the word =2 as sands in the MT is trcated s a proper noun. This ld S, R 

Driver (1912: 264) o propose adding th definte article o the word (233 > x337) on the bass of the 
G and I Chr 1414 B. Mazar (1963: 242) nd McCarter (1984 155-56) have proposed reading the word 
a5 the name o a plce, Bechaim or Bachaim. 

  

     

  

     

The unexpected occurrence of the jusive form of the verb 7o at the beginning of the verse has 
previously been commenied on, both as regads ts implausibility (GKC para. 112 2), and as regards its 
plausibiliy (5. R Driver 1892: 121 obs.3; I912: 264), 

qym3: Thus the Kethib. The Qere reads   

¥ ssyln] Sy, MT o3 ypen. Most commentators corret the fext on th basisof the i partcle 
and 1 Chr 1415 (Wellhasen 1871: 166; KL P Smith 1899: 291, 5. R Driver 1912: 264). However, A B. 

Ehrlich (1910: 285) proposed reading " p-r “lie sound of my (YHWH's) marching” While 
McCarter (1984: 152) also rstors a he at the beginaing of the word (citing i addiion some Hebrew 
‘mamuscript traditions) he is unsure about whether o read with the MT, or whether o follow G (o0 
uvoropov) i reading s “th wind.” Although he utimatey does decide for te late, b makes 
clar that his chaice s based on subjective crieia, cithr reading making sens in context. Se¢also Tov 
1981: 203 

  

  

  ez v o] p -, This phrase is normaly taken (0 be  eferencs o the sound of the 
wind rustling in the tops of the baka-{res (see ¢ g Yeivin 1964: 155), which has been interprted by the 
bilical author as tha of YHWH andr the heavealy hosts Howerer, McCarter has recently proposed 3
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     going forth before you to smite the Philistine camp.™ (25) Thus David 
did, just as YHWH instructed him. He defeated the Philistines from 
Geba'! until the entrance of Gezer.* 

  

    

    

   Although at first glance it might be assumed that vy 22-25 are a doublet of vv 
17-21, McCarter” has effectively argued that the similarities in language and 
imagery in the two accounts are due to the set form of the genre of the battle 
account, to which they both belong. Indeed, most biblical histories treat the 
two accounts as seperate incidents in the war between Israel and Philistia.“* 

  

    

      

     
       

el interprtation on the basis of the G aoovs/ediomy “groves” Since wioos is the word usally nployed n the G to translae the Hebrew ox an relted forms, nd since the plural form of the word . an anagram of the word vox, MeCarter conjectures tht the eferncs in this verse s 0 a sicred ‘grove located i Bachaim, which was the sie of this second Davidic-Philsine encouner. While McCarter marshalls very conincing circumstantal evidence for his conjectre (1984: 156-57), the matter must | nfortunately remain that, a conjectue. Although it i quitc possible that the redacor of Samuel would have vanted 0 sbmerge reference 1 a sacred grove in connecton with David (s a eference to David's cating away o orcign gods may have been submerged in v 21), the G and the MT are in agreement in understanding 33 in thi verse s a egular noun, and not 55 & proper noun. I i also of ntrest 0 nole that this passage s not eferred 10 i th Index of Passages (pp. 91-95) in Olyan'ssudy (1988) of Asherah and the Cult of Yahweh in Israel in spie of the refeence to McCarter’s aid and advice in Olyan's 
acknowledgements. 

    

  

              

  

     

    

   

    

    
   

    

        

    
   

   
   
    

  

 Altiough Y vas translated s “0 act with decison” in BDB 358b,since the ime of H. P. Smith (1899:291) it as besome rditional 0 raslat the word s a hapax legomenon “ook sharp” (see also . 
R Driver 1912: 264; McCarter 1984: 152; HALAT 342b “pass auf'). ‘ 

  

“In placeof “camp?” the G reads v 0 7oy s and 
“in batle” & common confsion in G between Hebrew 

7 according 1o MeCarter (1984: 152), 
  

  

In place of “rom Geba” the G reads axo TaPauny “from Gibeon,” a reading that along with 1 Chr 14:16 (p2um) s preferred by most commenttors (e.. Wellbausen 1871: 165; Gronback 1971: 252 n 107; MeCarter 1984: 152-53), owing 10 Gibeon'slocation o he northwes o Jeruale, i distintion to 
Geba's locaions o the northest. Even though both H. P Smith (1599: 291) and S R. Driver (1912: 265) 
preferred rading Gibeon in this context, hey sill worried that it Lay too far to the north and cast 10 it comfortably nto the geography of this passage as a whale, which led them 1o assume the existence of a 1 hitherto unknown place named Geba (bu sce the map in Pritchard 1987: 78). Gronback (1971 252) solved tis problem by assuming that the mention of Repbaim in v 22 s the adition of a aer redactor of the traditon, who was attemptng (o ti the two batlle accounts togelher. McCarter (1984: 152:53) has 
revived a suggestion of Demsky's that Geba may have also been the original name of Gibeon, in which ‘ 

  

  

  

  

  

  

   
case the MT text of Samuel preserves & mos ancient raition. Segal (1965-66: 33 n. 1), on th other 
hand, proposed emending the ext t0 
ditography fom the following word . 

  “from Gob,” by assuming that the ‘g of the MT 523z was a 
  G expansinisically read £ s 1m FaGnpes “untilthe land of Gezer” G, following MT, omits 

me 

  

1084 158 
“Bright 1981: 198.99; Hei 

1984: 57 
  i 1981 154; Miller and Hayes 198: 170; Noth 1960: 157-89; Soggin |
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1Chr 14:8-17 

    

(8) When the Philistines heard that David had been anointed king over 
all*® Israel, all the Philistines went up to seek David; but David heard 
(about it) and went out to face them.* (9) Then the Philistines came 
and made forays"” in the Valley of Rephaim. (10) David inquired of 
God,™ saying “Should I go up against the Philistines® and will you 
give give them into my hand?” YHWH answered him, “Go up, and [ 
will give them into your hand® (11) So he went up® to Baal- 
Perazim, and David defeated them there. David said, “God has swept™ 
my foes into my hand like a watery torrent.” Therefore he named® that 
place Baal-Perazim. (12) They (the Philistines) abandoned their gods 

  

    

    

    

    

  

     

  

   

   
“The additon of the word %3 “al" in this phrase in Chronices is ideologically morivated (ses Myers 

19653: 107), Showing that clements o all Isracl were incladed in the Davidic covenant and in the 
Jensalem colt as oftheir respective formation was  major hisorial oncern of the Chronicler     

  

“The lst phrae reads xau sEnASv 1 amavenory autoig in G, which has been reroverted a5 
sopbHe went out to meet them” (Radolph in BIIS ad loc.). Whether the Greek indicats a different 

Vorlage or is simply an attemp to render the Hebre text idiomatcaly, it would appear that this phrase 
in' the Chronicler’s traditon s repreenttiv of an stempt to understand the somewhat cigmatic 
e 57 in 2 Sam 517 (see above and Curtis and Madsen 1910: 208:09). 

       

      

     

                      

   

              

   
    

  

‘woan: 2 Sam 5:18 reads v, The varation in Chronicles and Samuel may be e 10 syponymous 
paralics (1 use Talmon’sterminclogy), a misteading ofa Vorlage (ive ofthesix consonanis in the two. 
words are the same),or th replacement of an unusual expresson by a mare common one o the pat of 
the Chronicler. Williamson (1982: 117) hs risd the possibility that the use o oo in this verse s 
conscious desireon th part of the Chronicler o indicate a eersal ofthe “stripping” (525 inthe 'l of 
Saulin | Chr 10:8:9. It is worty of ot that th same verb i use of the Philistin encroachments n the 
Judean Shephelah and Negeb i 2 Chr 2:18 

  

“This s the first of a number of instances in this passage in which Chroniles has exhibited its 
preerence for the generic name “God" over againi the personal name “YHWH” (see also 1 Ch 1411, 
14,15, 16). Kalimi (1995: 292.93) atrbutes this 103 desie 0 heighicn the contastbetween the on true 
God (575w)of Isacl and the effetc gods (5775x) of the Philstines. 

  

    

“Qere: b, Kethib: o   
“my hand ... your hand” As in 2 Sam 5, where MT reads  singular “hand,” G reads 751pas in the 

plral Japhet (1993: 288) has drawn atention (o the linguistic and stylsic charsctristes of the 
Chronicer in this erse 

   

' Thus G singular avefin. MT plural . See 2 Sam 5:20 xan, also inthe singular (albit a diffrcnt 
verb). Wiliamson (1982: 118) finds in the use of “went up" rathe than “came” an indication tha the 
Chronicer envisioned Baal-Perazim 25 3 mountain according o 1sa 28:21. Sce also Kalimi 1995: 123. On 
th other hand, Japhet (1993: 288) has pointed o the use of the root 5 as & Lelomotv i this passage 
and, hence, viewsits use in Chronicls s arigial. 

  

  * As Wiliamson (1982: 114) points out, the oot =0 has been made @ keyward in | Chr 13-16 
Jar oxcikscey and 2 Sam 5:20. MT 5 in the plural. Curts and Madsen (1910: 209) 

e the later part o this verse“a good ilustation of bridgment by the Chronicer 
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there; so David ordered that they be bumed in fire.** (13) Once again 
the Philistines made forays* into the valley. (14) Once again* David 
inquired of God, and God said to him, “Do not go up after them. Circle 
around them®” and approach them across from the baka-trees.** (15) 
When you hear”” the sound of rustling in the tops of the baka-trees, 
then go forth in battle!™ For God will be going before you to smite the 
Philistine camp.” (16) David” did just as God instructed him. He 
defeated” the Philistine camp from Gibeon® until Gezer. (17) David’s 

“Most commentators have remarked on this verse's atiempl to make David's disposal of the Philstine 
0ds accord with Deuteronomistic egisation (Deut 7:, 12, 12:3; see Curtis and Madsen 1910: 205; 
Willianson 1982: 118-19), Lemke (1965: 351-52) has proposed on the basis o the G versions of the 
paralic in 2 Samuel tha the reading in 1 Chronicles follows a difteret recension of Samuel “rather than 
disorting his sources” Whether or not one ageees with Williamson's counter-arguments (1982: 115-19), 
itis appropriate o conclode with him tht the vry fact of some such change bing made 10 conform with 
the Devteronomic lgislation s of paramount importance 10 the istorian ofrligion. Cogan (1974: 116 
and n.2) has ingeniously sugaested that “the paralel account [0 2 Sam 5221 i 1 Chr 14:12 exonerates 
David for non-<ompliance with the laws of /erens .. by midrashically parsing the verb wayyissiem, 

“carried off as set ire™ on the basisofth “noun, 7a¥ %, ‘signalfr 

  

  

  

    ec abave 9. Other than th change inths v, Chroniles omits two words which appear i 2 Sam 
522, 7555 “10 g0 up” and e “Rephaim.” Williamsan (1982: 119) specultes that this i due (0 the 
Chronicier’s understanding of the pissage in the light of Isa 2821, In the G, cv T KoviaBt v 
oo appears asa translation of the full phrase iz 252 

  

  

It has been speculted that the occurrence of T “once again” represents an emphasis on David's 
religiously correctacton of inquiring of God (sce Curts and Madsen 1910: 209; Williamson 1982: 119). 
“The propensity ofthis adverb 0 prolifeate in this pasags in Chronicles should be noted, asit appears one 
additonal time in the previous verse in G 

  

orvéy som s o . A possibly conflat text. Rudolgh in B suggested restoing 53 
5 after o5, which he flt had been lost due to homoiotleutan. See also Curts and Madsen 1910: 210, 

  

G oy “peartecs” probably als the original eading behind G™ iz Contrast this with the 
reading a2sous “groves”in2 Sam 524 

As the Qere n 2 Samuel. 
 xemix: A weak paraphrase of2 Sam 5124 acording o Cutis and Madsen 1910: 210 

o   

  

I th G the nameouly appears inbjmpatz   

  

hus G singular exaakey and 2 Sam 5225, MT plural 130 
? As the discussion of the paralel verse in 2 Sumuel above indicated, most sholars prefer reading 

Gibeon to eading Geba. According to Willamson (1982: 119, however, th reading in 1 Chronicles is 
yet anolher instance of 2 2821 influncing the Chronicler's account of David's Pillstine was. In tis 
casethe Chroniclr las misunderstood the rfetcnce o Gibeon in saiah, in which th reference should be 
0 God's miraculousinterventin in batle against the Canaanites in Josh 10, and not (0 the batle against 
the Philsine in 1 Che 13 (se alo Kaiser 1974: 255), 
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fame went forth among all the lands, and YHWH placed fear of him 
upon all the nations * 

The full import of these two parallel passages as a historical source has been 
discussed in Chapter Two. It is necessary here to make a few comments 
regarding the place of these passages in the contexts of their respective 
situations in the Hebrew Bible. 

In 2 Samuel the question arises why the narratives about David's defeat of 
the Philistines have been placed out of historical sequence between the 
account of the capture of Jerusalem and related matters (2 Sam 5:6-16) and 
the bringing of the ark to that city (2 Sam 6:1-19). Although the editor of 
Samuel tried to tie the account of David’s Philistine wars to the capture of 
Jerusalem by means of the word iy, it is obvious that the batle of Baal- 
Perazim at least must have taken place before the capture of Jerusalem, since 
the impetus for the Philistine attack was David's being crowned king over 
united Israel, an event which took place while David was stil in Hebron (2 
Sam 5:1-3).% 

McCarter®® has provided a most convincing resolution of the issue. First, 
following Al, he views the two accounts of Philistine defeats as deliberate 
selections from an archive containing additional materials relating to the 
Philistine wars. The reason for their selection and placement by the 
Deuteronomistic editor is tied in with their fulfillnent of Abner’s 
(Deuteronomistic) prophecy of YHWH's defeat of the Philistines through 
David’s agency (2 Sam 3:18). Therefore these accounts, fulfilling the 

        

     

     

  

    

     

      

aforementioned prophecy, were added to the conclusion of the account of 
David's rise to power. In addition,both of the accounts (vv 17-21 and 22-25) 
include mention of David’s consultation of divine oracles, thus emphasizing 
the divine hand controlling the historical process. The capture of the Philistine 
gods would be an explicit reversal of the capture of the ark at the battle of 
Ebenezer, and the explusion of the Philistines from the Judean hills would 

      

“This verse provides a summary to Davids victories over the Philistines and is found only in 
Chronicis. It has the added effct of glorifying David’s rule and YAWH's part in csiabishing it (see 
Curis and Madsen 1910: 210; Myers 196522 107). Williamson (1982: 119) contrasts tis summary with 
the one a the end ofthe disastrous events recorded in 1 Chr 10:13-14 and sees here anotber nsiance of 
the Chronicler’s attemp 10t the two passags in with each other, the ltter rightng the wrongs o the 
former 

     

“Seseg Kalimi 1995:19 

  

“1984: 15760,
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leave the way free for the transferral of the ark from Kiriath-Jearim to 
Jerusalem, which forms the subject of the following chapter. 

Williamson,” following Mosis, has provided a succint explanation of the 
placement of the accounts in 1 Chronicles. In this book the accounts of 
David's Philistine wars have intruded upon the narative of the transfer of the 
ark to Jerusalem (1 Chr 13-16).** After the failed attempt to bring the ark to 
Jerusalem in the previous chapter, 1 Chr 14 shows what good accrues to 
those who act in accordance with YHWH's will, specifically to David as the 
faithful executor of that will. Attention has been drawn above to the 
recurrence of words in the pericope. It remains only to mention Williamson’s 
attempt 1o contrast the similar vocabulary of blessings associated with 
Davidic rule in this chapter with the “exilic” vocabulary of 1 Chr 10, which 
he accomplishes with varied success.*’ 

  

Obed-Edom the Giltite 

2Sam 6:9-12 

(9) David feared YHWH on that day, saying,” “How”' can the ark of 
YHWH" come to me?”™ (10) So David would not allow the ark of 

  

1982: 13, 116-19. S also Japhet 1993: 283-285, 
* Willamson (1982: 34 ketchesthe overall strucure of the pericope s follows: 

THE TRANSFER OF THE ARK TO JERUSALEM  [1 Chr] 131-16:43 

  

   
“The First Attempt 0 Move the Ark 1114 
David Under Blessing 1117 
‘The Successfl Completion of the Transter 1511643 

Tnstances i whi 

  

1 accept Willimson's arguments are incorporated into the discussion of the 
individual words. One instance in which I do not agree with Williamson i i his forced contention that 

the motif of Davi's taking of the Philstne gods is  litrary construt. rversing the Philstne’s 
dedication o Saul's armor and head o thei gods n 1 Ch 10:10 (1982: 118). 

  

    
  

  Thus G (hsyo), 4QSam (s2x6), 1 Chr 13:12. MT: <. Seealso Ulrich 1978: 72, 84, 160, 196, 
MeCarter 1984 165 

  

Bekind the obviouspractical question contined in David's uterance lis an expression of e (sce 
P_ Smith 1895: 293, who negates the notion of any underlying pracicality). NJV following Smith's 
intepretation has ransated the question idiomatically as “How can I It the ark of the LORD come 0 

  

2 GR"22 1 waflotos (100) Sou “the ark of God (the holy ark)” Al the end of this verse, the 
Lucianic mamuscrits boc:e;als include an additional phrase xa 792y 1 x1fartos o xopion (9500
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YHWH to be brought to him, to” the City of David.” But David 
had it diverted to the house”” of Obed-Edom™ the Gittite.” (11) The 
ark of YHWH remained in the house of Obed-Edom the Gittite for 

three months, and YHWH blessed Obed-Edom and his whole 
household.® (12) When it was recounted to King David as follows: 
“YHWH has blessed the house of Obed-Edom and all that is his on 

      
   4 (when) the ark of the Lord (God) came (had come).” This could be construed either as the 

combination of variant, s a diography ofth foregoing phrae,or - as i preferred by McCarter (1984: 
165, and ranslation incorporaing the plus on p. 161) — as reflecting the original text, shorened in ll 
other versions by haplography. McCarter (1984: 165) has retroverted the Lucianic tadition into 
Hobrew 2 x5 oan v T X2 o, The waw a the beginning of the phrase i, howeve, ou o 
plce. I would appear to belong more properly in the word xzv, making xx2n as i the orthographic 
pracic n hi section. 

  

  

By tranlating th tex iteraly,th implicaton in David’s queston i “how can the ark be brought 0 
my ctade n Jerusalem?” Sec Myers 1965a: 101, By translating 5x 25 “with me” rather than as “to me,” 
McCarter (1984 160) has put the emphasis on th journey, rathr than on the destination. 

  

  

This MT, G T xaBotov Bianns xoptov can be retrovered to mm m3 - “th ark of the 
covenantof YHWHT and isa requent G expansion. 

SMT 5. This is an example of the freqently attsted 53/ auditory iterchange (sce Kimhi; S, R 
Driver 1912: 268). 

 As has ftn been commened o, thi refers specifcally o the fortessor citadel of Jrusalem (e H 
P, Smith 1899: 293; McCartr 1984 170) 

" Since David's aim was (0 bring the ark o his citade in Jerusalem, Obed-Edom’s house could have 
been anywhere on the rout from Kiriath-Jarim to Zion, athough a ocation near or in Jerusalem would 
appear most ikl in view of David's alleged sacrifice of animals every six scps upon the ark’s leaving 
Obed-Edom's dweling three months later (2 Sam 6:13; Miller and Roberts 1977: 96 1. 157 MeCarter 
1984: 170),if one views this s a hisorcally accurat tradiion. On the other hand, P 132:6 may indicate 
alocation neare Kiriath-Jearim. 

  

"“The focus of ur iteret i thi pasage. The patten of the name, * abd “servant of” and a divine 
name is well atested in biblical Hebrew (¢, Obadiah, Abdic) and in other Semitic languages (H. P 
Smith 1899: 29395, 5. R Driver 1912: 268-69; Albright 1968: 140; McCartr 1984: 170). Although 
most have intepreted the name in this manner, until the publication of Albrights 1968 study other 
possibiies for understanding the second clemen of the ame were not completely ruled out (sec 
Wellhausen 1871: 169; . R. Driver 191: 268-69). Albright (1968: 140) dentiiedthe sccond element of 
the name as the name of a consort of the Canaanite god Resheph, Atum or Adum by name. The rame 
appears in the Egyptian New Kingdom Leiden Magical Papyrus V. lne 7, in the form A-u-um. As a 
deiy of the underworld, Atum/Adum had a rame derive from the wordfor (red) cath. 

  

  

  

   

* The Lucianic recension adds yinvas <pets “three months” afte “the Gitite” McCarte (1984: 165) 
has explained this as the remant of @ haplography in the recenion. Aflcr the haplography had been 
cortected, the words pnvas e were croncously reained. The restored materal is indicaed s & 
Hesaplari plus in  at the beginning of v 11 

  

*Thus MT and G* kas sukomosy kopios ov Afaiaps Kt ohov Tov ooy avrov. G ko 
Suloymosy xopios hov Tov owow ABeBBapa: xit zavea T @vtov “and the Lord blssed all the 
house of Obed-Edom and all which vas his” is a phrase which appears i the following verse in MT. 
MeCarter (1984: 163) has atrbute this latr ersion (0 antciption f the phrase in v 12, 

  

    



    

   118 APPENDIX A 

account of the ark of God,” [David said, “Let me retumn the blessing to 
my house.”*' ] Then David went and had the ark of God™ brought up 
from the house of Obed-Edom to the City of David with rejoicing 

1 Chr 13:12-14; 15:24-25 

     (12) David feared God on that day, saying, “How® will I bring 
myself** the ark of God?” (13) So David did not have the ark®® 
brought to him, to the City of David, but had it diverted to the house of 
Obed-Edom the Gittite. (14) The ark of God remained with the 
household of Obed-Edom, in his house* for threc months, and 
YHWH® blessed the house of Obed-Edom and all that was his 
(15:24) Shebeniah, Joshaphat, Nethanel, Amasai, Zechariah, Benaiah, 

and Eliezer were the priests blowing™ trumpets before the ark of God, 
and Obed-Edom and Jehiah®® were the ark’s gatekeepers.** (25) David 

  

*This phise has been retored on the bass of McCarte’s retrversion (1984: 165) of G (bgozbs) 
s sy Bavend smotpayo (G adds m kiBorov Tov cov ka “the ark of God [~ holy ark] and”) 

TV svlonav sig Tov owov wov. This additional phrase is also preserved in the OL ef dixit David 
Revacabo benedictionem in domum mean and is seemingly refleced n Josephus's version of th story 
(Antiquites VILS4; and see Ulrich 1978: 210). Following a suggeston of D. N. Freedman's, McCarter 
(1984 16566 has theorizedthat the phrase was lost in the MT owing to haplography, the scribe’s cye 
Jumping from 11 31 t0 7 

  

  

  

us MT. G xupiov would reflect a reading as . However, the Targum, which MeCarter (1984 
166) mentions in suppor of the ltter rading, s of o use here since it consistently and solly cmploys 
the phrase = xovx throughout chapter 6 
M . This form of the ntrrogative adverb appears ane additonal time in bilical Hebrew,in Dan 

10:17, It a form frequenty atesed in Aranaic see Jastrow 1950: 3450). 

    

(6% place %pos spavtov at th end of the verse 
Ak s oniled in G, 

  

*The phrase“inhis house” s not atested in G, except for G (ev 70 o1k cvrov). Perhaps an orginal 
+ram “the Gitte” stands behind this obvious corrupton (as i 2 Sam 6:11). The redundancy of =2 may 
have occasionad the addition of = earler in this verse (e change in meaning that this engendered is 
indicatedin the above transltion. 

  

¥ Thus MT, G2 (otherwise o 8e04), and 2 Sam 6:11 
Thus the Qere 5 s a Hiph'l partcple, Kethib s, On tis form sce GKC paras. 53 and. 

55.¢; Begstriser 1929: paras. 19h . and 200; Curts nd Madsen 1910: 217, 
MT e, Japhet (1993: 292, 305)views his as an eror or v “and his brothers.™ 
*“Obed-Edom .. gaekecpers™: Curis and Mads 

V18 (where Jehiah = Jee). Conversey, Rudophin 
  n (1910: 217) view his a a repetton and glos from 

BI; Willamsan 1982: 125 
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     and the elders of Israel and the captains of thousands”’ were the ones 
going” to bring the ark of YHWH’s covenant” up from the house of 
Obed-Edom with rejoicing. 

  

    
            The importance of these passages in the present context s in the identification 

of Obed-Edom as a Gittite from Philistine Gath.”* As indicated above, this is 
an acceptable identification, the full historical import of which was discussed 
above 

Although it has been argued that the longer account of David's transfer of 
the ark to Jerusalem, in the context of which the Sojourn of the ark at the 
house of Obed-Edom is mentioned, forms the conclusion to - or is drawn 
from the same source as ~ the ark narative of 1 Sam 4-6,” recent work has 
indicated that the account of David's transfer of the ark to Jerusalem belongs 
to the narative of David’s rise to power.** The similarities between the two 
traditions are to be explained by their similar emphasis on the ark, although in 
1 Samuel the ark is the main emphasis, while in 2 Samuel it is secondary to 
the account of David and his rise. 

In Chronicles the narrative about the coming of the ark to Jerusalem has 
been broken up in the middle of its sojourn with Obed-Edom by the account 
ofthe blessing that accrues on account of cultic fidelity. In addition much new 
material has been added, material which secks to assign the origination of 
later Temple practice to the period of the ark’s ascent to Jerusalem at the time 
of David”? 

  

       

        
    

          

        
    

        

    

    

   
    

     
    

      

Summation of Philistine Defeat 

*1“David .. thowsands”: Another example of the Chroniler's concern (o include all Israel in his 
acoount (s Williamson 1982: 126). 
"M s, The he a the beginning of the word is probably  ditography (Curts and Madsen 1910 

219;Japhet 1993:292). 
“Thus MT and G G™2 omit xopiov “YHWH.” Curtis and Madsen (1910: 218) view the phrase 

“ark of the covenant o Yahweh” as a typical expression of the Chronicer 

  

* Pace Abitay 197: 15 
"E g Hertsberg 1964: 277 
*Miler and Robers 1977: 2325 MeCarter 1984: 18284 
7 Sex Willamson 1982: 113, 1992,   
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2Sam8:1 

Some time afterwards,” David defeated the Philistines and humbled 
them:” and David seized Metheg-Amma from the Philistines.      

  

    

   

1Chr 18:1 

Some time afterwards, David defeated the Philistines and humbled 
them; and he seized Gath and its dependencies from the Philistines.'”      
   

      
    

  

     

   

          

     

  

     

    

  

    
     

     

    

  

   
This passage is of crucial importance in the context of this work both for what 
it does say, as well as for what is left nsaid. It is clear that David inflicted a 
defeat on the Philistines, which effectively ended their rivalry with Israel for 
the control of central Palestine. According to Wagner,'” the theological 
import of this act is underlined by the biblical author’s use of the root 23 to 
underline that defeat. However, the lack of mention in this context of 
Philistine servitude or tribute would serve to_indicate a somewhat more 
autonomous position of the Philistines vis-a-vis the united monarchy and 
various other subjugated peoples.'”> 

Depending upon one’s interpretation of 2 Sam 8:1 and 1 Chr 18:1, this 
latter point may not hold for the region of Gath. It is clear from other 
passages that there was an unusually close relationship between the united 

   

    

* As Hertzberg (1964: 290) has indicated, this introduction betrays the hand of the redacor, who sought 
o connect this chapter with the previous one. The queston of whether this verse should function as the 
conclusion of the account of David's Philistine victories n 2 Sam 5:17-25 (Herzberg 196+: 290)or is ble 
10 tand on ts own as an independent batle traditon (Myers 19654: 137, MeCarter 1984: 247) has yet to 
be deiitvelyanswered 

  

  

7 MT osan. This verb, meaning “to humblc/subjugate” i used i th accounts of David'svitorics in 2 
Sam 8 and 1 Ch 18 only in rlaton (o the Philitincs In reerence to David's other vicorics, we are 
informed that Moab (2 Sam 8.2 1 Chr 18:2) and Aram (2 Sam 8:6, 1 Chr 18:6)rendere ribute o him 
and that ey, a5 wel s Edom (2 Sam 8:15; 1 Ch 18:13),became his servants. The lack of notice o the 
Pilistines” entrance inio vassaldom may be an indication of the Philsines' unique status vis-ivis the 
Davidic empire (but ez 2 Sam §:11-12 and 1 Chr 18211 in which spoils btained rom the Philistnes are 
reckoned ogether with that ofather conquests). For a discussion o he thealogical) impart of the oo 
inthe Hebrew Bible, sce Wagner 1983 

  
  

  

  

  

*The variation beween 2 S 
discused n deail in Chapter Two 

Amima” and 1 Chr 18:1 “Gath     it dependencies” i 

19842181, 3 
  19 S the discusion in Jphet 1995: 34546,
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Israclite monarchy and the city-state of Gath. Whether this was due to 
David’s previous ties to Achish or to a conquest of the city is an issue that 
begs additional investigation. 

David's Tribute From Conquered Peoples 

2 Sam 8:11-12 

   
(11) These'™ also King David"™ consecrated for YHWH, along with 
the silver and the gold which he had consecrated from all the 
peoples'® he had defeated: (12) from Edom,'™ Moab,"” the 
Ammonites, the Philistines, and Amalek; and from the booty of 
Hadadezer son of Rehob, king of Zobah 

  

1Chr18:11 

(1) These also King David consecrated for YHWH, along with the 
silver and the gold which he had carried off from all the peoples: from 
Edom, Moab, the Ammonites, the Philistines, and Amalek 

This short passage is of some interest on account of its grouping of David’s 
major conquests. Unfortunately, very little additional information can be 
gleancd from this passage. In the light of David’s previously mentioned 

*This refers 0 objctsof siver, gold, and bronze rought a trbute o David by Joram son of Toi, king 
of Haath (2 Sam 8:10; 1 Chr 18.10). 

194 MeCarer (1984: 245), lavishly following G” i this passagsin which David's name is mising, has 
Sricken “David” from thi verse only to rstore i n histranslation in brackts! 

G nojzov “ities” A confusion in G probably arsing rom the graphic similrity between Hebress 
‘v and s, See Tov 1981 200 regarcingthe phenomenon ofresh/war inerchange.   

1 Although printed Bibles read s “from Aram” a number of Hebrew manuscrips, the G, the 
Syriac, and I Chr 18:11al rad Edom. This i the reading favored by most modern scholars, especialy in 
light of the froquenty atesed grouping of Edom, Moab, and Ammon in the bibical text (. P. Smith 
1599: 308; Curts and Madsen 1910: 23 S R. Driver 1912: 282; McCartr 1984: 245, contra Hertaberg 
1964: 289), 

expand the text 0 read sx s e “from the land o Moab™
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defeats of the Philistines, it should come as no surprise that there ensued 
material benefit for the victor, although the present passage does not reveal 
whether this was in the form of tribute or booty. In addition, the information 
in this passage may be suspect owing to a redactor’s possible expansion of an 
originally shorter list of place names. 

As McCarter'® has noted, part of the information in this passage 
contradicts the account of David’s sole recorded campaign against the 
Amalekites in 1 Sam 30, in which David divided the spoil among the 
Judahites (vv 26-31) as a means of currying favor with them in the eventuality 
of Saul’s imminent defeat at the hands of the Philistines. This would call into 
question the historical reliability of this passage, whose aim seems to be to 
whitewash David’s treatment of captured booty by assigning a cultically 
correct course of action to David. Although McCarter'® assumes that the 
booty “consecrated” in this passage eventually found its way into the temple 
treasury at the time of Solomon (1 Kgs 7:51), it may be safer to conclude with 
H.P. Smith'"” that this passage is a later pro-Davidic insertion into the text. 

   

Ittai and the Gittites: 2 Sam 15:1 

  

2; 18:2a 

(17) The king and all of his courtiers''" went out on foot and stopped 
at the “farthest house,” (18)"'* while all of the people filed by; all the 

@ 1984:251 
@ 1984: 250, 
1 1899: 308, 

  

" “His courlers” w2y has been transposed. here with “people” 2 in vy 17-18, In this we are 
following G® over against the MT. In the view of most commentaiors, it would make more sense for 
David 0 leave the ity with his personal entourage, his 213, and then {0 take up station and reviw the 
passin of the masses following (sce Wellkausen 1871 196; A. B. Ehrlch 1910:312; S R. Driver 1912 
315; McCarter 1984: 364; contra H. P. Smith 1899: 343-44). A possibe explanaton for the MT 
transpositon may be found in the graphic similarity of =y and £33, which are now to be found in 
conjunction in v 18. Fokkelman (1981 179) hs remarked on the orderly natre of David's “fight” from 
Jerusalem in the fae of Absalom’s threat, from prvzn 3 “the st howse” of Jerusalem to the Kidron 
Valley 0 the Mount of Olives 

*The textual histry of the G verson of vy 17b-18 i qite comolued. Wellhausen (1871: 195-96) was 
the it recognizs tha G comtains the OG translation of the MT passage sandviched betwezn two later 
uranslations (s also S. R Drver 1912 312-13; MeCarter 1984: 363; Pisano 1984: 130-36), The 
Lucianic trditons also evidence a conlate text — albeit only a dual rather tha a rple text — exhbiting 
haplographic_tendencies according 1o McCartr (1984 364), Altough most of the commentators 
mentioned above view the G traditions a of litle elp i esoring the Hebraica veritas, McCarter has 
gone beyond Wellhausen and others in assuming a haplography i the MT, which can b resored on the 
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Cherethites, all the Pelethites, all the Gitites, six hundred"" in number 
who had come on foot'!* from Gath, filed by before the king. (19) 
Then the king asked Ittai""® the Gittite, “Why are you also coming with 
us?''® Go back and remain with the king, for you are a foreigner and 

you are also an exile'"” from your place.”™ (20) You have only arrived 
yesterday, and today I should have you roam'” with us wherever T 
may be going? Retum and take your brothers back with you. [May 

basis of G. McCarters reconstrcted “primitive” Hebrew version reads as fllows (1984: 363-64): wys 
il wid ‘o bl wy'mw byt Bt wkl hm “brym 1y whl ‘s "t wk! hgdlym ikl gbrym 55 
ot 95 wybw | o whl Hlrty wil hply vii hgtym "5 bw brigyw mgt ‘brom 1 pny hmik. 1 is 
inteesting t observethe opposed teatmens thispassage receved i the sume ycar (1984) at the bands of 
McCarter and Pisano. MeCarter in rstoring a longe (ex went beyond Wellhausen's suggestion (0 ead 
hagaibborimin place of haggitim in v 18 and added it slong with haggdalim o his text on th basis G, 
while rtaning mention of th Gifites_Pisano on the other hand, whilc working wih the shorer text of 
the O s dentifid by Welllausen, came to the conclusion that the trnslaor of the OG employed 
common nouns in order o translae Hebrew proper names in this passage and, hencs, saw no nesd 1o 
reconsimct any Vorlage other than that of the MT. See Wellhausen 1871: 195-97, McCarter 1984: 363- 
64, 370; Pisano 1984: 130-36. At leat both MeCarter and Pisano agree on the reection of atemps to 

restoe the name of Iai in v 18 on this esoration sce Wellkausen 1871 196; A. B. Ehrlch 1910:312; 
SR Driver 1912: 313; Hertberg 1964: 338). Among the ttactive aspects of MeCarter's wark is his 
solution 10 the problem of a contingent of 600 Gites (an unexpectely high number in light o the fact 
tha David’s personal contingent id not supass that mumber; sc HL. P. Smith 1899: 344 and McCarter 
1984 364, 370, the later of whom spicultesthat the number may be in reference 10 the 600 men who 
werealeady folowing David bejore he became king [1 Sam 23:13;25:13; 27:2; 309, 

  

  

  

    

3 e MeCarter (1984: 364, 370) foran ltemate proposal for the corrct placement of the mention of 
600 men” in the verse   

  11 Reading v5213, following a mumber of manuscipts as againt the MT singular 5333 Thi would 
ring the text into conformity with vy 163 and 17a (Fokkelman 1981 454; see also A. B. Ehlch 1900 
208,1910:312). 

115 A name of uncertain oriin. Attempts have been made o draw parales between the name It and 
Hititc and Hurrian names containing the clement afts and aita- “father” respectivly. Paralels have 
also been sought in names found n the Amarna corespondence (tya, Witya), Nuzi and Ugarit It is o 
Semitic name, it would be derived rom a hypocoristic name of the patern 1o + DN “the god X is with 
melhim” See Deloor 1978: 411-13; McCarte 1984:37. 

   

       

‘MT vanx. A mumber of manuscripts read the synonym oy, The MT, however, i the preferable 
varan, since it preservs a play on words in David’s questioning of i (itay): why he is “with us” 
Citind, 
7T i, McCarter (1984: 364) has proposed reading %3 “you have been exiled” on the bais of the 

equivalent verbal form i the G 
UOMT qepsb. Many commentatos (¢ Wellhausen 1871: 197, S. R. Driver 1912: 313) have 

advocated following the G ex %ov om0y Gov and correcting the text (0 7orpz. Since, hawever, the 
prepositon > can have the meaning “fron” in Hebrew, as it cn have as well in Ugaritc (se Gordon 
1965: 92), it i thus acceptable to leave the tet s it i i the MT (see McCartr 1984: 364). Regarding 
the diffculyofrtroverting Greek prepositons into Hebrew, sce Tov 1981: 226-21. 

  

* Thus the Qere yix. Kethibpnae
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YHWH deal with you]™ mercifully and rightfully.” (21) But Ittai 
answered the king by saying, “As YHWH lives, so may my lord the 
king live, surely'™! wherever my lord the king is, there shall be your 
servant, in death or in life!” (22) So the king responded to Ittai, “Go 
and pass by!” Thereupon Ittai the Gittite and all of his followers, as 

  

well as all of the children who were with him, filed by ... (2a) David 
divided the people into thirds:'** one third under the command of Joab, 
one third under the command of Abishai son of Zeruriah, the brother of 
Joab, and one third under the command of Itai the Gitite. 

  

‘This passage provides a fascinating picture of David’s relationship with those 
who chose to follow him. Mercenaries though they were, they evidenced 
great loyalty to their leader. 

‘Two aspects of this passage in particular have struck commentators. First 
is David’s unselfish concern for those serving him, whatever the fortunes of 
his personal situation. In the words of H. P. Smith” “David’s 
thoughtfulness for others shows itself n this incident, at a time when he might 
be excused for consulting his own interest.” If this story is meant o serve as 
an example of David's leadership qualifications, then it succeeds admirably 

Second is the deep and abiding loyalty which David commanded from his 
followers, in this case ones who had not been in the fold very long.'* In turn 
David rewarded Ittai’s devotion in the manner that Hertzberg'®® has termed 
“the way in which a king expresses his thanks by appointing him, along with 

  

" This phrass has beenrestored as 1o o3 v on the basisofth G ks KupioS Foun ot it 500 
(Wellhausen 1871: 197; H.P. Smith 1899: 344; McCarte 1984: 365, Fokkelman 1981: 130, 454). Even 
though S, R. Driver (1912: 314) claimed that MT o 7 could stand on s own as an adverbial ‘accusative,be also preferted (0 fllow the G, snce the absence of the phrase inthe MT i casly explicable 25 8 haplography from one 72 10 the next A. B. Ehrlch's suggestion (1900: 228; 1910: 313) o read 20 o0 a5 a vledictory formul, akin (o German auf Widersehen or French adieu, has not found 

" Thus the Qere 1>, Kethib ¢, Mot scholrs follow the Qer since x> in an cath would have & negative connotation (Wellbausen 1871: 197; H. P Smith 1399: 344; S. R Driver 1912: 314 McCarter 1984: 365; but see GKC para. 163 d where 53 afler an oath i cited 1 an emphalic ssuranco) 

  

  

  " Following G xa expicosas and a suggesion originaly made by Klostrman (1887: 212 se also H.P. Smith 1895: 357, A_B. Ehlich 1910: 317; 5. R. Drver 1912: 327; Heruberg 1964: 353 McCarter 
1984: 399) we are reading the v as w5 rathr than s the MT       

  

899: 363 
"Follkclman (1981: 179-80) has commented on the irony of forcigners, in paricular the Gites 

evidencing grater loyalty o Davd than the sralite i the Absalom pericope. 
1964 302, 
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Joab and Abishai, to the command of one third of his troops in the battle 
against Absalom. 

As Gunn'® has evaluated the dynamics of the situation: David’s offer of 
freedom for Ittai was countered with Ittai’s vow of total devotion; in contrast 
to David’s reference to Absalom as king, for Ittai only David was king. Thus, 
although the Deuteronomist knows of only one king of Israel at this time, 
namely David, in his speech to Ittai, David addresses political reality and 
efers to the current ruler of Jerusalem, Absalom, as king. This places Ittai’s 
great act of loyalty in clearer focus through his acknowledgement of only one 
king, David, second only to God in his estimation (v 21). Hence, David’s 
selfless act of denial had as its consequence the elevation of the devotee into 
an instrument of the restoration through his position of command in David’s 
army. For Fokkelman'”” one of the major motifs of this story is the empathy 
which David, himself a former exile, must have felt with Ittai.'* 

    

   

    

       

     

     

    

   

    

  

       

The People Call to Mind David's Defeat of the Philistines: 2 Sam 19:10-11: 
Eng 19:9-10 

(10) All the people were engaged in an argument'” among all the 
tribes of Israel™ as follows: “The king'*' saved us from the grasp of 
our enemies'” and he rescued us from the grasp of the Philistines. But 

1982: 10102 
1981; 18182 

2 For a senstve lterary anaysisofthe Davidai episode, sce Fokkelman 1981: 175-83, 
T . This i the only occurtence of the root 1 n the Niph'al. It exact meaning in this context 

has been a soure of controversy (e S R. Drier 1912: 334, Conroy 1978: 149; Fokkelman 1981 458) 
VicCarter (1984: 415) has advocated fllowing the G- yoryovess nd emending the Hebrew txtto753 
“complining. 

  

" Thus the MT it yii'el McCarte (1984: 419-20), following a suggeston made by Reid n regard 
102 Sam 77, has suggested repointing the phrase as $3bs yiér'el and translatng “the stafF-bearers of 
Ismel” 

  

"G adds Savei, a reading which s supported by 4QSam’ (Ulrich 1978: 86). It may, however, be 
simply an explanatory glos 

  

O fiom the gras of our encies”: The G prescnves here  conflte readin o 105 %o 7AYoy 
o c78epov muov which MeCarer (1984 415 uscsas the basis fr his conjectre that the OG ead 
onlycno v (< Hobrew 53 “from al") and thus refets the orginal ext. 
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now he has had to flee the land on account of Absalom.' (11) 
However, Absalom, whom we anointed over us, has died in battle. 
Why do you now hesitate to return the king?”'** 

    

This short passage, a “prelude to [David’s] restoration” after Absalom’s 
rebellion,"** is of interest for two reasons. First, it provides an unfortunately 
vague ferminus ante quem for David’s defeat of the Philistines in the earlier 
part of his reign, before the onset of his familial difficulties. Second, it 
emphasizes the importance of the defeat of the Philistines both in the popular 

of Israel and vis--vis David’s other conquests, which are 
lumped together in v 10.* 

  

consciousn 

  

Four Philistine Champions Defeated in Individual Combat 

  28am 21:15-22 

(15) Once again there was a battle between the Philistines and Israel. 
David went down together with his followers and fought with the 
Philistines. But David grew weary, (16) and [Dodo son of Joash]," 

  

    " Thus the MT. G insers the phrase xa o ¢ Pacisias awtov “and from his kingdom” after 
he and.” This Greck phrase can be retoverid into Hebrew s b 551 In McCarter's opiion 

(1984: 415, this represents the OG and oriinal version of the verse,the latr Grek versions rtani 
theorignal and onflatin it with a nwer transiation of the incortct Hebrew 

        

I the G the phrase e %0 prix Ravros pan’ W95V 7905 <o o appears at the end of 
this vrse (marked vith an obelus in c). The same phrse appears lso f the end of the following verse 
(vith the substitation of 2105 for it synonym pryia) where it translates Hebrew -5x x3 55053 37 
oz “the word f al Isac reached the king.” It was ralized carly on (Wellhausen 1871 204; but e A. 
B. Ehlch 1910: 323-24) that the placement ofthe phrase at the end of v 11 (orbetween v 11 and 12) is 
comect. It has ot ben indicated n the above transition since it forms the introduction 1 th folowing 
pericope. On the basis of column and line lengths, Ulich has reconsinucted the text of 4QSan” in 
‘accordance with the G See mst extensively Pisano 1984 5761 

   
    

  

  

1 Gunn 1982: 103 
" That s unlessone st assume that the “cnemics” and the “Philisines” ofv 11 stan in apposition to 

<ach other and not in oppositon. 
[Dodo son of Joah ... overcame him": Although Pisino (1984: 153) has expressed reservations 

about employing the G plus o v 11 to correct the MT of v 16, McCarer (1984: 448) i probably correct in 
his Ik of hesitaton about s doing, The MT Kethi of the bginning of v 16 reads while the 
Qe neither of which has ever convincingly been shown to make sene. The Qere has given 
rise 1o the exisnce of 2 supposed adversary of David named Ishbi-Benob (KIV, RSV, NIV with the 
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one of the Raphaites, whose helmet'®® weighed three hundred 
shekels'” of bronze and who was girded with a new [..]"     

   

   

commen that te radingis wcerain: s alsothe vaious Bile dicdonaric,inclucing my arcle on 
Tsib-Benal i the AAD). Most modernscholars, howerer,hav s it 1 follow th Kehib and, with an 
emendaion ofthe place name on th bassof v 13 and 19, have vocalized the text waya Sl LD 
ey delt at Gob” (s Sgal 1965166 33 . 1), Thus Wellausen (1571 210) proposcd eloctng the 

phrase fom v 160 v 15 ollowing w5 “vith hin” and conecturd that i the phrase 19 D grew 
weary” was hidden the name of Davi'saversary, 35 well 3 verbsuch a 5o “he arose, Inthis he was 
ollowed by . R Driver (1912: 353 but e Pisan 1984: 15, Wellhausen adcitionll proposed that an 
original“Gob ay behind the “Nob ofhe MT. Eissfcldt (1943: 120-2) amplifie tis suggston, going 
0 ar 2 o dentfy e sic wilh Gitbelhon,a point of confic between saclan the Phiisines i the 
Jatetnth nd cary ninth centris B.CE (1 Kes 1527 1615 s also Malamat 1963 19, Herzserg 
(1964 385) translaed n a similar vein and added the phrase <3 & “and the vas a warior” o the 
basis o the Syric, which he conjectured fll out by haplography afe the morpholoically smilar words 
253 . H.P. Smith (1899: 78) rased the possbilty ha . proper name may b hidden in ~ox 3 
consising of the lement 3 plus  cormpt  ora any ae misunderstoad - version of a rope rame. A 
B. Ehrich (1910: 331 alo sought a Philtin name in 35, although he reected the ntepretation of 

2 ey dvell,” sinc it makes o ens n rfeenc 03 mililryencampment. Tnstcad b proposed 
reading o a5 wayyiShha“he () vanquished i David) " This suggestion lay domant ndl it was 
revived without ascripion and, hene, idependently by MeCarer. However, raher than flloning 
Ehvich's cmndtion of an addiiona h i he wod, MeCatr accepte the consonanial et of he MT 
o and vocalized the word s wayyrbéw from wayyisshehi, following Cros and Freedman's vork 
(1952:50 and n. 28 in islating shor posesive forms in te collguial language of bblia imes. For 
he st of his retoraion of v 15 and 16 MCarer hs el o the forementoned Grek wradiions, in 
panicular a G pls in the viiniy of v 1. G readsat the cndof v 11 xa 3oy kit wawhape 
@urous Bay wios o s o atofovoy v pavtav, which together with th equivalent o lhbi 
Benab in G Bako oo toa has ben retoveted by McCartr s indicatedsbove (albeit without 
s 50 Bork 1939-41: 22729 The corruption n the MT would have been occasioned by the Iossof 173 
awing (0 homoiotleton and e clange o ex 3 (0 23 unde the nfone of 3 i v 18 and 19, 
Tor which some manuscript ead . Although MECarcr(1984: 44) has refered o the G plus f v 11 
a5 2 marginal corteton ha has foun s way nt te tex, Pisano (1984 153-50) views  a he OId 
Greek erson, sl posiblyan nerpretation, which has been dislaced by th ater s transtion. 

   
    

              

          

      
          

        

          

        

   

                      

    
     

   

    

     

       

  

  

  

    
  

  

  

  

        

  

  

' MT wrp. A hapax legomenon. Following G Bopazos (<Bopo),S. R Driver (1912: 354) advosated the 
translation “spear.”In this he s ollowed by FALAT (1025), in which a reltionship to the Aramaic 
is deduced. Others follow a sugaesion 10 interpret the word 4s a mistake for w37 “his helmet” (. P. 
Smith 1899: 378; McCarter 1984: 448) 
Thus G (eroverting as 5pe). MT 570 “weight” The eror in the MT was occasioned by the 

presence of pu carlie i the verse. Sec Wellhausen 1871: 210; H. P. Smith 1899: 378; . R Driver 
1912: 384 MeCarter 1984 445 

  

   
    

“The word o, here transated s “new.” has emained an interpretativ crux. Although it ppears o 
be the feminine adjectival form of “new,” ther is no word in the text which it modifics. A. B. Ebrich 
(1900: 250; 1910: 331) undersood the word as an adve, reerring o the first time that the subject girded 

himseiffor var, which indicaed his youth S. R Driver (1912: 354) conjectured that v i @ corruption 
of the name of a Philistine weapon. Although . P. Smith (1899: 378) declared the text unitelligibe 
wilkout an cbjet, McCartr (1984; 48) “fudged” and tranlated the word as the generic “armor.” Sec 
Smith and McCarte forthe plethoa of atemps o translte e word in th versions. There is  small 
unpublshed fragment of 2 Sam 21:15-17 from 4QSam see Ulich 1978: 271). According 10 a drawing of 

it which F. M. Cross was kind enough t send me, ther docs appear o be a four ltte word in the same. 
location as MT mo=r. Howener, the traces of etes that remain indicate  variant reading. Of the four 
letes,only the first three ar logible. These spll (<} Inlght of the llgibl fnal kter, @ reading as 

  

    

 



  

   128 APPENDIX A 

[overcame him] and sought to kill David. (17) However, Abishai son of 
Zeruiah'*' came to his aid and struck the Philistine and killed him. 
Thereupon David’s men swore [ 2], “No longer shall you go with us 
0 battle, lest you extinguish the lamp of Israel.”'** (18) Afterwards 
there was another battle with the Philistines at Gob. At that time 

becai the Hushathite smote Saph, one of the Raphaites. (19) There 
was another battle with the Philistines at Gob; Elhanan son of Jair' 
the Bethlehemite smote Goliath the Gittite, the shaft of whose spear 
resembled a weaver's heddle rod. (20) There was another battle at 
Gath. A man of stature,"** who had six fingers on his hands and six 
toes on his feet -- a total of twenty-four (digits), he too was a Raphaite 
- (21) taunted Israel. Jonathan the son of Shimea,"** David’s brother, 
smote him. (22) These four'*’” were Raphaites'® in Gath and were 
felled by David and his followers. 

   

r “white garment” (Esth 16 8:15) would appear to be ruled out. There are traces of (o letters 
preceding th e, however, the fragment s tom on the rightside and much of the right-hand surface is 
issing. ASin the MT, 72 follows the word under discussion (aftr which comes the let-hand margin 

of the olumn). Thus this 4QSam fragment ultimately fis 1 sove the critcalproblems ofthis verse. 

  

    

" Gunn (1982: 40) has isolated a motif of “ficton between David and the descendens of Zeiah,” 
vestiges of which hefels appear in his vese 

" The MT includes the deined preposition  “to him.” It s omittd by most commentatorsfollowi 
the G (Wellhausen 1571: 210; L. Smith 1899: 378; MeCarer 1984: 45).     

" This phrase may refe 1 th king as a perptuallamp, iguratve o the prosperty of the land (5. R 
Driver 1912: 354, The reference to David as the lamp of Zoael may indicat that this ncident is to be 
dated 1o theperiod ollowing his assumption of rle over united sracl 

14 The MT minx 27 o “Elhanan son of Woods of the Weavers” is incomprehensible. The 
clement v s obviously enered the textasa itography from later inthe verse. By reading 727, | am 

following the Qere of 1 Chr 20:5 (A B. Ehvlch 1900: 25; H. . Smith 1899: 378 who also mentions 
asa possbl reading; S. R Drver 1912: 354), against McCarer’s proposal (1984: 449-50) (0 read 3 a5 
a genilc “Jerite” as in Kiriah-Jearim “City of the Jearies"). On th other hand, Bling (in Boling and 
Wiight 1982: 369) as translated Kiriath Jearim as “Wondsvill. 

    

     
  

   
  

" Emending the text 1017, as aganst MT Kethib s “Midian” and Qere v “srife.” In this case it 
is probably best 0 follow the parallel n 1 Chr 20:6 and 1o translat the phrase in keeping with the 

impressive size ofthe vanquished opponents, “a man of stature,” ..  giant. See Welllausen 1571: 210, 
A-B_ Ehdlich 1910: 331; H. P. Smith 1899: 378; S, R Drive 1912: 355, McCarier 1984: 449. On the 
phenomenon of polydactyism in theHteratue ofth Bible and the ancient Near East, sce Barntt 1990 
1 Thus the Qere e, Kethib . See L P. Smith 1899: 375; MeCarter 1984: 449, 

  

7 1n the MT “thee four" is preceded with the dirct objct marker . This is most likely in error 
e i rya i serves as th subjctofthe cluse, 
¥Lit “these four were bom t0 the Raphah” nos. As indicated in GKC para. 35 n, this form is an 

exception 10 the ale regarding the elison ofthe definite articular e followin the prei 5. This is most 
likely occassioned in this insance by the understanding o the fem 7o in s entirety as 2 personal 
name, and hence indeclinable (5. R. Driver 1912: 355-56). Japhet (1993: 367) has also raised this 
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1 Chr 20:4-8 

145    (4) Afterwards there was another battle'* with the Philstines at 
Gezer."*" At that time Sibbecai the Hushathite smote Sippai,” one of 
the Raphaites,' and they were humbled.'* (5) There was another 
battle with the Philistines. Elhanan son of Jair'*' smote Lahmi the 
brother of Goliath'* the Gittite, the shaft of whose spear resembled a 

possbilty and refered to RaphalyHaraphah s a matronym. Mauch laer tradition also understood the 
Word e intsentrey as a personal ame. | assume tha this passage was Milon'ssource for the rame. 
of Samson's male Philstine nemesis in Samson Agonises, 6. Harapha. Sce (hear) also Handel's 
magnificent oratorio Samson. On the understanding of th term /ey v s efering o devotee of 
probablychionian deity see McCarter 1984: 445-50, L' Heureu (1976) drew a comparison btwee these 
biblical Raphaites an those Known from Ugarit, arguing that the Philstne Raphates vere devoteesof 
millaryorder, whose existence possibly cenered on the Rephaim Vally. In L'Heureux's opnion (1976: 

  

  

  

55),the change from the expected ‘aeph to e at the end of the word in this passage may have been 
influenced by the bibical author's desir to denigrate the devorees of “the Hale One” by implying thal 
they were devotees of “the one who became weak 
  

Thus G ka eeveto 65t 7o and 2 Sam 2118, MT o, See Curtis and Madsen 1910:244 
Thus MT 3. The paralel in 2 Sam 21:15 has the resing 3. Scholars re divide sbout which 

ersion has primacy in his contex. Curtis and Madsen (1910: 244) and Willamson (1982 1) view 
o s original, with the ate assming that the Chroniclr substited th beter known Gezer i the 
same genera viinity (s also H. P. Smith 1899: 377.78; Japhet 1993: 367) Myers (19652 141) and 
McCartr (1984: 448 on the ther hand soppat the primay of Gezer bt bereand n 2 Sam 2118 
Veering from the popalar tendeny to place p o thre of the vigneis of batle betveen Trclic nd 
Phiistine lampionsat Gob (se .. s 1943; 120-22, MeCartr cceps Gob a original nly in 
the accoun of lbanan’ batle with ol (2 S 2119, n lcin the bate i 2 Sam 2118 at Gese, 
MCarte sl rlcsin part onthe Lucani radition which rancribesthe nam ofthe st of the b 
a5y, The MT Gb and the G Gath re expaind s aicipatony of v 19 and 20 respctvely. 

  

  

   

  

  

' On the name Sippai name see Bork 1939-41: 228 
" Following the singular s found in several manuscripts and in the parallel in 2 Sam 2118, we are 

reading xo in lace of the MT o, 
" Thus the MT Niph'al wayyikin? Scc Willamson 1982: 141, Others (BHS; Myers 1965a: 134) 

chunge it on the basis o the G xax sTomvOGRY avrov 10 wayyakn7s “and he humbled him.” The 
change is solly one of vocalization. Whichever form ane chooscs, the word is most probably an addiion 
by the Chronicer, since it exhibits language ypicl of thatauthor (Wiliamson 1982: 141-42). 

  

" Thus the Qere. Kethib . 
5" The apparent contradiction between 1 Sam 17, in which David killed Goliah, and 2 Sam 21, in 

‘which that ded i ascibed to Elhanan, i discussed beow. I s exsy 10 see how an oigial rx i v 
s was rearranged into by ik e . Willamson (1982: 142), however, has cautioned against 
‘awomatiall assuming that the Chronicler delberately changed his Vorlage. He raises the possibility that 
the Chronicler was simply atempting to make comprehensible a diffclt source on th basis of his 
Knowledge of 1 Sam 17. At any rae, the retenton of the description of Goliaths spear makes clar of 
‘whom the sccount originaly handled. 
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weaver's heddle rod. (6) There was another battle at Gath. A man of 
stature, whose (extremities) had six digits cach — (in total) twenty-four, 
he t00 was a Raphaite — (7) taunted Israel. Jonathan son of Shimea, 
David’s brother, smote him. (8) These'* were'*” Raphaites in Gath 
and were felled by David and his followers. 

    

As a series of anecdotes this passage is of minimal use in historical 
reconstruction. Some geographical information can be gleancd from this 
passage. Although there is a lively debate yet ongoing concerning the actual 
place names occurring in the pericope, commentators are in agreement that 
the action took place in the border region between Judah/Isral and Philistia. 
This would also mesh with the supposed historical context of these four 
episodes, namely in the period of David’s Philistine wars (2 Sam 5:17-25; 1 
Chr 14:8-16). These are to be dated in the carlier part of David’s reign, afer, 
however, his ascent to rule over all Isracl. 

It has been argued that the four episodes were lified from a larger 
archive.'™® Hertzberg'® even tried to pinpoint the excerpt as a “page from 
the honours st of Bethlehem™ on account of the origin of all the heroes 
mentioned in the pericope from the same general arca. 

The placement of the text near the end of the account of David’s reign 
may have been occasioned by a number of factors. First is the motif of 
David’s weakness, which later tradition felt more comfortable ascribing to the 
latter part of his life. Second is its placement afier the last account of a 
Davidic war in 2 Sam 20.' And third is the nature of the larger context in 

  

“MT bx. On the short form of the demonstrativ pronoun see GKC para. 34 b, HALAT 48b, I has 
become axiomatic 1 assume tht the number o Philsine champions vas omitied oving o the dropping 
of the first episode in Chronices on account f the rectance o the author of Chronicles to depct David 
in a weakencd sat or the cteral promise of a Davidic dynasty in doubt (Curtis and Madsen 1910: 243- 
44 Myers 1965a: 142; Kalimi 1995: 26-27, 90, who leaves open the reason for the missing passage). The 
G, However, preserves the words mavrus nowv woopes yyavess “al four of them were gianis” afler 
3 *in Gath.” Although i i possbl tha tis i a reection of an ealier it of this tex., the syntax of 
the verse makes is more likely that this phrase was & marginal noe referring back (o the passage in 2 
‘Samuelthat crept itothe (et at this point. 

  

7Lit. “were bom 1o MT adléi. This is probably a mixed-form, morphologicall a Niphl, but 
pointed asa Pual in order o bring it in line with the paralll in 2 Sam 21. See Bergstrsser 1912: para. 
26m; GKC pan. 69 HALAT 393b, 
9 See MeCarter 1984 451 
9 1964: 385, 

“© Hertzberg 1964: 356 
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which it has been fit, namely into a collection of miscellaneous texts relating 
to the period of Davidic rule.'*! 

Wellhausen was disturbed by the existence in the sources of an account of 
David’s weakness in battle. Thus he felt compelled to exise the verb g from 
the text. The spurious nature of this line of reasoning has compellingly been 
demonstrated by Pisano.'®® Although it has been argued that the reason for 
the placement of this pericope toward the end of David’s history was the 
tradition’s assumption that David could have been vanquished in battle only 
at an advanced age,'™® most commentators place these four episodes in the 
period of David’s Philistine wars as recounted in 2 Sam 5:17-25; thus near 
the beginning of David’s reign.'™ It may be of interest to note that the theme 
of the rescue of a newly crowned king occurs in Mallory's Morte d'Arthur, in 
which King Arthur is bested in battle at the very beginning of his reign and 
must be rescued by four of his kights. 

The information contained in 2 Sam 21:19, namely that Elhanan slew 
Goliath the Gittite, openly contradicts the information contained in 1 Sam 17, 
in which the deed is ascribed to David. In spite of attempts which have been 
made to harmonize the accounts by assuming that Elhanan was the personal 
name and David the title of the same person,'® or that Elhanan was the given 
name and David the throne name,'® it appears most likely that 2 Sam 21:19 
represents the earliest and most accurate layer of tradition and that Elhanan 
was indeed the slayer of Goliath. This argument is bolstered by the fact that 
the name of Goliath appears but two times (vv 4 and 23) in 1 Sam 17, each 
time in a context in which it appears to be secondary. At some early point, 
however, the killing of Goliath was also attributed to David and became an 
inseparable part of the legend of his defeat of a Philistine champion, without, 
however, displacing the earliest layer of tradition about Elhanan.'” That the 
Goliath in both cases is the same person is indicated inter alia by the 

        

   

14 MeCarter 1984: 451 
1 1984: 152 
1 Heriberg 1964: 386, 
1E,g McCartr 1984 451 

145 Von Pikozdy 1956: 257-59. A major companent of his argument was his belie that behind o vas. 
hidden the name of David's ather v “Jesse 
% Honeyman 1948: 23-24 
197 See Japhet 1995: 36860 
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identical language used in the comparison of his & rod. 
spear to a weaver’s heddle-     

More Anecdotes 

2 Sam 23:9-17 

(9) After him'® among the three champions'™ was Elazar son of 
Doday'” the Ahohite.'” [He was'™ ] with David when [the Philistine] 
mocked them [at Ephes-dammim.]™ When the Philistines had      
    

  
     

   
    

         

  

    
   
    

     

  

         

  

     

   

14 About which see Yadin 1955: 58-69.    
" Thas the Qere eran. Kethib oo, The lcrary it actually begins in the previous verse with the 
rducion o the s of D' eros   

Thas the Qere sz Kethib s, A he has been los through haplography 
“Thus the Kethib 7 and 1 Chr 27:4 (see S. R. Drver 1912: 364-65, who derived the name from 

). Qere and 1 Chr 1112, s well as G (005 sxtpadcipon cvrou) (k) “his uncle” s als B. 
Mazar 1986:97). n the G the patronymic “son of Dodo” has necessitated th chan of Elazar to Elhanan 
as1n2 Sam 23:24 (Wellhausen 1871 213), 

  

  

      
  

Reading v 35 against MT s “son of Abohi” This later version s an cbvious rror 
atrbutabl 1  ditography o the 3 of . See 2 Sam 23:28; 1 Chr 11:12, 295 27:4; and Ahsh i the 
Berjaminite gencalogy 1 Ch 8:4 (Wellhausen 1871: 213; . R Drver 1912: 365; McCarter 1984: 494, 

v (see aso B, Mazar 1986:97) 
*McCarter (1984: 490) has undoubledly solved & major cru in the tex. It had been recopnized 

the verb o in the MT is plausile, at last unil one arrives at the word oo, which requires an 
antecedent place name (sce H.P. Smith 1899: 384). This necssiatd the deletion of the emporal cluse | 
and veib from the MT of Samuel, and the sbstituton of the name Pas-dammim from 1 Chr 11 
(Wellhausen 1871 213; and thers). Curtis and Madsen (1910: 188) fl that an original =21 7oy “in 
the Rephaim Vally” Iy behind both versions. There exised, however, no mechanism o explain how the 
correct” version in Chronicles could have metamorphosed o the Samue reading. McCarter has solved 

the problem by including both readings in a confate text from which it s possibl t explain both versions 
(a5 well s the Lucianic version) as the results of haplographics. The restored text would then read: 
oz o oaxa myben cav. Pas-dammim has been assumed (0 be identical with Ephes-dammim 
between Azekah and Socoh in 1 Sam 17:1 (H. P. Smith 1899: 383; Hertberg 1964: 402; Myers 1965 
89; McCarter 1984: 494-95 the ltter tentatively idenificsthesite with modern Damunl; B, Mazar 1986; 
91 Japhet 1993: 244) The eference to the mocking Phillstine would also rfer o the action of 1 Sam 17 
in which a Philiine champion who mocks rael is defeated in single comat by David. As indicsted 
abone in the discussion of Elhanan (2 Sam 21:19; 1 Chr 20:5), the asociation of Goliah with the 
champion defeated by David entred the tradition at  lter sage. Ses also my cnty on “Golith” in the 
ABD. 

    

  1 Read v o with 1 Chr 1113 and G202 avrog/our:   
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gathered for battle and the Israclites had retreated, (10) he'™ stood 
firm and smote the Philistines until his arm grew weary and his hand 
stuck to the sword. Thus did YHWH grant great salvation'™ on that 
day. The people, however, followed after him only to strip (the 
slain'”). (11) After him was Shamma'™ son of Agee the Hararite.'™ 

| The Philistines had gathered at Lehi,'® where there was a section of 
| field full of lentils,' and the people fled before the Philistines. (12) 
| He, however, positioned himself in the middle of the section and 
| defended'™ it and smote the Philistines. Thus did YHWH grant great 
| salvation, (13) Three™™ of the thirty went down at the beginning [of the 

harvest]"™ and came to David at the fortress of Adullam, while a 

s Reading . MT . A waw s restored on th bass of the syntax,as wel s non-B G raditions and 
the Syriac (. P. Smith 1899: 385, 5. R. Drver 1912: 365), 

  

| 5 Heb, myvon. In Hertzberg's opinion (1964: 405),the use of this word classifie this passige as one 
refering to Holy War. 

“The Syriac, Targum, and Vulgate all make the bject oftheverb explict 

  

*MT xo. Some manuscripts read 
  ™ Reading v i place of MT v, See 2 Sam 23:33 and 1 Ch 11:34 (5. R Driver 1912: 365; 

McCarer 1984: 490). On B. Marar' views lnking Harart ith a number of orthograpicaly more o 
Jes imilar place names,al utimately idetied a5 Hrod Bt harodo, se 1986:91 

  

% Boining the text as ey in plac ofthe MT fayy which hasbeen influccd by the wsageofthe 
o hayd“troopiclan” in 13, As has ofin bcn commenied on,a repointing of the Hebrw v 

5 inthe, place name Lehi, known from Judg 15:9-19 s the it of Samson's famous escapade wilh 
e jaw-bonc of an ass (Wellhausen 1871: 213; A B_ Ehvlch 1900: 256, S, R Driver 1912: 365 
McCarte 1984: 490 bu sec B, Mazar 1986: 7 who tanslates “The Philstincs had gathere i force). 

  

     

  ¥ Thus MT .1 Chr 11:13 v “barky.” The bete variant s impossibe to deermine, since 
itherone would ft he oniext, an th ane i derivabl rom the aher by & mctathesis andthe confusion 
of rthographiclly similar leers The G follows the MT i boh cases. 
% 0n the translation of e as “defended” sce H. P, Smith 1899: 384, A. B. Ehvlch (1900: 256) 

advocated translating it a “und [e) sauberte s 
1 Thus the Qere, 1 Ch 11115, G, 
51 the MT xr “beginning’” sands alone, followed by ~p-5x . It does not appear in the G. 

‘Various attempts have been made t0 incorporae the word into the syntax of the txt, ranging from 
Ehrlich’s suggeston (1910: 342) 1o read maoxn “first” (refering to the “frst. threcsome”, 1o 5. R. 

Driver’ very entative wbems gy “from the st thirty” (1912: 366), 10 K. P Smilh’s suggestion 
(1899: 385) 0 read mm wx with G (1o Bxwst st v epay “1o Davi at the rock”) and 1 Chr 
1115, 0 B. Mazar's tenative suggestion (1986: 97) o read ~m s “from the rock” to McCarter’s 
suggestion (1984: 490) o omit w7 altogether. While most commentators change vy (0 7 on the bass 

of the aforementioned Chronicles and G- passages, McCarter is correct that v, the diy ssason when 
ings become thirsty” (1984: 495), would not be out of place n this passage. Unlike in McCarer, 

howeser, ox s preserved in the text above, and v has been repositioned. Although ~y has not been 
included, it i possible that the original text included references to the othographically similar 57 and 
(), which gave s (0 the confsed versions which have come down (0 u. 

  

Syrisc, Targum. Kethib: 5% “thit.” S also Tav 1992 62 
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Philistine contingent was encamped in the Valley of Rephaim. (14)'* 
(David was then at the fortress, and the Philistines were then stationed 
at Bethlehem). (15) David felt a craving and asked, “Who will brin 
‘me water to drink from the well'®® of Bethlehem which is at the gate? 
(16) Three of the champions hacked their way through the Philistine 
camp and drew water from the well of Bethlehem which is at the gate. 
‘They took (it) and brought (it) to David. David,"” however, did not 
consent to drink it, but poured it out (as a libation) to YHWH, (17) 
saying, “May I be cursed by YHWH'® if I do this! Should I drink the 
blood of the men who went forth, since they have brought it at the risk 

of their lives?”"® Thus he did not consent to drink it. This is what the 
three champions did. 

    

11:12-19 

(12) After him was Elazar son of Dodo the Ahohite. He was among the 
three champions. (13)'* He was with David at Pas-dammim. The 
Philistines were gathered there for batlle ... and there was a section of 
field full of barley, and the people fled before the Philistines. (14) 
They'”' positioned themselves in the middle of the section and 

  

"HLP. Smith (1899: 385-56) s very lkely corret i his surmise that thisverse is @ gloss which has 
found it way into the main text. 

" Thus the Kethib <. Qere misbo'r and 1 Chr 11:17 mibbir “from the cisern.” Sce also the 
following vere 

  

" Thussome Hebrew manuscrpt and G The name s omitid inthe MT 
     " Resding v in place of MT v with a number of Hebrew manuscrits, G, Syriac andTargum. 

McCarter (1984: 491) nontheles ticks in hiscase with the MT and reats v 252 Yocative: 
" Although Welhausen (1871: 214) doubie that i would be possible o restore this passage with any 

depre ofcenainty, a conbination of the vriants in Samuel (2mze:3 13577 o3 257) and Chionicles 
(@wan o 223 o o sen o) yields 3 comprehensible ext (2357 DK 7 
e snosa 5 ). See MeCarter 1984: 491 For  diffrent reconsruction e B, Mazar 1986: 98 

  

  

  

The problems ofthis verse have been discussed above n regard 0 2 Sam 23:9-11. I remains only (0 
note tha there has taken place an extensive haplography in his verse in Chroncles, in which the eye of 

the seibe has skipped from mer> -1z o b g wox, This has resuled in the elimination 
of Sharmma son o Age from thetext of Chronices ad the ascripton of his deeds (o Elzar 
  

* Another hange ccasioned by e hplography wasthe prsng ofhe st thre e fthis verse in 
the plun, since i appears that th anccedents woud beboth Elazar and David.Ses Curisand Madsen 
1910 15785, Myers 19650: 8 . d; Willamson 1952 102
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defended it and smote the Philistines. Thus did YHWH grant'? great 
salvation. (15) Three of the thirty went down at the beginning of the 
harvest'”® to David at the fortress of Adullam, while the Philistines 
were encamped'™® in the Valley of Rephaim. (16) (David was then at 
the fortress, and the Philistines were then stationed at Bethlehem). (17) 
David felt a craving'®® and asked, “Who will bring me water to drink 
from the cistern of Bethlehem which is at the gate?” (18) The three 
hacked their way through the Philistine camp and drew water from the 
cistern of Bethlehem which is at the gate. They took (it) and brought 
(it) to David. David, however, did not consent to drink it, but poured it 
out'™ (as a libation) to YHWH, (19) saying, “May I be cursed by my 
God if (1) do this!"”” Should I drink the blood of these'*® men, since 
they have brought it at the risk of their lives?” Thus he did not consent 
o drink it. This is what the three champions did. 

Once again a collection of biblical anccdotes adds but litdle to our 
understanding of the history of the Philistines. Although some information is 
contained in these verses regarding some sites of contention, the 
chronological information found here leaves the larger historical context 
vague. 

It has been argued that the list of the thirty champions as a whole be 
assigned a terminus ad quem on the basis of the mention of Asahel, who was 
killed by Abner (2 Sam 2:18-23) during the period of contention between 
David, king of Judah at Hebron, and Ishbaal, king of Isracl and successor of 

  

*Reading w>m with 2 Sam 23:10, 12, and G Gowngsv. MT sm “he saved” was occasioned by @ 
metathesis ofth fnal two leters of 3. Sec Curtis and Madsen 1910: 138; Tov 1992 250 
¥PMT 24m%3 wx. For the emendation e the discussion o 2 Sam 23:13 above, Likewise concerning 

the word “fortres,” which has been imparted from the parallel passage n 2 Sam 23 
  

  

T dmahineh péltin hond. Thisis one of only two imes that s “camp” s treated s  feminine 
(5 the verb A6, the otber beingin Ps 273 The masoretes were probably influenced in hei poining 
by the eminine 7 in the parallel passage in 2 Samue, 

  

  

" Thas the Kethib s, Qere v, On theform o the apocopated imperfct Hithpa'l e GKC para 758, 
"*Thi i the only occurrence of the verb 701 in the Piel, as against the common Hiph'l as in the 

paralel in 2 Sam 23:16 
7 Hebrew mys o, The change of i 0 7 has caused the Chroniclr 1o drop the possessive 

Suffi from . On the rest of this verse seethediscussion o 2 Sam 23:17. 
  

O the change of 2 Sam 23:17 “weat”to 1 Chr 1119 “these,” s Japhet 199%: 246
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Saul.'” Elliger, upon whose 1935 investigation all later work depends, dated 
the listin its primary form to the days of David’s brigandage at Ziklag* The 
final form of the list was established a bit later, during David’s days as king 
over Judah in Hebron. In addition McCarter™” has commented on the lack of 
mention of Ittai, the Gitites, the Cherethites and the Pelethites in this list, all 
of whom were integral to the military structure of the kingdom during the later 
reign of David in Jerusalem. 

As of the time of Wellhausen.** it has become traditional to view 2 Sam 
23:13-17a as a separate tradition which has intruded on the text of the list of 
the thirty Davidic heroes on the basis of its mention of three champions, who 
have incorrectly been linked with the three at the top of the list. According to 
this scenario, v 17b would be either the original conclusion to the account of 
vv 8-12. or would be an editor’s attempt to link the two accounts of vv 8- 
12and v 13-172 

The few chronological hints contained in the episodes in this pericope 

would also indicate a time before David’s assumption of power over both the 
northern and the southern tribes, an act which -- as was argued above - was 
the catalyst for the resumption of hostilies between David and the 
Philistines. The reference to the mocking Philistine at Pas/Ephes-dammim 
could be an indication that Elazar’s heroic stand took place around the time of 
the events narrated in 1 Sam 17, namely during Saul’s reign. Shamma’s 
defense of the field (whether barley or lentil is undateable. The episode of 
the three champions who brought David water at his thoughtless whim™*® has 
been dated to the time of Davids Philistine wars on the basis of the mention 

of the Rephaim Valley (2 Sam 5:17-212*). The same evidence, in particular 
the reference to David’s hideaway at Adullam, has also been used to date the 
episode 1o the time of David's flight from Saul, before he became a Philistine 
vassal, or perhaps during the early part of his reign at Hebron.”” In light of 

   

  

      

  

7B, Mazar 198 100, 
9Se0 Eliger 1935: 64.75. 
1 1984 501 

   1871214, 
) Wellhausen 1871: 214; HL P Smith 1899: 383; . R. Driver 1912: 366, 

  Herzberg 1964: 405, 

  

?See Hertzberg 1964: 405; McCarter 1984 496, 
Hertberg 1964: 405 
7 Myers 1965a: 89 McCarter 1984: 495; Japhet 1993: 24-46,     
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the connection of the institution of the thirty with David’s days as a 
mercenary/bandit, it may be best to regard these episodes as originating 
during his romantic days of youth, while leaving open the possibility that a 
later deed of heroic proportions was added to the basic list as illustrative of 
an individual’s prowess. 

Although the reference to both Adullam and Bethlehem in the same verse 
has been taken as an important piece of evidence in some reconstructions of 
David’s strategy in his Philistine campaigns, arguments can be adduced for 
viewing the verse as a later gloss. Thus the information contained in this 
pericope most probably dates from a time before that which is within the 
scope of this thesis. Even if the possibility exists that a particular episode 
could be tied in with David’s Philistine wars, the information contained in it is 
100 vague to aid in the process of historical reconstruction. 

      

Shimei's Slaves Escape o Gath: 1 Kgs 2:39-41 

(39) At the end of three years, two of Shimei’s slaves fled to Achish 
son of Maachah, king of Gath. Shimei was told, “Look, your slaves are 
in Gath.” (40) Shimei arose, saddled his donkey and went to Gath, to 

Achish, to request his slaves. Shimei went™® and brought his slaves 
(back) from Gath. (41) Solomon, however, was informed that Shimei 
had gone forth from Jerusalem to Gath and returned *** 

Unfortunately, a literary analysis of the cold-blooded murder of the innocent 
Shimei is beyond the scope of this work. Suffice it to say that the above 
verses are exerpted from a longer account, which tries vainly to absolve 
Solomon of moral accountability for the murder of Shimei (1 Kgs 2:8-9, 36- 
462). Indeed the whole of the chapter is an account of how “the kingdom was 
[made] secure in Solomon’s hand” (v 46b) by means of the murders of Joab 

%G adds o spovaaia “fom Jerusalem. 
7 Thus the MT wayyisob. G reads the consonanial 30 as the Hiph'il wayy e, G compltes the 

sentence wan asrepeyey (Base) 1005 Bovhovs avtov “and he returned his slaves™ This can be 
retroverted into Hebrew as wayyaseh 't ‘iidiyw. Although the G version would make sense in this 
passage, there doss nol appear (o be  mechanism 10 explin the absence of th fimal phrase in the MT. 
The slaves are inegral o Shimei's bsence from Jerusalem, but ireievant (o Solomon’s need (o find an 
excuse o murder Shimei. See Burny (1903 26) who views the G conclsion o the verse 1 a 1os. 
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      (v 5-6, 28-34), Adonijah (vv 13-25) and S 
Abiathar to his ancestral home at Anathoth (vy 2 

Of interest to the present study are a) the relationship between Isracl and 
Gath, and b) the reference to Achish. 

This passage is one of a number (see 2 Sam 6:10-12 = 1 Chr 13:12-14; 2 
Sam 15:18-22) which indicate that there was a unique relationship between 
Gath and Tsrael during the period of the united monarchy. This relationship 
was probably based upon contacts David originally made during his time as a 
Gitite vassal, and was expanded once the original political positions of the 
actors were reversed. It has been conjectured that the return of Shimei’s 
slaves was expedited by a treaty of extradition which existed between Israel 
and Gath, assuming that Gath was a vassal of Israel *'' 

As for Achish, it is of more than passing interest that he was on the throne 
from the reign of Saul, through that of David and into that of Solomon, in 
total over forty years. On the other hand, it has been called into question 
whether the mention of his name in this passage is a later gloss,”? and 
Gray*" has questioned whether the Achish of Solomon’s time was the same 
one under whom David served by assuming that the former was the latter’s 
son 

  

imei, and the banishment of 
- 17).20 

      

The Extent of Solomon’s Rule 

1Kgs 5:1, 4-Eng 4:21, 24 

  

from the 
w o the 

(1) Solomon exercised control over all the kingdoms®* 
(Euphrates) River [unto?”] the land of the Philistines™® 

000 th lager poliical considertons behind the murder of Shimel, e Jones 1984: 117-18 
Warihwei 15772425 

' Monigomery and Gehman 1951 96-97; de Vaux 1958: 33 . a 
2 Corney 19625 
2 1970: 112 
4 Thus MT s, G 2:46k toig Baciisocny and 2 Chr 926 wsomen “the Kings” would agree in 

gender and number with the following participls 7033 and 5. On the comparative literary history of 
the MT and the G in the larger unit fiom which this passage is exerpld, see Swete 1914: 237-3 
Monigomery and Gehman 1951 126; DeVries 1985: lix-lxiv 

  

    

     



    BIBLICAL SOURCES 139      
       
    

border of Egypt. They brought (him) tribute and served Solomon all the 
days of his life. ... (4) For he was sovereign over all trans-Euphrates,”"” 
from Tiphsah to Gaza, over all the kings of trans-Euphrates. He had 
peace on all sides™® round about. 

     
    

      

   

  

    

      

      
       
    

            

     

  

    

     

2Chr 9:26" 

(26) He exercised control over al the kings from the (Euphrates) River 
unto the land of the Philistines, and unto the border of Egypt. 

   Although at first glance this passage would seem to be a valuable source for 
the geopolitical situation of Philistia vis-a-vis Israel during the reign of 
Solomon, there are some hints in this passage, including the use of w11 72y 
in 1 Kgs 5:4, which would force the conclusion that this text is a late 
invention 2’ 

‘The expression 73 2y is used in two ways in biblical Hebrew. First it 
can refer to the land on the east bank of the Jordan River (e.g. Josh 24:2, 14; 
2 Sam 10:16; 1 Kgs 14:15). Second it can refer to the territory west of the 

  

  

    Thus G 2:46K; 10:26 (xax 209), Targum (om0 - i 77 Ta “from the Euphrats River t0 
the land o the Phiistines"), and 2 Chr 9:26 (se also Gray 1970: 141, who views the phrase “up o the 
border of Egypt” s a gloss). It s missing in the MT. If one were t fullow the defectivetext o the MT, 
o problems would arise. Firstone would have 1 dentfy an therwise unknown “rivr o the lan oft 

Philsines.” Second the tex, rather han giving caus (o marve a th extent of Solomon's cmpirs wonld 
give ise o derisionat th tiny amount ofteritory ontrolled by that supposedly great king. Burmey (1903 
48) arived at a similar understanding of the text by assuming that th accusative *Land of the Phlistines” 
s accusltiv] of motion fowards™ 

    

#6The reference to the and ofthe Philsines vas viewed by Withwein (1977: 43) 35  gloss. 
¥ Hebreny 77 223, bout which see elow 

  

" Hebrew w25, Some Hebrew manuscripts ead here 173 *his srvants/subjecs.” Some commentaors 
(e A B. Ehvlich 1900: 278) hae suggested following this later reading, cspecially in light of the 
frequent confusionin Hebrew orthography between dalet and resh (e Tov 1981: 196-97). However, in 
lightof the G 4:24 zov uspov it appears best o follow the MT. In addition it would make more ense for 
Solomon to enjoy peaceful reations with all of the surounding regions, rater than with all of his 
surrounding subjects. Sec also Bumey 1903: 48. Although Hatch and Redpath (1597: 9123 decline to 
assign a formal equivalent 0 %oV spov, it is bviously w5 (se also Excd 32:15). In my opinion,there 
is no diffculty in accepting the two words as actal equivalens (see also DeVries 1985 66). On the 

Subjctve natur of some of the istings of cquialents in Hatch and Redpath 1897, s Tov 1981: 14446 
9On the “obscure” textual history of 2 Chr 925-28, see Williamson 1982 235-36. Williamson does, 

however, provide a s ofsourses upon which the Chroniclr dre in formulating the passsge. Sce also 
Kalim 1995: 43, 100-02 

   

  

et also Wanthvein 1977: 43,47,
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Euphrates River (Ezra 8:36; Neh 2.7, 9; 3:7). This is obviously the meaning 
which the phrase has in this passage. With this latter meaning, the phrase is 
derived from the Akkadian eber nari?*' The phrase, however, is first attested 
in neo-Assyrian texts, at the latest by the seventh century B.CE. in the 
inseriptions of Ashurbanipal, and it achieved wide circulation during the 
Persian period in its Aramaic form xvm2 2. Thus its use in this passage is 
anachronistic and serves to cast doubt on the historicity of the passage as a 
whole 2 

The conclusion is inescapable that this is a text whose sole purpose is the 
glorification of Solomon by attributing to him an immense empirc which 
existed only on paper and in the popular immagination. 

        

Gezer, Pharaoh, and Solomon: 1 Kgs 9:15-17a 

(15) This is an account of the forced labor which King Solomon levied 
in order to build the temple of YHWH, his (own) palace, the Millo,* 
and the wall of Jerusalem, as well as Hazor, Megiddo, and Gezer. 
(16)** Pharaoh the king of Egypt had come up and conquered Gezer | 
and bumed it with fire ** He killed the Canaanites who were dwelling 
in the city and gave it as a dowry to his daughter, Solomon’s wife. 
(172) And Solomon rebuilt Gezer. 

     

   

  

    
   

    

     

   
    

    

      

          

  AHIY 1816 se lso HALAT 738 
S0 also the mention of Tiphsah, which is a nam, according 10 the cntry “Tiphsah” in the 

Encyclopaedia Biblca (Hebrew) 8: 922-23, that came into commn s ony in the Persian period. Sec 
also Burncy 1903: 43; Montgomery and Gehman 1951 128; de Vaux 1958 41 n.c; Gray 1970: 143 
Aharoni 1979: 78; DeVris 1985: 72 

   

  

  
  

< Montgomery and Gehman 1951: 128; Herrmann 1981 159, 
“This word, whose mening s “G/ 

terraces which hugged the stesp casern   
ing” (<), may refer 10 allor part of the sysem ofrock iled 
lop of biblial Jerusalem. In the light of the ate Y. Shiloh's 

ity of David excavtions, it has been suggestd that te reference was spcifcally 1 the massive stepped 
stone strcture at the northen end of the ciy, south of the Temple Mouni, whose fnction was most 
probably 0 suppor the citadel, o other important buildings there. See Kenyon 1974: 10003, Derer 
19906: 114-15 

  

5 The synta of this ver   < differs from the MT to the G, The G beginsthe verse orz (G w0t) v 
‘gapan, which could be retroveted into Hebrew as ms w53 1x “Then Pharaoh went up.” Warthwein 
(1977: 109, 111) viewd v 16-17a as sccondiary insertionsito the ex.   

  

hus MT followed by the Lucianic tradition. The reference o firis missing n G*
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‘These verses, although not mentioning the Philistines by name, contain much 
information of seemingly vital importance in determining borders and spheres 
of influence in tenth century Canaan. These issues have been discussed at 
their appropriate place in Chapter Two. 

At this juncture a few literary critical remarks on the passage will suffice: 
Once again the MT and the G diverge in their arrangement of the 

miscellaneous material relating to Solomon’s reign. The crucial verses 
regarding the Egyptian conquest of Gezer are to be found in G in 4:32-33 
(19:16-17) %" 

According to Montgomery and Gehman’s analysis* v 15a originally 
served as the introduction to v 20-23, a passage absolving Solomon of 
reducing the Israclites to corvee, and relating the enslavement of the 
remaining Canaanites.* Into this has been inserted a list of Solomon’s major 
building projects (vv 15b-19). The mention of Gezer in this insertion has 
proved to be the catalyst for an additional insertion, an account of how Gezer 
came under Israclite rule (v 16). This final insertion concludes with a 
resumptive repetition (v 17a), which repeats the subject (ms5w), verb (n23), 
and final object (1) of v 15b. 

n8 

  

Rehoboam’s Fortified Cities: 2 Chr 11:5-12 

(5) While Rehoboam dwelt at Jerusalem, he built fortified towns 
throughout Judah. (6) He built Bethlehem, Etam, Tekoa, (7) Beth-zur, 
Soco, Adullam, (8) [Moresheth]-Gath,* Mareshah, Ziph, (9) 
Adoraim, Lachish, Azekah, (10) Zorah, Aijalon, and Hebron, which 
are in Judah and Benjamin, as fortfied towns. (11) He strengthened the 
fortfications and assigned them commanders, and stores of food, oil, 

  

7 Se also Montgomery and Gehman 1951: 214 DeVries 1985 i and BHS ad foc. 
1951: 20506 
See also Noth 1960: 211 
“Following a suggeston of Aharoni's (e 1979: 330), the clement o has been restoed (0 this 

verse. Morshet i sbsent from the verse owing to s auditory and graphic similariy (0 the following 
name, Marcshah. A fullr discussionofthe restoration and it histoicalimplications willbe found i the 
histoical ynthesis in Chapter Thres With the exeption of Broshi (1977: 694), all scholars conslied 
ascib this suggested emendation o Alaron. Broshi credits Yeivin with this proposal. Unfortuatel, 
Broshi has provided no ctation n support ofhis ascrption. 
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and wine. (12) In each town there were shields and spears; he 
strengthened them to a great extent. Judah and Benjamin were his 

   
Although the major interest of this passage for this study lies in its putative 
mention of Gath, the information in this pericope delimiting Rehoboam’s 
fortifications is of potential importance for the historical-geography of the 
borderland between Judah and Philistia in the late tenth century B.C.E. 

Before that can be determined, however, the question of the pericope’s. 
place in the canon must be addressed. 

Modem scholarship is for the most part in agreement that the st of cities { 
in 2 Chr 11:6-10a must have been taken by the Chronicler from an ancient 
document which was not employed by the Deuteronomist*' Opinions 
diverge, however, when the question is raised whether the Chronicler inserted 
the list into its proper historical context. This issue, as well as the | 
identification of the city of Gath mentioned in v 8 were discussed in Chapter 
Two 

Whatever position one takes on the subject, it is evident that the list of 
Rehoboam’s building activities serves a supra-historical, ideological function 
in its placement in Chronicles. Contrary to the negative portrayal of 
Relioboam’s reign to be gleaned from 1Kgs 12:1-24; 14:21-31, in Chronicles 
Relioboam’s reign i divided into an earlier positively and a later negatively 
evaluated period. The motif of building/fortfication activity is subsumed in 
the Chronicler’s reconstruction of history in the positive column as a sign of 
the fruits of faithfulness. Thus the list of cities in vv 5-12 is part of a longer 
section comprising vv 5-23 in which the themes of building (v 5-12), the 
ingathering of the faithful from the apostate north (vv 13-17), and the blessing 
of family and descendents (vv 18-23) are presented as cvidence of cultic 
fidelity and divine favor during the early part of Rehoboam’s reign > 

  

        

    
    
          
        

    

     

   

          

   

   
   

  

The First Siege of Gibbethon: 1 Kgs 15:27 

  

" g Welten 1975: 1, 192, 195, Japhet 1993: 664, 
2 e Willamson 1982: 240-45.   
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(27) Baasha the son of Ahijah of the house of Issachar*® conspired 
against him;™ and Baasha struck him down™ in Philistine 
Gibbethon,™ while Nadab and all Israe™*” were besieging Gibbethon.   

    

   

        

                   

    

   

    

          

    
    

    
    

         

‘The mention of Gibbethon, incidental though it s, is important on two levels. 
First it helps determine the border between Isral and Philistia at the end of 
the tenth century. Second it is one of the few sources available 10 us in 
determining the relationship of Israel and Philistia, which in this case was an 

| adversarial one. Since only the fact of a royal assassination has given the 
| impetus for including this information in the biblical text, the information 
| contained therein can be regarded as reliable. It can also be concluded, on the 
| basis of this verse and 1 Kgs 16:15-17, that Gibbethon was a focus of conflict 

| 

    

for a rather lengthy time, 

The Second Siege of Gibbethon: 1 Kgs 16:15-17 

  

(15) In the twenty-seventh year of Asa king of Judah,** Zimri reigned 
for seven days in Tirzah, while the people was encamped against 

  

   Commentators have been disturbed by the expresion “of the house of Issachar” Allhough there is 
nothing wrong with it yntaciclly, the dentifcaion by tribe, rather than by a place within the teritory 
ofthe trib, has given rie 0 specuition that the name of a twn within Issachar has droppe out of the 
et at this point (see Gray 1970: 357 n. ), The G cvidence would appear 1 poiat in this direction. G* 

reads hers £ tov oo Pelua 0 bios sk “overof the house of Belaa, the son of Ahijah,” which 
appears o indicat tha th placs name i the MT may have flle out by homoioarkton (v “bovse” and 
aplace name whose intiallettr was ber) However, G*is missing the name Issachar, in place of which t 
has a dittography of Ahijah's name. G, o the olher hand, reads £ <ov ouov PSS (Pl b) 
“ov 10owyap “overlof the houss of (o Bethe) Beddama/Bellama offin Issachar” in which, one may 
surmise, s hidden the name of Baasha’s ancestal home. 

        
  

    02BCE 

  

“This efers o Nadab, son ofJeroboa 1, king of Isae from . 90 
5 Hebrew v, DeVries (1985: 192) bas mistakenly referred o this form s a ploral. 
5 Gibbethon is usualy identifid with Tel Malot (Tel cl-Melat, grid refeence 137140; soc Aharoni 

1979: 435; ritchard 1987: 225), which lis bout three mils west of Gezer and five miles nortof Ekcr 
(at Te Miqne; see Naveh 1958), of which it was probably a satellit. Sargon II captured Gabbutun 

{ ogether with Ekron inthe year 720 B.C.E. (e e-Amin 1953: 36-40) 
7 As has been pointed out (e Tadmor 1982: 24, i highly unlikely tht “allIsral” took part in 

e sege of Gitbethon 
The date formula in v 153 through “King of Judah™ is missing in GP. According 10 DeVies (1985 

198), this was probably occasioned by a diferng overall chronological schem in the G traditons. On the 
chronological confusion in his passage in G as @ whol, including G, see Montgomery and Gehman 
1950: 285; Shekel 1968: 36, 
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Philistine Gibbethon. (16) The encamped people heard (about it) as 
follows: “Zimri has_conspired and even assassinated the king!” 
Whereupon all Israel™™ made Omri,*” the commander of the army, 
king over Israel on that day in the camp. (17) Then Omri, and all Isracl 
with him, went up from Gibbethon and besieged Tirzah. 

Once again the notice of the assassination of a king of Isracl has resulted in 
an important datum for Philistine history. Once again, perhaps still, the border 
region north of Ekron was in dispute, this time in c. 885 B.CE.      
    

       

  

   
        

       

  

   
     

      
   
   
   

     

    

          

     

The Philistines Render Tribute to Judah: 2 Chr 

  

7:10-11 

     (10) The fear of YHWH lay upon all the kingdoms of the countries™! 
which surounded Judah, and they did not wage war with 
Jehoshaphat**2 (1) From among the Philistines they would bring 
Jehoshaphat a gift and a load of silver;’* even the Arabs™ would 
bring him flocks: 7700 rams and 7700 he-goats. 

  

Once again it is inconceivabl that “al Isael” was presen at th sicge of Gibethon (Montgomery 
and Gelhman 1950: 20; Gray 1970: 364; Warthucin 1977: 197; Jones 1984: 294). At 8 minimum, both 
Zimri and Tibi,against he latr of whom Omri engaged i a proiraced sruggle for control ofthe land. 
aterthe death of Zinv (1 Kgs 16:21-22), must have had their follovers 

  

  

#4°G” has consistently confused the names of Omri and Zinri in this passage, employ 
nam for both. It should be noted that neither of the two has be 
iblicaltext. 

the later's 
alogy in the     

0 Thus theMT   the plral (sce 2 Chr 128, G g ym n the sngular, 
*“King of udah. $74-850 B.CE 
  Thus the MT o o3 G reads xas apopiov ks opcss “and silver and presens.” which can be 
etroverted into Hebrew s xw o3 
ST sz with an extrancaus ‘aleph and, hence,yod. The expecied form 3w docs appear i 3 

Hebrew mamuscript. GKC para. 93 x attrbutes the MT form o a sofining of the yod o aleph. 
Bergstriser (1918: para. 17 1) atributed the reduction of the yod into an aleph 10 its intermediste 
positin between  long and a short vowel. It has also been identifid 3 late Hebrew form (Curts and 
Madsen 1910 395) This has now been shown o b the case, a smilar dissimulated forms from Qumran 
atest.Be that s it may, its occurtence here was mst likely occasioned by the two instances of 1 
with the combination of th leters x, i the vese, the ltter of which immediatly follows v 
(contrast the non-dissimulted forms in Neh 4:1; 2 Chr 21:16; 22:1; but see 2 Chr 26:7). Apropos an 
extrancous aleph, the following poem by E. Geibel (1815-1884) helps put the endeavor of biblicl 
iticsm in is proper) pespectve: 

  

  
  

    

Es seht aufseinem Katheder 
s teht aufseinem Katheder  
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Jehoshaphat was one of the kings of Judah who received a fully positive 
evaluation. As such, the Chronicler has fleshed out the report of his reign, as 
presented in 1 Kgs 22:41-51, with the addition in part of material which adds 
to the luster of his reign and serves, by implication, to point up his cultic 
fidelity (2 Chr 17:1-21:1). Into such a section fall the verses under discussion. 

V 10 serves to emphasize the rewards to which Jehoshaphat's faithfulness 
entitled him. The fear of YHWEH, to which may be compared the Assyrian 
pulubtu (w) melammu, which overwhelmed his enemies and made them 
docile, resulted in the divine blessing of peace during his reign. As Myers™® 
has sketched the development in the Chronicler’s account: Jehoshaphat's 
piety brought him strength, which led to tribute, which enabled him to engage 
in building projects. 

In spite of the formulaic nature of much of this account, Williamson™** has 
found four reasons fo support his contention that the notice of the receipt of 
tribute from the Philistines and Arabs may be based on an authentic tradition 
1. Philistia s not treated as a whole. Rather, some of the Philistines rendered 

tribute 

  

  

Der Hofat und dosier, 
Der Meister, der it Rulme 
Ebraica raktiet. 

Rings lauschen die Stdenten 
ndachiig, wic er sprich 
Do stutt er, und bedenich 
Ut sich sein Gesicht. 

Hier steht ein Aleph”, rufter 
Was wil das Aleph ier? 

Wo komni es her? Vergebens 
Den Kopf zerbrech’ich mir. 

Granden 
Darafbeweister scharf 
Dass hier bl Leib und Leben 
Kein Aleph stehen darf. 

Und wer den Textverballhornt 
Beschlesst er ndignier, 
Ha" besser Schae geharet 
Als Habakuk ediert, 

Er schiagtaufs Buch im Zorne, 
Daspringt das Aleph weg, 
Was hn so schr verdposse, 
War nurein Fliegendreck. 

  

    

1965b: 100, 
  1982: 285, 
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2. The Arab tribes to the south and southwest of Judah had very possibly 
fallen under the Judean sphere of influence at the end of the reign of his 
predecessor Asa, as a result of his war against Zerah the Cushite (2 Chr 
14:9-15%7), 

3. The tribute recorded in v 11 is localized. 
4. The tribute is relatively modest, in spite of the numbers involved being 

“stylized.” 
Thus, following Williamson, it is valid to view this report as another 
important historical datum in our study of the course of Philistine history. 

YHWH Stirs Up the Philistines: 2 Chr 21:16-17 

        
        

       
   

   
    

    

   
    

  

     

    
      

    

     

(16) YHWH stired up against Jehoram™® the spiri®* of the 
Philistines and the Arabs who bordered the Cushites.* (17) They 
invaded Judah, rent her and took away all the property found in the 
king’s house, including his sons and his wives*' None of his sons 
remained other than Jehoahaz,** the youngest of his sons. 

  

   The account of Jehoram’s reign in 2 Chr 21:2-20 is a well crafted story filled 
with irony. > As such, it goes to great length to contrast the reign of Jehoram 

2 Sec also Dillrd 1987; 132 
Son of ehoshaphat,king of Judah ¢ 850-843. He was the frst Davidid given a compltely negatve 

evaluation by the Chronicter se Dillard 1987: 169), 

  

Not translated in G 

  

G xat 1005 0opove ey auiomey “and those bordering the Ethiopians” The G translato has 
here made an error by faiing (o distinguish between the =rev> who inhabited Eihiopia and those who 
clonged 10 beduintibe which stled in the area of Gerar (thus MT, G Gedor) i the Negeb (see 2 Chr 
14:9-15~Eng 14:8-14; posibly also Num 12:1; Hab 3:7 Cushan). Since, according t0 the world-view of 
the G translator, the Arabs were located farther to the cas and south than those mentioned in this verse 
‘who inhabited the Negeb, and the 3> dwet south of the Egyptians,the MT relatve clause modifing 
the Arabs has had to be changed into 3 mention of an otherwise unknown group lvng on the border of 
Ethiopia. 

  

  

  

  16 125 Soyatspas avto “and his daughiers” a somewhat fre translation of v “and his 
wives.” ccasioned by thepreceding mention of Jehoram’ssons. Sec lso v 14; Myers 1963b: 122; Dillard 
1987163 

  

  

**The only other time that Judean Ahazia s referred o i the MT by the biform of his nam, ic. 
Jehoahaz i in 2 Che 2523, in which the form may have been inflienced by the mention of 
Jehoahaz/Aaziah of Isacltwo verseslter. G™ refletthe common form o his name. 

  

  

e Dillard 1987: 164, 169-70.  
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with the reigns of his father, Jehoshaphat, and grandfather, Asa. Whereas 
their political power and gift of progeny were a sign of divine favor, 
Jehoram’s losses of feritory (revolts of Edom and Libnah), battles 
(Philistines and Arabs), and progeny (contrast 2 Kgs 10:13-14) indicated 

divine wrath and retribution.?*' Whereas Jehoshaphat had received the tribute 
of the Philistines and the Arabs, Jehoram was attacked by them at YHWH's 
instigation. 

Although Williamson™ would find behind vv 16-17 an exaggerated 
report of an originally minor border incident,>*® the passage is historically 
problematic. According to v 17, the brothers of Ahaziah were deported by 
invaders before his accession. In 2 Kes 10:13-14, on the other hand, his 

  

    

   
    

   

  

     
brothers were killed by Jehu subsequent to his own murder in 2 Kgs 9:27. In 
addition, the inclusion of Philistines in the party which invaded Judah does 
not square with 2 Chr 22:1, in which the brothers of Ahaziah were killed 
solely by Arabs who had overrun their camp. V 17, which mentions the 
incursion, does not provide a definite subject for the verbs of action. It is 
possible, therefore, that the Arabs, the immediate antecedent in v 16 of the 

  

    

                          

   

    

    

   

     

Verbs of v 17, should be regarded as the only actors in the latter verse. 
There seems to be a symmetry in the accounts of the rebellions of Libnah 

and Edom (2 Chr 21:8-10), on the one hand, and of the incursions of the 
Philistines and the Arabs, on the other. Libnah, tentatively identified as Tel 
Buma,*’ lay to the southeast of Gath (at Tell es-Safi) and west of 
Moresheth-Gath (at Tel Goded/Tell el-Judeideh), and thus lay in the 
Shephelah borderland between Philistia and Judah. It is possible that it 
asserted its independence at this time, or even came under the control of 
Gath. Thus Libnah and the Philistines occupied the same general region vis-i- 
vis Judah, to the west. The region of Edomite and Arab control, on the other 
hand, lay to the south and east of Judah ** 

    

*Dillad 1987: 16665 
1982: 308 
4 As has boen pointed out (Curtis and Madsen 1910: 417, Williamson 1982: 308; Dillard 1987: 168),it 

s highly unlikely that J5zr-rva would refe (0 the palace in Jerusaem. Rather, it was in an oulying 
encampment or fotres in which a number of his sons and wives were gthered, while Abaziah was safly 
ensconced in Jerasalem. 

  

" Tell Borat, grid rference 138115; Aharoni 1979 439; Pritchard 1987: 235, 
See Dillard 1987: 166-67, who, however, locats Libaah at Tell es-Saf.
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Careful literary structure does not preclude the possibility that ancient 
documents were used by the Chronicler in his reconstruction of the reign of 
Jehoram, although it is difficult to determine the putative historical kemel *** 

  

      
        

    
   

  

Ahaziah of Israel Inuires of a Philistine Oracle: 2 Kgs 1:2 

   (2) Ahaziah®® fell through the lattice-work™" in his upper chamber®®? 
which was in Samaria and injured himself. So he sent messengers and 
instructed them, “Go, inquire of Prince Baal®’ the god of Ekron, 
whether I will recover from this injury.”** 

     

    

    

   
S Williamson 1982: 308, who views the use of the form Jehoshaz as a pasibl indication of the aniiquity of the source used by the Chronicler. Japhet (1993: $14-16) disingaishes between a shart 

historicalkerncl, which reaicd an account of rids agaist Judah, and a Chronistic expansion, which tries o interpetthe rids theologically 
    
         

  

        

   
   
     

    
     

   

              

    

> Son and sucessor of Alab, h regned briely ver sael . 851849 B.CE. 
* An architetural feature, presumably som   sort of fimsy sreen to keep out the sun and let in the 

ooling breezes in the roof o balcony story of the royal palace at Samaria. The architectural concept as 
‘whole has been rlatcd (0 the north Syrian tfilans (sce Montgomery and Gehman 1951 349; Gray 1970: 462-63; Jones 1984; 377 Hobbs 1985. 8, 

  

  

" The “upper chamber” at Samaria mu 
Elisha was sheliered in 2 Kgs 4:10-11, 

  

Haxe becn considerably more elaborate than the one in which 

  Reading 7o 52 as against MT 21155 “Baal of the Flis” See also v 3, 6, 16. Although clasial 
parales (0 the conceptof gods in fy guises have been adduced (s Eisseld 1936: 36; Gray 1970: 463 
Jones 1984: 377; Cogan and Tadmor 1988: 25 and in a lghter vein, Zeusin Act2.f Jcques Offenbach’s Orpheus i the Underworld), it appears mest Tikely that the biblica ext i attemping to denigrte  tlle of Baal known from the Ugariti tets (see Gordon 1965: 393, 5. 241 1). The appelaton S=1/zbl also ‘appearsas an clement n the name of Ahaziah's presumed mother's name, Jezebel, wherein it has been repointed by the masoretes o refer o refuse, rather than to Prince Baal. Most of the G traditions and 
Josephus support the MT version of the name. However, Symmachus docs read fesi v (sce G, possibly under the nfluence of the carliest NT traditions (see the Chester Beaty papyr), wherein Boslzcbub i termed Beelzcbul (Mt 10:25,12:26, 27, Mark 322; Luke 1115, 18-19). For an attemp to 
explainthe name as “Baal, he Flame,” sce Fensham 1967, 

  

  

    

     

  Hebrew s . Compare Ben-Hadad's 1 7 o “Will  recover from ths llness?” in 2 
Kgs 8:8.9. In nilher case, nor i that of Jesoboam secking to know the chances of recovery o his son (1 
Kgs 14: 1-3),is the divinity petitioned 10 provide healing (contrastthe case of Neaman the leper in 2 Kes | 5. sccalso A B. Elvich 1900: 330). Ratherthe aim i (0 elict  positve or negative progaosis from an orace regarding the ltimatc chances of recovery. Regarding the MT phiase v o The G, Syr, Vole, and Targ evidence would support a reading i ~brez “from this ijury of mine.” Gray (1970: 461 n. 2) 
assumes a haplography of the ina leter of v in the MT. On th other hand, GKC (para. 126 y) cites 
this 25 an example of a non-ariclated atribote with a substantiv determined only by a suffx, assuming 
thatéris 2 contracte form (se also 2 Kgs $:8-9;Jr 10:19). 
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    ‘This passage is important to this study in what it reveals about Philistine 

religion and the possible intercourse between the petty states of Canaan in the 
late Iron Age. Although it would be tempting to see in the mention of “Baal of 
the Flies” a combination of the indigenous Canaanite name for  the 
contemporaneous head of the pantheon with a holdover of a divine 
manifestation (gods in fly guises) from the Philistines’ original Acgean 
homeland, it is much more likely that what we have here is evidence for the 
Philistines’ assimilation to the cult of the land in which they settled.*** This is 
all the more likely in view of the strength of the cult of Baal at the time, as 
reflected in the biblical texts, particularly in the Elijah and Elisha cycles. It 
would be expected that Ahaziah, the son of Ahab and the son or step-son of 
Jezebel, would turn to an oracle of Baal for answer to a question of such great 
personal concern. His subsequent reception by Elijah, if one can consider the 
biblical account of Elijah’s denunciation as reflecting an actual event, was to 
be anticipated 

  

       
    
    
    
    
    
    
    

  

    

   
    

   

    

       

  

      

   

       

     

Shunammite Sojourn in Philistia: 2 Kgs 8:2-3 

  

“ as the man of God®” had told her.*** 
* the land of the Philistines 

(2) The woman arose and did* 
She went with her household and dwelt in’ 

“ Gray (1970: 463) has made the piguant observaton that the Philstine’ assmilaton (0 th local cult 
aroseat an carly stage of thir stlement in fesponse o & nesd 1o placat the local gods. An anslogous 
case is provided in the need of the setlers n th teritry of the former kingdom of Israc fllowing the 
‘Assyrian conquest to placate YHWH and o include him in their worship (2 Kgs 17:24-41). At this pint. 
notce should be taken of Rofe’s 1973 dating of 2 Kgs 1 0 the same tme as Zech 1-; 1 Ch 21; Dan 7- 

12; Enoch, and Baruch,a of which he has identifed a5 lte pophetic/apocalypic txts. 

  

*Thus MT wym and G. Although the tex of 6QKgs is quite damaged a (s point, since it has a 
shorter text than MT it s infered that 6QKgs read 3 730 (271955 72 5% [3h {57 7 7 
o o] “The woman arose and went accoding (0 the word of the man of God to the land f the 
Philsins for seven years” in thi verse (Bailet, Mk, and de Vaus 1962: 109, Gray 1970: $26; Cogan 
and Tadmor 1988: 87, 

* Thus MT o rx, G, and 6QK s, G read “Elishah. 
*“and did as the man of God had told her": Becauss this clause breaks the narratve flow of the 

passage, Jones (1984: 439) has assumed that his s a ediorial addition. The placement of k305 e 
wen 0 avBpoos zov Seo “asthe man of God had sid o he,” which presumably i the equivalnt of 
the MT ombaer o =27, at the end of the verse in G may indiate that this phrase was secondarily 
added  the verse,or rept into it as a marginal ot 

  

  

  

  

     

*6QKgs' shorter text, in which the anecodent ofthe prepositon s the verb < “she went,” rather 
{han the MT's o “she dwel,” has necesitated  change n preposition from the MT's 3 in” 0 x “t.            
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for seven years. (3) At the end of seven years™™ the woman returned 
from the Tand of the Philistines'”' and went forth*” to plead her 
case’™ before the king concerning her house and her field. 

   
These two verses are an exerpt from the second story (2 Kgs 8:1-6) about the 
nameless woman whose son Elisha had revived. In the first story about her in 

2 Kgs 4:8-37, she is termed a Shunammite. In the later account, she is 
identified solely through her relationship with her son and Elisha. On the 
question of this account’s relationship to the remainder of the Elisha cycle, 
see Jones™ and Hobbs.” 

It is difficult to come to any conclusions regarding freedom of movement 
between Philistia and Isracl on the basis of this story. As a folk-tale, it is 
possible that borders which may have existed in actuality were able magically 
to disappear for the sake of the storyteller’s convenience. What camot, 
however, be gainsaid is the rich reputation which the fertile Philistine plain 
had among the Israelites. The fertlity of the Philistine plain in this story is all 
the more ironic, since it was to escape a famine that the woman from Shunem, 
which if located correctly at Shunem (Solem) overlooked the supposedly 
fertile Jezreel Valley, went to sojourn for seven years in Philistia 

  

  

      

Hazael of Aram Captures Gath: 2 Kgs 12:18-Eng 12:17 

  

(18) At that time HazaeP™ king of Aram went up and fought against 
Gath and captured it; whereupon he set his sights on going up against 
Jerusalem 

“The fist phras of v 3 is missing in 6Q Kgs by haplography (se Bailer, Milk, and de Vaus 1962 
109), he scribe’s eye having jumped from 530 = at the end of v 2 to the sume words in v 3a. G adds 

the explcative tov o0 “of famine. 

  

    

1™ add s ey sy “into the city™” Baille, Milik, and de Vau (1962: 109-110), fllowd by 
Hobbs (1985: 9), have resored the cquivalent Hebrew phrase w37 5 a th same point in 6QKgs. Cogan 
and Tadmr (1988: 87) read a bodly damaged 5x 75¥5 1o plead et cse before” following 1o, 

  

  

™ Thus MT and 6QKes (), G (¢2798), and OL. G nSev does not necessariy refecta Vorlage 
e “she came” (contra Gray 1970: 526 .1, 

9 Hebrew ps35.On this word a a lgal erm e Joncs 1984: 40; Cogan and Tadmor 1988:79-80, 
  “1984: 4389, 

* 1985: 9695 
King of Aram, c. 844/842-800 B.C.E. (Pitard 1986: 189,
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If this verse refers to a conquest of Philistine Gath,””” then it is of great 
significance for this study, whether or not one assumes that Gath was 
autonomous at the time. Hobbs®™ has remarked on the dispassionate archival 
style of writing in vv 18-19, thus assuming that this notice in 2 Kgs bases 
itself on an ancient tradition. For a full discussion, see the historical synthesis 
in Chapter Three, in addition to the next section. 

o     Hazael Captures the North Philistine Coast: 2 Kgs 13:22 

(22) Hazael king of Aram*™ oppressed Isracl throughout the reign of 
Jehoahaz,®® (G™)™*' and he seized Philistia out of his hands from the 
Western Sea up to Aphek 

  

Although G is the best witness to G in 2 Kings, this half verse in G" bristles 
with difficulties. First, what is meant by tov oAhoguiov? Second, what is 
the “Westen Sea.” Third, which of the two cities named Aphek is being 
referred to? 

Some™*? would assume that the reference must be to the Aphek that lay in 
northern Israel, which has tentatively been identified with En-Gev** on the 
southeastern side of the Sea of Galilee. In this case the Westem Sea would 
refer to the Galilee.” The problem with this is that 1) the Sea of Galilee was 
never referred to as the “Western Sea,” that name being reserved for the 
Mediterranean; and 2) this territory never belonged to the Philistines, at least 

" As claimed e by Wirthuein 1984: 35 
1985151 
*king of Arant" Missing in G° 

™ As with th king of Juda, a biform of the name Ahaziah. Jehoshaz was king of lsac ¢ 816-800 
BCE 
in G, represencd by borccs ihis addion appears at the beginning of v 24 This follows 

immediatly upon the end o v 22,sine in G v 23 s omited here. G, which oflen preserves Lucianic 
readings, placesthe adition at the end of v 23 
E 5 Gray 1970: 601   

= Khishet e Ash 
* Gray (1970: 601 n. 2) has arpued tha in <o chogurov, literall “the stranger,” is hidden the 

Hebrew i “the gentle,” a misteading of 37 “the Gallee” 

d reference 210243; Aharoni 1979: 430; Pritchard 1987: 213, 
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subsequent to their being restricted to their heartland by David. Some have 
conjectured that the Westem Sea must be a result of G*’s mistakenly reading 
2w o for mawn @ “the Sea of the Plain,” which we know as the Dead 
Sea, in its Vorlage™™ An unstated assumption of such a view is that G-’s 
reading was present in a Hebrew Vorlage. 

These two difficulties disappear if one assumes that the Aphek being 
referred to is Aphek-Antipatris (Ras el-Ain, grid reference 143168), at the 
source of the Yarkon River, which flows from Aphek in a westerly direction 
untl it empties into the Westem Sea, the Mediterrancan. That Hazacl 
campaigned in this area is demonstrated by 2 Kgs 12:18-Eng 12:17, in which 
a campaign against Gath and Jerusalem, which would have entailed 
‘movement through the coastal plain, is mentioned. However, even that area 
bounding the Yarkon River is presumed to be too far north for Philistine 
temitory at the time. 

‘The form aAhoguAov?™ in the singular is unexpected, unless translating 
the gentilic 'nw’s. When translating the term for the people as a whole 
(2nw9) or the name of the region (n59), the plural aA)ogulot is normally 
employed. Although the formal equivalent of the fist occurrence of w5 in 
1 Sam 13:3 is tov aAloguiov, G® has misunderstood the word ¥ 
“commander” as a proper name and, hence, has translated the putative 
adjective modifying it as a singular. In this manner the MT “commander of 
the Philistines™ has become in G “Nasib the Philistine.” It is of interest to 
note that in 2 Kgs 8:28 Hazael is referred to as Bootkeng akhoguray “king 

of the Philistines,” instead of “king of Aram/Syria.” However, that is an efror 
which appears only in G™, and not in G and, hence, cannot be used as 
evidence for a translational tendency in this passage in G- 

Complicating the picture in this passage is the order of verses in the 
various versions of the biblical text. On the basis of their annalistic style and 
their content, it would appear that MT v 22 belongs most properly with either 
v3,v1.% orv242® In GY, MT v 23 is placed following v 7. The variation 
between G and G in the placement of the plus has been noted above. 

Whatever the original annalistic account of Jehoahaz’s reign looked like, it 
has been edited by the Deuteronomist and interwoven with the Elisha 

    

  

9 See Montgomery and Gehman [following Rahlf) 1551: 435; Gray 1970: 601 

  

#Tranglaed sbove as “Philita 
#1n anote 07, the NIV (NJPS) suggeststhat the orginal place of v 7 was after 3. 
# Sex Gray 1970: 600; Jones 1984: 505, 
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tradition in order to demonstrate the power of the true prophetic word and to 
explain how Israel got out from under the grip of Aram. 2 Kgs 13:1-9 is an 
account of Jehoahaz’s reign, including an account of God’s intercession on 
his people’s behalf (vv 4-5). Vv 10-13 present an annalistic account of the 

reign of Jehoash, son of Jehoahaz, while v 14-21 complete the Elisha cycle 
with accounts of his last sign act predicting a victory over Aram (vv 14-19), 
of his death (v 20a), and of a miracle associated with his grave (vv 20b-21). 
Vv 2225 recapitulate the history of Aramean oppression (v 22, possibly in 
the form of a resumptive repetition), God’s intercession on Israel’s behalf (v 

3), and the deliverance of Israel and recovery of its territory (vv 24-25). 
“Thus, while an argument can be made that the original document underlying 
the Deuteronomist’s historical reconsiruction was organized differently, the 
Deuteronomist has so skillfully constructed the material in 2 Kes 13 that it is 
most difficult to disentangle the sources. 

  

    

Uzziah of Judah Expands into Northern Philistia: 2 Chr 26:6-7 

(6) He (Uzziah™) went out and fought against the Philistines, 
breaching the wall of Gath, the wall of Jabneh,* and the wall of 
Ashdod; he builttowns/fortresses in_Ashdod and among the 
Philistines** (7) God*”? assisted him*” against the Philistines, 
against the Arabs™ who dwell in Gur, [and] against the Meunites*** 

      

*'King of Judah for 52 years n the mid-<ighth century B.C.E. His exact dates have been a sorce of 
areat debate among biblica chronlogiss, although a reign overlapping with those of his predecesor, 
Amaziah, and of his successors, Jotham and Abaz, c. 785-734 B.C.E. appears most likely (se Tadmor 
1961a: 262-66; Thiel 1965: 73-115; Hayes and Hooker 1988; 45-59), 

  

  

This s the only mention of this own i this form in the Hebrew Bibl. I s gencrally idenifed with 
the Jabneel on the border of Judah in Josh 15111 and with Hellenistic Jammia (lcated at Yavne [Yebnal, 
arid reference 126141;sce Curts and Madsen 1910: 499; Aharoni 1979: 437; Willamson 1982: 33435 

  7\ This last clause, beginning with 3 non-apocopated comverted verbal form (a0 e builr’) and 
ending with the unbalanced pair Ashdod and the Philstics, could be  esult of a corruping dittography 
of clements from the first part of the vere. OF the four elemeni in this clvse, three of then have 
paralcs in the firt alf of the verss: 5553 (v 62) - IG5 (v Gb), 733 - iam, K - TIEN (s8E 
Willamson 1982: 335). On the other hand. Curtis and Madsen (1910: 451) have speculated that the 

original verson of v 6b read nszn o e buil fortresses among the Philistines ™ Asbdod would 
have cept intothe text s  ditiography. They have also cited Winckle's theory (in Schrader 1903: 262 
63 that v 6 arose because of  marginl noie explaining the carly citaion of Jabnch, w2y v “ city 
in Ashdod,” crecping into the (ext and giving rise 10 boh ciations of Ashdod in the verse. Rudolph in 
BH has proposed reconstnicting v 6b as Smios ik orm a1 “he plundered the ctesof Ashdod 
and Philitia.” In this cmendaton of 32 e is followed by Japhet (1993: 875). Sincs, haweve, the motif 
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     Most scholars have understood this passage as an important historical 
source > If so, then it provides a significant perspective on the politico- 
economic situation of the Philistines toward the middle of the eighth century 
B.C.E? On the other hand, Miller and Hayes’® have questioned the 
ascription of the information in the_context of Chronicles. In spite of her 
support for the general historicity of the passage, Japhet™”” has identified a 
tension between the weakness of Ahaz vis--vis the Phillstines as recorded in 
this passage and his supposed strength, as gleaned from Isa 14:28-29. 
However, the strongest argument against the common acceptance of the 
essential historicity of the passage has been mounted by Kalimi® In his 
opinion, the motif of the breaching of the wall in this passage (nm-nx y2om 

         

       

    
      
    
    

  

     
  
   

of building is one which indicated  revard for fidelity (o the divine in Chronices, the mention of 
building cites or forreses may ot be out of keeping with the characer of the Chronicler, In this 
connecton i should be noted that Welten (1973: 195-96, 197) hs incuded v 63 among the passages in 
‘which the Chroniler has reied ona histrically rlible pre-exlic source, while v 6bis viewed 3 a goss, 
‘Which he dte t the Maccabean period. 

               

    

  

    

  

    

       

       

   

    

   
    

   
   

    

Ths the MT. G xopu   hich i, strcly speaking, cquivalent o 

  

Hebrew o, a pun on th bi-form of Uz name, Azariah (1), 
#*Thus the MT Qere 127, The Kethib reads a3, 
*Reading v 591 . MT s b33 in Gur-Baal and the Meunites” The putative name 

(GurBasl hasyet 0 be undersood to everyone's satsfction inthis conext, although the form gr-+ DN is 
attsted s a patern of ersonal names in Canaanite/Phoenician (ses Donner and Rallg 1969: 47), The G 
m g mepas ke “upon the rock and overfagainst” would probably indicate an understanding of the 
Hobrew Jorlage a5 1 (s als the Vulgate). The Targum, on the other hand,reads the place name 
a5 2 “Gerar,” which reading s supparted by Rudolph in S and Myers (1965b: 149), and which is 
raised s a possibiity by Japhet (1993: §75). However, Rinakdi (1963: 229-31), following a suggestion 
first made by AL (1953 [1959]:3.396-408), has advosated idenifing th biblical Gur with the region of 
Gar, mentoned in El-Amarna Ieter 256 and located i the Negeb to the cast of Becrsheba (see also 
Willamson 1982: 335; Dillard 1987: 206). As Tadmar (1972: 222-30) has shown onthe bass of ND 400 
(st published by Wiseman 1951 21-24 and pl. xi),the rference (o the Meunites i to a beduin tribe 
inhabiting the northeastera Sinai peninsla. Honc, this reerence should no be emende 0 read v 
the Ammonits,”as sppears n a few Hebrew manuscripts (and as was advocated by A. B. Ehrlich [1900 
463)). As @ mater of fict, the reference 0 “Ammonites” in MT v 8 should be corecied (0 read 
“Meanites” ith G (s also BFS). This would then make understandable the reference o Usziah's fume 
spreading up o th border of Egypt, sincethat wasthe Meanites area of habitation 

Willamsan 1982: 333-34; Dillard 1987: 206.07; Japhet 1993: 77, 

    

  

  

  

    
% 0n the sructure of this passage and a discussion of ho the Chronicler utized the sourcs avalable 

i fiting the fact of Uzziah'srign to support hisidenlogy, see Willamson 1982: 
1986311, 
    

1993 905,    1995 280.81
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) is a literary construct, reversing the punishment inflicted on Uzziah's 
father, Amaziah, in 2 Kgs 14:13 and 2 Chr 25:23 (2 yon sw1), 

The Philistines Exploit Judah's Weakness: 2 Chr 28:18 

   (18) The Philistines encroached upon Judahite cities in the Shephelah 
and the Negeb, capturing Beth-Shemesh,”' Aijalon, Gederoth, Soco 
and its satellites, Timnah and its satellites,” and Gimzo and its 
satellites;™ and they settled there. 

    

V18 belongs to a longer unit comprising vv 16 (upon which v 18 is 
dependent) to 21. If one accepts that the Chronicler employed in part reliable 
ancient documents in the composition of this passage, then this is an 
invaluable source for the history of the Philistines preceding their conquest by 
Assyria’™ Although v 18a refers to towns captured in both the Shephelah 
and the Negeb, the towns listed in this verse which can be identified with 
reasonable certainty lie solely in the Shephelah: Beth-Shemesh and Timnah in 
the Sorek Valley, Soco in the Valley of Elah, and Aijalon in the valley of the 
same name.** Most would identify Gimzo with modern Gimzo (Jimzu) in the 
Aijalon Valley.* However, Doermann”’ has recently, without convincing 
evidence, suggested locating it at Tell el-Hesi*® in the Philistine coastal 
plain. If ancient Gimzo is indeed located correctly at modem Gimzo (Jimzu), 
then the question arises, at what time this site, which would appear to lie in 
Israel’s territory, came under the jurisdiction of Judah. Timm' has 
    

" GP cxacebate the situation for Az, king of Judah, by expanding the text through the addiion of 
T o 01K Ropuow Kt i 5 ov Pz xas oy apgovey Xt sBoxay o Bactis: “and 

the things in the house of the Lord, and the things in the house o the king and of the princes and they 
gave theking 

  

he reference to “Timnah and issatellits” is missing in G” owing to  haplography 
      Tn place of MT s   

  

i referable (0 ead s e 

  

. $47-48; Dillad 1987 219-21, 225;Ivine 1990: 9, 
oo Aharoni 1974: 92 
6 Grd reference 145148;see Abel 1938: 2338; Aharon 1979: 435 
7 1987: 142, 144 
Tel elHes, grid reference 124106, 

   1980: 3839, 
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conjectured that the Judean-Israclite border ran north of Gimzo and, hence, 
that Gimzo belonged to Judah. Gederoth was also located in the Shephelah, in 
the third administrative district of Judah according to Josh 15:41. Its site 
unknown. 

  

A Prophecy Against the Philistines: Amos 1:6-8 

   (6) Thus says YHWH: “On account of the three transgressions of 
Gaza, and on account of four, T will not rescind it! On account of their 
exiling a complete™ exile in order to hand (them) over to Edom,™! 
(7) T will send fire on the wall[s]""* of Gaza, and it shall consume its 
citadels. (8) I will uproot him who sits (enthroned)™® from Ashdod and 
him who grasps the scepter from Ashkelon; I will tun my hand against 
Ekron, and (even) the remnant of the Philistines shall perish!” Says [ ] 
YHWH. ™ 

  

   

  

" Ths the MT 
Symmachus, 

  .G has mistead the consomantal text as the name ouopoy “Solomen.” Sec 
eadotian, and the Vulgate fo the corrct readin.   

' The suggestion has been made to emend th fext 1 read &1 “to Aram” insiead of S5 (e, 
Baron 1980:31).In support of this emendation Barton cied not only the common cpigraphic confusion 
betwcen dalet and resh, but lso the supposed Iack of coniact between Philsia and Edom. Ths he 
conjectured tat the Philistines may have bought off Hazacl with the handing over of prisoners of war 
when he threatened Gath in 2 Kgs 12:18. On the other hand, Barton (1980: 35) concluded that it is 
impossible to date o 1 kcalize the puative historical references i Amos's oracles against the nations 
As, however, Andersen and Freediman (19589: 259) have indicated, the plene spllng of Edom and, more 
importantly, the wanimity of the ancient versions in this reading would weaken the argument in favor of 
the propased emendation. In adition, contrary to Bartn, thre i evidence in the Bible which indicates 
that Edom and Philista did have 2 common cconomic intres n keeping Judah ot o the southern Neggb 
and from being abe 1o act s a middleman controlling acces 1 the rade roues from Arabia, through 
Edom t0 Gaza (see 2 Ch 11:510; 21 10; 28:17-18). Ulimatly, the arguments on either side do not 
admita clear decison. 

   
  

  

   

         
  

  

   
*Thus G o < 5 and Targ w3, See also A. B. Ehl 

singular béimaton the wall” S also vv 10, 14, 

  

1912: 209, MT oy   pointed a5 

P"MT 3. This is translted as a metaphor fo the il of the cty. S also Exod 15115 Cross 1973 
130 and n. 65; Andersen and Freedman 1989: 253-54 “sovereign.” Mor traditonall, NIV ranshtes the 
phrase s “every inhabitan.” which misses the paalllsm betveen 32 “who sits (enthroncd)” and 2 
1 “who graspsthe sceptc.” 

  

   

  

Thus G (excep for G° xuptos xvpios). See Mays 1969: 32, MT v o i “says Lord YHWH” 
‘The ltter reading is supported by the Targumic oo » ~x and by the Scroll of the Twelve Minor 
Prophets from Wadi Musabba'at (Wolff 1977: 130), and by the frequent incidence of this phrase 
throughoat the book of Amos, with the xception of the oraces aginst the nations i chapters 1-2 (-7, , 
1L, 13,42, 553,68, 7:1,2, 4 [2X], 5.6, 81,3,9, 11; 95) 

      

  

       

 



      

   
BIBLICAL SOURCES 157 

The collection of eight oracles against the nations in Amos 1:3-2:16 has been 
a subject of intense speculation over the years.’' The major areas of 

316 investigation have included the structure of the oracles, the date of their 
composition, and their historical context. Needless to say, these investigations 
are often intertwined. 
At aminimum, the oracles against Aram (Amos 1:3-5), Philistia (1:6-8), 

Ammon (1:13-15), and Moab (2:1-3), as well as the one against Israel (2:6- 
16), are viewed as original to the composition. Recently, Andersen and 

    

   
Freedman® have argued that the form-critical arguments adduced for 
questioning the inclusion of the oracles against Tyre (1:9-10), Edom (1:11- 
12), and Judah (2:4-5) can just as easily be employed to affimn their 
integrality to the composition.”™” As a matter of fact, Andersen and Freedman 
0 0n to treat this collection as a unit, albeit a composite one. 

Speculation regarding the date of these oracles (at least Aram, Philistia, 
Ammon, Moab, and Israel) has also ranged widely. Dates have been adduced 
ranging from the time of Amos ¢. 760 B.C.E.* to the period following the 
destruction of Israel in 722, to the Judean post-exilic period in the late 
sixth century B.C.E., contemporaneous with Ezek 25." 

Unfortunately, the historical allusions in this series of oracles do not 
provide any basis, fim or otherwise, for dating the oracles,’” which 
Andersen and Freedman® have termed an ahistorical “fantasy,” stemming 

    

  

*See g Barton 1980; Fitz 1987 
Mays 1969: 23 Wollf 1977: 138:39; Geyer 1986: 131; itz 1987 27 

" Mari questioned th originality of the orace 
subjcthas remained without influcace. See Wolff 197 
1989:355.56. 

 the Philstine cites. However, hi view on the 
144 and . 0. 

      

1 Andersen and Fresdman reect the caim tha th fattha the oracles agans Tyre, Edom, and Judah 
o not include al of the five lements identified in the oracis against Aram, Philstia, Amimon, and Moab 
must be proof of their secondary addition to the sries. In ther opinion, the arguments can b used in 
Supportof the opposie caim, namey that te allegely secondary oracles must have been integral  the 
original compositon, since anyone adding passages sccondarly would have becn carefl 0 cast them in 

the cxact form of te originals. 
¥ Walff 1977: 149; Andersen and Fresdman 1989: 14144 
 Friz 1987: 38 

  

  

= Geyer 1986: 140. 
" Barton 1980: 35; Geyer 1986: 142; Ki 
1989:256, 
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from the same visionary source of inspiration as Amos’s visions in chapters 
7-9. 

The oracle against the Philistines serves as a case in point. 
Even assuming that Amos 1:6-8 stems from c. 760 B.CE,, it is impossible 

o glean much information of a factual-historical natre from this oracle, After 
a formulaic announcement of irrevocable judgment against Gaza,” the 
charge of exiling a complete population group and selling them into slavery to 
Edom is mentioned. Although this charge may rest upon a historical matrix 
which was known to Amos’s audience, either a specific raid on a town or an 
ongoing fiscal policy among the Philistines, the capture and enslavement of 
captives not being unknown in the ancient Near East,” neither the identity 

of the captives nor the specificity of the charge were of import to Amos, who 
was concerned with a punishable breach of a universal code of morality,”” or 
with violations of ancient covenant treaties with the united monarchy.*** 
Muntingh™® does, however, perspicaciously observe that, as a major outlet 
for trade between Egypt, Arabia, and Canaan and the north, Gaza could very 
well have been an important marketplace for the intemational slave trade. 

The oracle continues with the extension of punishment to three additional 
Philistine cities, ending with the ultimate pronouncement of doom, that not 
even a remnant shall remain of the Philistines. They will be destroyed down 
1o the last survivor. 

Among the cities of the traditional Philistine pentapolis, the absence of 
Gath from this list is striking. A number of theories have been proposed to 
explain this, some of which have been listed conveniently by Mays:**" 

1. The oracle may date to afier the destruction of Gath by Sargon II in 712 BOEM 
Gath may have belonged to Judah at the time (see especially 2 Chr 26:6). 

3. Gath may have been a vassal of Ashdod. 

     

                          
          
        

        

      
    

  

    

  

   

      

    

   
    

   
       

   

  

   

  Gaza is mentioned firs among the Philsine cites in Jer 47 It was also the objectiv of Tiglath- 
pilesr I’ campaign against Philsa in 734 B.C.E. Taken togethe, thes references (0 Gaza may be an 
indication of the preeminence of Gaza, a last economicaly, smong the Philistne ciies. Ses also Wollf 
1977157, Andersen and Frcedman 1989: 255, 

  

   Wolff 1977: 157-58; Barton 1980: 20; Deut 21:10-14; 2 Sam 12:31; CH 280.281 
Wolrr 1 

  

157-58; Andersen and Frecdman 1989: 255 
ThusF. M. Crossin a personal communication 

 106465: 135, 
0 1969: 3, 
g Tat      or (1958: 83 and . 242) and Rainey (1975: 739-74%) sbout Srgon's capure of Gath.          
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4. Gath may have been removed from Philistine hands by Hazaels raid in the 
previous century (2 Kgs 12:18). 

Another line of reasoning has been pursued by Katzenstein™ who, following 
a venerable tradition, assumed that the “remnant of the Philistines” (v 8) must 
be a reference to the survivors of an alleged destruction of Gath. In view, 
however, of the likelihood that this phrase is actually a reference to the total 
annihilation of the Philistines, it appears unlikely in this case that Gath is the 
referent 

Any resolution of these questions must remain tentative. 

    

Ashdod (?) Witnesse: 

  

Samaria’s Evil: Amos 3:9 

  

(9) Announce in the strongholds of Ashdod™* and in the strongholds of 
the land"™ of Egypt, say: “Gather on the mountains™ of Samaria and 
see the great tumult in it and the oppression™ in its midst.” 

    

  

" Ths the MT, Targ, and Valg. G ov acovpuors “in Assria” The disagreement betwen the MT 
i will b discussed below 

  

  

"“The suggestion has been made (o delet this word (1) with G (se Eliger in BHS). Howerer, the 
word docs appear in the admitedly oftenins derivative G, and the poetic sructure of the is. o 
phrases i the verse would appar o requir s ncluson both on metrical and on sructural grounds 
Texammwsymen  abe   

S s be 
“This bicolon exhibits paraleism and wi th inlusion o3 achicves both an even stress cout (35) 

and a fairly cven syllabe count (10/9). Wolff (1977 189) has conjctured that the G ranslation of iz 
a5 apas; “places” which s ofen employed t translate Hebrew y~x, caused G (o leave out transating 
1 in order to avod redundancy. Andersen and Freedman (1989: 405-06) simply draw atenion (o G's 
Somenhat loose translaton of Amos and poiat out that pa can be emplayed 1 translte cither 
or e, the former of whichis orthographically similar (0 the MT mz. 

  

5 Thus the MT in the plural. In G the more commn singulr form s found, 70 opos, which can be 
retroverted into Hebrew as . The exprssion o = “Mount Samari” also appears in Amos 4.1 61 
A dession for one of the variants depends on one’s understanding of the inviation (0 the naions (0 
bserve the sins of srae, whether thy are o suround and look down on Samaria (fom the “hills”),or 
‘whether they are o obseve the situaion from insid the Gty el (hill") 

  

  

Although w7 is here transisted as an abstract noun “oppression” in paraliclism with v 
“tmult” (on which see GKC para. 124 o), the word can also be translated as the noun “oppressd” (Walfl 
1977:190), 
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It is questionable whether this passage deals with Ashdod, and, even if it 
does, there would be little to glean from the passage other than another 
indication that Philistia was lurking somewhere in Amos’s consciousness. 

The evidence of G points to a parallelism of Assyria and Egypt, a pairing 
which would make much more sense than the pairing of Ashdod and Egypt 
As Andersen and Freedman™’ have indicated, Egypt and Assyria were a 
frequent pair among the cighth century prophets. However, because this 
would be the only mention of Assyria in Amos, Wolf™® has argued that 
Assyria was not yet on Amos’s political horizon. In addition, WoIff felt that 
the pairing of Ashdod and Egypt, as the more difficult reading, would not 
have arisen as a secondary reading.** 

As (o Wolff's first argument, in the light of Shalmaneser III's and Adad- 
nirari [1I's campaigns to the west, including the one of 796 B.C.E., in which 
the latter received tribute from many of the states of Canaan, it is not 
unreasonable to assume that Amos was familiar with Assyria. However, more 
important to this argument, is the question of the aim of Amos in listing Egypt 
and another country. No argument stronger than Mays’s contention™ that 
Egypt and Ashdod were paragons of “violence and injustice” has been put 
forward. How much more this would apply to the dreaded Assyrian war 
machine. In fact, what Amos’s aim in mentioning Egypt and Assyria was was 
to list the names of the nations at the extremes of the fertle crescent. The 
nations in between had been the objects of hs indictments in chapters 1-2. 

As to WOlff's second argument, Andersen and Freedman™" are probably 
correct in referring to the pairing of Ashdod and Egypt as a “too difficult” 
reading. The orthographic similarity of the two words probably occasioned a 
scribe to mistead. Thus it is most likely that Ashdod was not originally 
‘mentioned in this verse. 

  

     

7 1989: 404, 406, 
1977: 190, 192.93 
e also Mays (1969 62), who sumised that the G version aross on aczount of the translaor’s 

feeling that Ashdod was inappropriate paired with Egypt 
0 1969. 63, 

1989: 404, 
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   Gath Compared with Zion** and Samaria: Amos 6:2 

(2) Cross over to Calneh and see, then go from there to Great Hamath, 
then go down to Philistine Gath. Are (you) better than these 
kingdoms? I their area larger than your area? 
  

An interpretation of this verse is very difficult.*** There have been two major 
lines of reasoning in the secondary literature. First is to assume that v 2 
represents a quote of the arrogant ruling classes of Samaria and, possibly, 
Jerusalem. ™ Second is to attribute the quote to the prophet, at least in the 
context of the oracle in vv 1-6/7 as it has been transmitted. There is also 

heated discussion about whether v 2 was integral to the original oracle, a later 
updating of the oracle by Amos** or by a member of his prophetic 
school ™7 

Is this verse a simple comparison of cities arbitrarily chosen because they 
were roughly equivalent in size, or wealth, or power? Or does this oracle lst 
these cities in unison because of a common shared fate? 

If the verse is to be understood as referring to the previous destruction of 
the three cities in question, then it cannot be dated before 738 B.C.E., when 
Hamath and Kullani (Calneh = Calno in Isa 10:9) were taken by Tiglath- 
pileser I11. Gath, however, although captured by Uzziah in the second quarter 
of the eighth century, would not have fallen under Assyrian influence until 
Tiglath-pileser’s campaigns of 734-732. This has led Wolff**® to date v 2 to 
the period between 738 and 733. Andersen and Freedman,* on the other 
hand, felt that the thrust of the verse is a comparison of the power and wealth 
of the three cities, all of which would be subjected to the same fate in the 

    

*20n the problems o reading “Zion” with the MT in Amas 61, se¢ Wolff 1977: 269-70. 
%06 adds oxcud “from ther,” which 

itmay bea ditigraphy from th previous, 
cquivalent o Hebrew 5. Although it would fit th context, 
rsein G 

  

*“That G alo had diffculy wdersanding and inrprting s vers is made cvidnt by G's 
iransation of 5 “Calneh” a v "I (derivin the orm fom Hebrew 53kol "), and of e 
beter” a5t xparioras “the bststrongestmightet,” which rflects an understanding of o 2 an 

adietve modif > “Philisine Gath    

   
  

L. Zion, about which see 1. XXX bove; Mays 1969 115; Wolff 1977: 271 
¥ Andersen and Freedman 1989: 559, 
I Wolff 1977: 275 
197234, 
1989: 555.59. 
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years to come. In their view, Amos composed this oracle with a prescient 
political sense, drawing on his knowledge of the presumed line of Assyrian 
march. What they have emphasized, however, is that this verse cannot be 

5    employed in reconstructing a history of Gath. 

  

Philistine Exodus: Amos 9:7 

  

   (7) “Are you not like the Cushites for me?” says YHWH, “Did I not 

bring Israel up out of Egypt, and the Philistines from Caphtor,™' and 
Aram from Qir’”??”    

This verse is of extreme importance for the scholar of Israel’s religion, 
containing as it does a breathtaking rhetorical question which denies the 
uniqueness of the Exodus.** However, its importance for the historian is 
considerably less. Of interest in this regard is primarly the ancient Israclites’ 
ethnic understanding of the origins of the Philistines and the Arameans.’** 
Thus the text contributes to an understanding of Isracl’s ethnic world-view 
However, in the context of political history it contributes littl. 

  

   

  

    

   
    

    

    

  

    

Philistine Soothsayers: Isa 2:5-6 

(5)** House of Jacob, come and let us walk in YHWEs light! (6) For 
you have ignored”*® your people, House of Jacob;™” for they are filled 

* Andersen and Foediman 1989: S60-61 

  

*"1n place of “Caphior” the G reads xoraoxors “Cappadoca 
**This MT 0. G ox oSpou “fiom the pit” reading Hebrew po/as. This may have been 

occasioned by the common orthographic confusion betweem waw 3nd yod, alough an atempt to 
interprtthe bscure 51 may also have played a ol 
9 Seee g Mays 1969 

  

9: Wollf1977: 344-49; Andersen and Freedman 1989 867-85. 
O the uestion of Philistine aigin, sce Dothan 19822 21 

  

Brug 1985: 15, 201.05. 
5 begins th verse with the prosaic K vov “and now.” 
¥ Hebrew e, Wats (1985: 30, 32) has suggested retroveting the G cvies yxp 10V Axov uwron 

into Hebrew as vy 7 7 3, which he then translates as “For it 3plis © his people.” Unfortunately, 
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with .. from the east™ and soothsayers™’ like the Philistines; and 
with the children of foreigners they clap (their hands?).* 

  

     

      

V 6 is a verse which bristles with difficultis. It is, however, just one of the 
verses in Isa 2, a chapter which is considered one of the most difficult in the 
Isaianic corpus.*' Other than the problems of understanding the individual 
words and their relationship to cach other as outlined above, the context of 
the verse and its general interpretation have remained a source of conflict 

Leaving aside Watts’s idiosyncratic interpretation of the whole book of 
Isaiah as a work redacted in the fifth century B.CE. as a drama in twelve 
acts,*® it has been most common to divide chapter 2 between vv 5 and 6, 

  

    

     

   

    
    

      

     

     
   

  

   

    

    

   

     

    

  

    

   

    

    

the syntax of the etroverted phrase, withthe definit article prefixed (0 @ noun with a pronominal suff, 
causes more diffiulty than i resohes. 

  

*Thus MT. G tov oo tov tapaci. “the house o srael™ 
1 b long been et that there i ithr a word missing inthis phrase o that the oiginal wording has 

been cormupted. Proposals for resoring the phrase have included insering the word cso)qdsemim 
Sorcerers” before 77 “from th cast” (Kais 1983: 53 n. 1, where it s write incorrcty with a run at 

the end; Hayes and Irvine 1987: 55), reading cither that word o 57 “magicians” in place of sp 
(Thomas in BHS), or “extrapolating” from the retroveried G o “their county” or Targ 1 “yo 
(pL) country” and insering = “Arameans” before &7 (Robert 1985: 300-0I; see als Bucharan 
[1912: 58] who reconsiructs - “his country” on th basis of ). In translating =77, G employs the 
phrase 0 ax’ s “from the beginning. 

5 Although Bergstrsser (1918: pars. 20 &) declred 3/ Gnénim a mistake for the Poll particle 
r/mé Gncnim, HALAT (S81b) has cited the form as corretly derived on he basis of GKC par. 525, 

i which the preformative e of the Pual partcple can be dropped in nomina forms. 

  

      

  

> This fnal phraseof v 6 has als caused great constenation among biblicalcritcs. Sartin from G's 
o v 0k kool syevSn “and many forcgn children were born (o them,” this phrase has 
resised stisacory intepretation. Although the words “children of forigners/oreign chidren” (A. B. 
Ebrlch's 1912: 11] “poctc” Dinge fremden Ursprungs) canbe readily understood, hei relationship o 
the verb 2 is unclar. The root 7 has been reated 1o it Homonym 7so (see BB 706b). However, 
here ar two possible semanticfels iio which this opens. The first would be o understand the verb . 
derived from the meaning of striking or clapping one’s hands. The second would be to derive it from the 
meaning of sbounding, such as Ehulich (1912: 11)does. The more common soluton i the firs and would 
entailthe mendation of 12 “and with the childen” to 7= “and ino the hands” (s . BDB 706b; 
1B), unlss one assumes that he sense of hands is included in the verb. But what would that gesture 
imply? Roberts (1985: 301) concluded that that would indicat Israel and its allies “making derisive 
gestues toward Jerusaem,” while Hayes and Irvine (1987: 86) concluded hat it would indicate the 
making of agrements between Israel and its allis s also Buchanan’s [1912: 49] “trkes bargains with 
(" and Wats's [1985: 30] “do busincss wil"). A third soluton would b to follow the Targumic 

‘according to the customs f.” s doss the NIVINIPS. 
1 See ¢ Buchanan (1912: 48) quoting Dubm; Hayes and Irvine 1987: 83, Refering 10 the unit Isn 

2:5:22, Dulm (1914: 17 caimed: “Dies Stick is das schechies erhaiene des ganen Buches.”™ 

      

    

  

  

     

2 See Wats 1985: esp.lixcliv
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and to view it as an accusation of God for abandoning his people.’* 
However, as Buchanan'® rightly noted, v 6 forms an improbable beginning to 
a poetic composition. Although he recognized the similarity in language 
between vv 5 and 6, Buchanan™ went on to reject their primary relationship, 
assuming that v 5 was a later and derivative “homiletic reflection” of v 6. 
Roberts™ has recently taken this observation to its logical conclusion and 
most persuasively argued for the primary relationship between vv 5 and 6, 
highlighting the chiasm achieved by the dual occurrence of the vocative 
“House of Jacob,” the subject of the verb nwvs, in these verses. In this he is 
following a translation and interpretative tradition that reaches back o the 
‘Targum, through various medieval Jewish commentators, to A. B. Ehrlich®® 
and the modem NIPS/NJV translation of the Bible. 

The reference to Philistine soothsayers, however, is puzzling. Although 
oracular recourse to Philistine deities was not unknown in ancient Isracl, 2 
Kes 1 being a case in point, nowhere else is this type of activity presented as 
aunique characteristic of the Philistines. 

Following Cazelles,™ Roberts™ has argued that the core of Isa 2 is to be 
dated to the period of the Syro-Ephraimite war. In the latter’s opinion, most 
of the traces of editorial activity in reworking earlier Isaianic prophecies for 
later audiences can be attributed to Isaiah, who had a career spanning close to 
half a century, rather than to his successors. With his dating of the prophecy 
to the mid-730's B.C.E., Roberts has sought a parallel to this passage in Isa 
9:11, in both of which passages, bound together by the use of n7pn “from the 
east,” he has found references to the Philistines and the Arameans. Basing 
himself then on his dating of the passage and on the seemingly cultic 
reference in v 6b, Roberts’” has speculated that the Syro-Ephraimite 

        

  

      
   

   *Bucharan 1912: 48; Kaisr 1983: 56; Hayes and Irvine 1987: 82-83, 85; RSV; JB; see also Roberts’s 
(1985: 290.91)review of the history of thariesof composition of chaptr 

     

       

  

       

  

            

  

  

*“Thas making God the subject of s se Buckanan 1912: 49-50; Kaiser 1983; 59; Hayes and 
Ivine 1987: 34, RSV; J. 

*1912: 45 
1912 45 
7 1985: 29394, 2089, 
1912: 10, 
*1980; 412-13 

1985 20293       11985: 301, 3045,
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colition was not only military in nature, but included “at least an 
accomodation to the gods of the Arameans and the Philistines™™ 
Unfortunately, this theory rests on too many unproven assumptions, such as 
the date of chapter 2, the involvement of the Philistines in an Aramean-led 
coalition, and the thrust of the seriously defective v 6, to enable it to be 
employed in the reconsiruction of the history of the period. 

Philistia and Aram Oppress Israel: Isa 9:11--Eng 9:12 

(11) Aram from the front and the Philistines™ from the back™™ have 
devoured Israel with an open mouth;”™ in spite of this his anger has 
not receded, and his arm remains extended. 

The critical question with this short snippet of a longer series of oracles™ is. 
‘whether it reflects a historical set of circumstances or whether the usage of 
Aram and Philistia is meant figuratively 

If the text of Isaiah is referring to a historical moment, then one must find 
a period when both Aram and Philistia were enemies of Israel. Since Aram, 
Ashkelon, and Tsrael were united in opposition to Tiglath-pileser IIT until the 
fall of Damascus, one must search for a date before 734 B.C.E. Depending on 
one’s dating of the Syro-Ephraimite coalition against Judah, whether before 
or after the initial appearance of the Assyrians in 734, time must be left 
previous to this date for a period of common action by Aram and Israel.*”” 

" Roberts 1985: 305 
> Thus the MT. G chmvas “Greeks™ Aquils, Symmachus and Theodotian follow the MT and read 

<005 guioTEK 
7“from the fron .. from the back”: Hebrew 577 ... s, These words can also be translaed as 

“from the ast...from the west. 
7 “ith an open mouth: Hebrew o33, A B, Ehrich (1912: 38) suggested emending this phrae 0 

xa-533 "on eery side.” His suggestion has not found wider accepance. 
¢ As s 50 oftenthe case when dealing with prophetictexts, the relationship ofthe varios lerary sub- 

units 10 cach other and to thir contextal sitation is a mater of much speculation. Buchanan (1912 
152)delimitd the unit 10 which v 11 belongs s including vy 711 Kaiser (1983: 22, on the athe hand. 
extended the it until Isa 10:4 thusalso Irvine 1990: 235-50), o giv just tho examples 

7 Buchanan (1912 184)and Thompsen (1982 18 bothdae th pasage 10 te ime befre te Syo- 
Ephmimi . Hayes nd Irvine (198 156-87; s alo Iine 1990- 23940 conecured that il 
Aram tok Transordan and Galie from el Aram may hav foind the Philsincs i sizin contol 
o the Sharon lain. They thus asumethe oiinlty f e refeence to Rezi i v 10, efercce which  
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Whether the Philistines were hostile or friendly to Israel in the period before 
the Syro-Ephraimite war cannot be determined. On the basis of 2 Chr 28:18, 
the Philistines seem to have been acting in opposition to Judah's interests 
only. Yet the inclusion of Gimzo in the territory ostensibly seized from Judah 
would possibly indicate some Philistine interest in what had, at least once, 
been Israel’s territory, 

The image of Aram and the Philistines devouring Israel front and back 

could also be understood metaphorically. These two traditional enemies of 
Isracl served to define the limits of the petty powers with which Israel often 
found itself in conflict, quite possibly the extemal equivalent of the internal 
“from Dan to Beersheba.” For the first few centuries of Israclite existence as 
anation, in other words from the tum of the first millennium B.C.E. until the 
time of Tiglath-pileser, the traditional powers of Egypt and Mesopotamia 
exercised but litle influence on the ife of the states of Canaan. Thence arose 
the more immediate concem with Aram and Philistia as threats to Isracl. It 
‘may thus be best to conclude with Buchanan™™ that Aram and Philistia are 
employed figuratively in this verse to represent Isracl’s enemies, although the 
reference as such is most readily understandable in the light of a period when 
Tsrael and Aram were in conflict 

i quesioned by many (e, Kaiser 1983: 221; NIPSNJV; RSV see also G). Atiempis 10 find  isoricl 
referen or ths verse have included Kaise's (1983: 222) suggestion hat i this verse may be a reference 
o Saul’s Philistine vars 

1912: 184, 
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ASSYRIAN SOURCES 

   
For the latter part of the period of time that is the scope of this study, namely 
the first quarter of the first millennium B.CE., the richest source of 
contemporaneous ancient documentation bearing on the history of the 
Philistines is to be found in the cunciform literature of Assyria. As the interest 
of the Assyrian empire tumed westward, it was inevitable that the region of 
Philistia would become enmeshed in the net of Assyrian imperialism 

Adad-nirari I 

    The first possible mention of Philistia per se occurs before any mention of 
individual Philistine cities in two texts from the reign of Adad-nirari IIL! 

Upon reading ANET, one would assume that the first mention of a hilistie st in Assyrian cuneiform 
date 0 the reign of Shalmaneser Il According o A. L. Oppenieim, Band 1 of Shalmaneser’s Balawat 
Gats is a depiction of “Phocnicia, Tyr, idon, Gaza” the last-mentioned presumably beng the Philstine 
ity (ANET 281). That “Gaza” is not meant o refr o anothe ciy by the same name s indicated by the 
index o the volume which knows ofony one iy b this name ANET $13). However, there re @ number 

of diffcultes with such an ascription. Firt, thecity which i being conquered by Shalmancser's forces in 
the third band, and which Oppenheim understood 25 Gaza, s named Hazazu in the cuneiform. Hazazu 
was a well known ity in northern Syria, which belonged t tht time (o the and of Patin, orginally 
Known as Hatina in the scholaly lrature (Havkins 1972-75a and b;see also Tadmor 1975: 37). I o 
be kept disine from Hazati/Hazzatu, which was the cuneform name of Philistine Gaza (forHazat and 
references, soe Parpola 1970: 199; for Hazam, see 1970: 160). Sccond, there is o evidence that 
Shalmaneser ever campaigned 15 far south s southern Paletin (about which, see Chapter Three above) 

‘ “Third, Hazaz is mentioned again in the Kurkh Monolith Inscription s one ofth citis of Paina which 

  

   

  

  

    

Shalmancser conquered in his campaign of 858 B.CE. (Ha-za-zu KB 1.160, 161 co i ie 11;text: I R 
pl. 7-8; ediion: K53 1.150-175, transltions: 

  

15 1 paras, $94-611; TG 89-50 co. il 90-102]; ANET 
277:79 col. § 29 - i 13, 78-102]; TUAT V4 360-62 [eol. i 86-102). Indecd. in this case, Oppenbeim 
{ranseribed it a5 such (ANET 278). Thus the frst mention o Phiistia in Assyrian source cannot be dated 
a5 carly as the time of Skalmancser Il in the mid ninth century B.C.E. Other tha the one efeence in 
ANET, all other secondary sources viewed by the author follow the reading of Hazazn adopied hee. See 
g LW King 1915: 12,23, pls. if-i; ARAB 1 pras. 613-14. 
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Nimrud Slab Inscription 

   
Test: 1R pl. 35 #1. Editions: Tadmor 1973: 148-50 (5. the Calah sab); K5 1: 190-33. Translations 
(RAB 1 paras. 738-41; ANET 28182 (ines 1:21); DOTT 31 (ies 1-22), TGI 53-54 (ins 11-16), TUAT 
/436768 s 11-21). Ses alo: Schramm 1973: 115-116 

  

       

                      
                       
    

   

                                    

         

   
‘The Nimrud slab inscription of Adad-nirari III was found in 1854 by Loftus in 

his excavation of the site of ancient Calah. The original was lost, and 
publication was possible only from paper squeezes by Norris in the first 
volume of Rawlinson’s Cuneiform Inscriptions of Western Asia (= IR pl. 35 
#1). The lost slab represented the top half of a large monumental inscription 
of the type known variously as “display” or “summary inscriptions” in 
English, and as “Ubersichis-" ot “Prunkinschrifien” in German.? Tadmor has 
defined the following elements as typical of the gemre: “(a) a prologue, 
consisting of invocation to the gods and the king's fitulature; (b) a 
geographically arranged summary of events; (¢) the main section explaining 
the circumstances leading to the composition of the inscription, introduced by 
the formula ina dméS@ma = ‘at that time’; (d) an epilogue with 
maledictions.” The Nimrud slab inscription contains Tadmor’s elements “a” 
(lines 1-14) and *b” (lines 15-25). This scheme can be further subdivided as 
follows: a) lines 1-5a list Adad-nirari’s itulature, followed by a lst of states 
which he supposedly brought into Assyrian vassalage (lines Sb-14a); b) lines 
14b (just one word)-21 deal with his campaigns to the west, whose specific 

   

   

M. Weippert (1992: 43-46) has argued that the Nimrud slab inscription was a “Bauinschrift,” although   

  

    
  

  

only on commenoraive stla and slabs, which had imited space and “displayed” the great decds of the 
rler sting them up, but alsoburid i foundatons. 
Tadmor 1973: 141, Grason (1980: 157-54),for whom summary inscrptons are a sub-group of the ‘ 

gencral caegory of commemorativ insripions (along with anals), diides the genre into (wo groups 
inscripions with and those without mention of miliary conguess. Grayson identifcs sub-groups of cach 
Broup,cach with  basic form and “additonal optional clments™ 
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objective was the conquest of the Aramean state of Damascus (KUR Sa- 
ANSE-Si"), which dominated Syria and Palestine in the latter half of the 
ninth century B.C.E.,* while the final section of the inscription (lines 22-25) 
begins an account of Adad-nirar’s relations with souther Mesopotamia, i.c. 
Babylon 

The section of the Nimrud slab inscription of interest here is the second 
part of the prologue, ic. lines Sb-l4a, in which are listed the states 
subservient to Adad-nirari’ Lines Sb-11a list the territories to the east (5 na- 
pah “UTU-8i). Lines 11b-14a list the subservient teitories in Syria and 
Palestine, “from the Euphrates” (TA UGU “ARAT) to the Mediterranean 
(“the great sea of the setting sun” [= west], a-di UGU tam-tim GALi & 
SILIM-mu “UTU-S). This expanse of the western fertile crescent included 

            

it $0imGis,the “Eselreiberland” of TUAT 13 (assim), was the name of the Aramean kingdom 
of Damascus as distinct from the capial ity of Damascus, which was called (YDimasgali i the 
cunciform (Parpola 1970: 103:04; Cazzlles 1969: 115 n_ 11 for a bref discussion of Sa iméiiu and 
elevant lteratre,see Cross 1972: 40 n. 16, an extended discusion s 10 be found in Pitad 1987: 14-17), 
Albeit the disincion betwcen ity and county was not aways rigily kept (Page 1968: 144). This vas 
the state known in the Hebrew Bible a5 Aram-Damascus (‘iram dammeseq 2 Sam 85, 6, ‘iram dacieg 
1Chr 185, 6) 

  

  

  

#See B Mazar 1962: 114; Millard and Tadumor 1973: 64 
# Although Adad-nirar referred to himself s th congquerer (K of all of the sates liste, it appears 

unlikely that he campaigned farther south than Aram. Thiscan be deduced from the fctthat, o te three 
‘major insciptons of Adad-nirai (the Nimrud siab; th Saba'a inscripton [sbout which sce below]; and 
the Tell al-Rimah inscriptio {ediio pinceps: Page 1968; 139-53, pls. xxix-xl;editions: Donner 1970: 
50- 51 (lines 1-12); Tadmor 1975 141-184 (lines 4-12}; M. Weippert 1992: 60-62 {lics 13-21) 
ransltion: TUAT 1/4: 368 {lines 4-12J; see lso Schramm 1973: 113-15]), the former two concur in 
assigning prioiy o the conquest of Aram-Damascus, whilethelatter emphasizs th collection of tribate 
from it king. This king is called Mo in the cuneiform of al thre insiptons. This tem i thought fo 
be cithe  transcription of the Aramaic e of the king “my lord” nto Akkadian, akin o he rans 
ofthe Egyptian roya e into Hebrew as“pharach” (TUAT L: 368 n. 15b; ANET 281b n. 2; Cody 1970 
572; Soggin 1970: 366),or, ollowing 2 sugeetion of Alright's, an abbreviation of an orginal personal 
name *Mari-Hadad (Albright 19425: 28 n. 16, Cross 1972: 37, 41 . 22, 42 [who views the name 35 2 
hypocoristicon, representing the personsl name as opposed (0 the throne name of the rulr] Milad and. 
‘Tadmor 1975: 63 n. 22 [who fllow the above, yet refer (0 the name as an “enigma’]). Mari” has b 
variously identfed with Ben-Hadad IT (Albright 1942b: 28 n. 16), Ben- Hadad I (Tadmor 1965 135- 
36 albit,inthis carly artcl Tadmor viewed mir"as a tle; Millrd and Tadmor 1973: 63 . 22; Shea 
1978: 110 [who also considered Haxzael s a possible idenification, which s the possbility he prefered in 
19854: 10]), or Ben-Hadad IV (Cross 1972: 42), More recently Pitard (1987: 165-66) ha supperted the 
identification of Mari’ with Ben-Hadad (Bir-Hadad) 1, while leaving open the possiily that th name 
epresents ither an Akkadian sribalmisunderstanding or an alternate name of the rulr. The insciption 
do not mention campaigns farthr south oy the colection of trbut (blfa) madattu. For a discussion of 
the tpe of rbute andis ignificance, s Chaptr Four 

  

  

    

  

  

   



      

    

      

      
          

          
      

  

   

170 APPENDIX B 

Hatti and all of Amurru, Tyre and Sidon,” 
Pa-la-as-ti).* 

  

Israel, Edom, and Philistia (KUR     

   (4) 4 ing tukulti ASSur bETw itallakiima’ malkT $a kibrat erbetti (5) 
mkm.s‘u ana §&pTu kasid istu mar" Siluna (6) $a napah Samsi mat 
Namiri™ mat Ellipi mit Harhar mit Arazias (7) mat Mesu mat Madai 
Sadii Gizilbunda” ana sibirfSu (8) mat Munna mat Parsua mat 
Allabria mat Abdadana (9) mat Na’iri ana pat gimiisa mat Andiu $a 
adarsu riiqu (10) BAD.HU" $adii ana pat gimiisu adi mubbi timtim 
rabt (11) $a napith $ams $tu mub Purati it Hatti mit Amurr ana 
sibirfSa (12) mat Surru mitt Siduny mat Humr'® mat Udumu mat 
Palastu (13) adi mubbi timtim rabiti $a Sulmu Samsi ana Sepiya (14) 
udeknis billu madattu efiuny ukin .. 

“Tadmor (197: 149) maintains that Tyre and Sidon (Surru-Sidunn) are to be considered as one iy, 
e Phocnica.        

      

   
    

    

   
   
    

       
   
    

    

    
    

       

* Palastu sands for the region of Pilistine setlement, and not for Palestie (see Tadmor 1973: 149; 
TUAT Vi 367; TGI 54 . 5; against ANET's [281] “Paestng” and Wiseman's °S. Phoenicia® [1964: 
119). 
= DUDU-kurma: I the published text o Tadmar's ranliteraton ofthis inscription (1973: 148), the 

KU siga s missing from this word. 
19w 86k()-ni-8i: The SEK- sign is writlen in a peculiar manner with an extra vertical wedge 

bisecting the final thee horizontals,forming  sign which appears (o onsist of KIN + AS, 
KUR() : writen s MU, This is bviouslya sribal erro (see Tadmr 1973: 145), 

  

  

    

ALAG-: Following Tadmor (1973: 149) and Schramm (1969: 126:27), I read “Nami” rather 
than “Sabant (ARAB 1 262, albeit with & question mark; ANET 281) or “Sa (“Hochlander” in KB 1 
19091) 
1KUR giil-u-una - Tadmor's suggestion (1973: 149) t tanscribe KUR as Sacon the bass of the 

masculine singular sufx of i appears convincing. The varition in lines 9 and 10 between the 
feminine sulfix ollowing the name of a country (it Na'ir ana pi gim%) and the masculine suffix 
preceed by ac (S ans it gimri) adds weight o this suggeston. However, the phrase ma Andiu 
asars riqu at the end ofline 9 would appear (o damage this lin of argumentation. Although Tadmor | 
allows forexceptions o the rule governing this, perhaps th phrase should b transcribed as Sl 
4BADHU - This word rmins cigmatic.Beh L. Abe (mi-k i K2 1: 190 and Openbeim it ‘ 

  

  

b in ANET 281 n. 2) understood the word as the irt element n a constnct rlationship with S 
(KUR-i). However, a5 Tadmr has pointed out (1973 149),if this were the case one would expect 10 see 
the genitve form Sadin place of Sl Comparison wit other constucs in this text would support this 

line of easoning: aapdh S lines 6, 11) and S s ine 13). Thus Tadimor's suggestion (0 rad 
<KUR> BAD-hu “Mount BAD-hu" deserves seious attention, in spie ofthe fat that such a geographical 
location i otherwise unknown. KUR-i would in this casebe the subjec f the following phrse. ‘ 

  

5. KUR() qurru : The KUR siga, which s witen corcty wih one diagonal wedge over two 
diagonals has here b invered 0 two diagonals over e 

  

6= KUR hu-um-ri- : Tadmor (1975: 149) corrcts ths geographical name to KUR <£> hu-um- 
(*“the Land ofBiHumri’ - not “Omriland™) on the basisof paralel constructions. 

 



     

      
    
                              
  

    

   

    

          

   

   

          

   

    

      

     

ASSYRIAN SOURCES 171 

(4) Who goes forth under the protection of Ashur, his lord, and causes 
rulers from the four comers of the carth (5) to bow down at his feet 
The conqueror from Siluna (6) of the rising sun (east), Namri, Ellipi, 
Harhar, Araziash, (7) Mesu, Media, Mount Gizilbunda in its entirety, 
(8) Munna, Parsua, Allabria, Abdadana, (9) Na'ii to its farthermost 
extent, Andiu, which lis far away, (10) BAD.HU, the mountain to its 

| farthest extent, as far as the great sea (11) of the rising sun; from the 
Euphrates, Hatti, Amurru in its entirety, (12) Tyre, Sidon, Israel, Edom, 

| Philistia, (13) as far as the great sea of the setting sun (Mediterranean) 
| I caused (them) to bow down (14) at my feet. (The payment of) tax and 

tribute I imposed upon them. 

  

Saba’a Stela 

Editio princeps: Unger 1916, Editons: Tadmar 1973: 144-48; Donner 1970; $2:53 (lnes 11b-22). 
Translatons: ARAB 1 paras. 732-37; ANET 282 (ines 11:20); DOTT $1-52 (lines 11:20), TUAT 114 369 
ines 11-20), See also: Schramm 1973: 11113    

The Saba’a stele was discovered in 1905 in the desert southwest of the Sinjar 
Hills. The extreme weathering of the surface of the stone has made the 
reading and interpretation of the inscription difficult.'” However, as of the 
time of its original publication, it was thought to recount inter alia a 
campaign by Adad-nirari against Philistia. According to Unger'® lines 11-13 
were to be read in the following manner: 

"11) ... ina Satti V"™ ina kussi $arru-ti rabi§ 
" mta ad-ki umman-at ““As3ur [raps]ate™ ana 

miUpa(Rasur)’ - la-as-[ti] 

  

1916:8.11, see also 16-17. 
¥ This phrase, from ina St o s, as been aken, s of Unger's orginal publication, o efer (o 

‘Adadenirar’s aking the throne i the i car o his eign afe spending his minority under a fve year 
regency by Semiramis/Samimuramat (Unger 1916: 16:20; ARAB 1 paras. 730, 732; Page 1968; 147 and n. 
26, von Soden 1954: 90; sce also the tranlatons in ANET 282 and DOTT 51, and the histrical 
reconstrctions of Labat 1967: 40 and ofHalko in Hallo and Simpson 1971: 128), Recently, howeve, this 
interpretation o the phrase has come under attack. Advances in the study of Akkadian grammar and a 
corrction to Unger's copy o th inseripton (1916 pl. 2) haveled 0 3 new interpreation of the phras. 
First, following a suggestion of B Meissner both Douner (1970: 52 . , 55-56) and Tadmor (1969 48 
.15, 1973: 146 n. 22) restore a $A sign i lne 11 between KAM and ina, Then, following th adverbal 
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13) [a-na alalku lu ak-bi 
11) ... Als ich mich im 5. Jahre auf den Thron meiner Majestt erhaben 
12) [setJzte, bot ich das Land auf, den [zahlreilchen Heeren Assyriens nach 
dem Lande  Palasitu] (Philisterland) 
13) [zu zich]en befahl ich, ...> 

   

    

  

This reference to Philistia would be of paramount importance, since a) it 
would indicate direct Assyrian intervention in the affairs of southen Palestine 
at an carly date, and b) it would provide a firm date in Philstine history. This 
reading of Philistia is one which had, until recently, been widely accepted 
among scholars ' 

However in 1969, Cazelles and Tadmor,? working independently, 
began casting doubt on the accuracy of the reading. Cazelles tentatively 
proposed a reading of Hattiin place of Palastu, in anticipation of a future 
collation of the text. Tadmor found three major problems with the accepted 
reading: 1) the expected Assyrian transcription of Peleshet should have been 
Palastu, as it is in the Nimrud slab (see above), rather than Palastu (Assyrian 
Is/ = West Semitic /5); 2) there is a lack of any other evidence that Adad- 
nirari ever ventured farther south than Damascus; and 3) Palastu never 
referred to Palestine in the modem sense of the word. Added to this was the 
evidence of the Tell al-Rimah inscription which in a parallel passage reads 
DI KUR hat-te DU-ka lu aq-bi (ana mit Hatte alika Ii agbi) “I gave the 
command to march against Hatti” (line 4). Thus Tadmor advocated reading 
the passage in the Saba’a stele as mit Hatte xly], or even as mit Hat-te 
rabite”. The publication of an additional fragment of a stele from Sheikh 
Hammad (BM 1311224) lends additional support to this theory 2* In line 3, it 
offers another parallel passage (a-na KUR hat-[il). Finally, a collation from a 
latex squeeze and a photograph by J. D. Hawkins has set the reading of the 

  

   

        

   

    

                

    
   

    

      

    

      

s of Sain temporal clauses as utlined in GAG para. 1654, thy translate the phras as in the fth year 
since I magnificenly ook my scat on the oyal throne” (Tadmor 1973: 146). S also Pocbel 1943: 82 
TUAT 14:369. 

  

*Unger (1916: 1) attributed the erasure 2 doubling o the PA sign. 
*4RAB 1 para. 734 Plashiu = Palstin); ANET 282 (alesine), DOTT S1; Parpola 1970: 212 

Donner 1973: 5253 (who, presunably recognizing the diffculy of the Assyrian transcription of West 
Semitc it as Palasy translierated the word in question as ““*Pa-pa}-lai-{i]"). 

   

2 1969: 115, 10 
1969: 46-48; s also 1973 146 1. 23 
**Millard and Tadmor 1975: 57-60, pl. xix 
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Saba’a stele as DIS KUR hat-te-c.* And that is indeed the reading that is 
generally followed today. 

Thus we are left with only one reference to Philistia during the reign of 
Adad-nirari I the reference to tribute on the Nimrud slab inscription. 

  

Tiglath-pileser 11 

It was during the reign of Tiglath-pileser Il (745-727 B.CE.) that the 
Assyrians first campaigned in south-western Palestine. The era of Tiglath- 

ser thus ushered in a new period in the history of the region. However, it 
was not only for our limited geographical scope that Tiglath-pileser indicated 
a break with the past. Tiglath-pileser was the founder and driving force 
behind the Assyrian Imperium.” He charted the course of subsequent 
historical development in the ancient Near East. As of his time, Syria and 
Palestine were subject to continual domination by empires which had an ever 
widening claim to universal sovereignty. 

The frustrations of dealing with the texts of Tiglath-Pileser have been 
legion. First is the fragmentary state of the texts themselves?® Second has 
been the deficient quality of the one edition of Tiglath-pileser's texts which 
has been available for the past century. The latter situation has been remedied 
by the recent and long-awaited publication of Tadmor’s The Inscriptions of 

lath-pileser 111, 

    

* Tadmor 1973: 145 
CE. Borgerin TUAT 1/4: 369, who acoepts Tadmor'sfirst reading in alics. 

or  discussion of the histoica significance of Tiglth-pilesr I, scc Chapier Fout above. Sce also 
acher 1912:9, 18 and passi; Bright 1981: 270-271; Donner 1986: 297-299; 1977 418-420; Labat 

1967: 55-55; Roux 1964: 263-257; von Saden, 1954: 91-93.    

 General discusions concerning the fexts o Tiglath-pilser, the conditon of their transmisson, and 
the sate of schalarly work on the text can be found in Anspacher 1912: 19 (the scholaly discussion is 
bviously somewhat outdated, athough it is very thorough n i treatment up 10 the ely par of this 
century, Tadmor 19670 passi; M. Welppert 1973: 26-28, Wiseman 1956: 117-115.   

  admor 1994, The defciencics of Ros's 1893 dition are discussed below. Although his magnun 
pus was only publishe in 1994, Tadmor conscentiously shared hs findings throughout he long years of 
his research with the scholrly commanity, as his many aricles and the frequent reerence in the 
liteature to his work-in-progress atest (f. M. Weippert 1973: 27; Eplal 1982: 23 and n. 60; Tadmor 
and Cogan 1979: 491 . 1 the latier two studics even cited texts according (0 Tadmar's unpublished 
cdiion), 
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Most of both the extant and the non-extant texts of Tiglath-Pileser IIT were 
found during the course of Layard’s excavations at Nimrud, ancient Calah, 
during the years 1845-1847 and 1849-1851° Early in his first season of 
excavation, Layard discovered a structure that he named the South-West 
Palace. In i, he discovered a number of limestone slabs inscribed on one side 
with both reliefs and inscriptions. Some of the slabs were found on the floor, 
some of them were found against the walls with the unworked portion facing 
out, and some of the completed slabs had had their edges trimmed, damaging 
the reliefs or inscriptions on them. Layard correctly surmised that the valuable 
limestone slabs must have been brought from another location for secondary 
use in this palace. When he discovered the Central Palace, this assumption 
was confirmed. There he found about a hundred slabs, all of which had been 
removed from their original positions, prior to their shipment to a new 
location.”" Ultimately, it was established that the South-West Palace was 
erected by Esarhaddon, whose plundering of his predecessors’ palaces, most 
importantly the Central Palace of Tiglath-pileser I, for limestone on which 
o record his own mighty deeds was stopped only by his own untimely death 
in 669 B.C.E.** Of the many inscriptions of Tiglath-pileser found by Layard, 
many have survived only in drawings or in paper squeezes. The squeezes in 
particular have suffered a sad fate. They were rapidly digested in the bowels 
of the British Museum and are no longer to be found.** There can thus be no 
recourse to the original text in many of the inscriptions of Tiglath-pileser. 
Rassam and Loftus in the 1850°s tumed up little additional inscriptional 
material at Calah. G. Smith found the “Throntafelinschrifi® K 3751 in 1873 

      

* Layard, one of the great pioncers f the “heroi age of Asyriology” (Tadmor 1967b: 172), was an 
expertpopularzer of his adventure, archacological and otherwise. See Layard 1849 and 1854;also Loyd 
1980: §7-94, 99-129, 148-150; and Waterfield 1965: 115-224, For a sweint account of the discovry of 
the texts of Tiglathpileser I, ee Tadmor 1994: 10-16 

! Layard (1849: 2. 19-20)based bis asu 
place by brackes,on the disruption of pi 
carved only upon fnal placement ofthe b 

    

> Fordesriptions of the Ceniral Palce sec Baret and Falkoer 1962: 1-7; Reade 1968: 6975, pl.vi. 
Scealo Tiglath-pilesr’s own description of hispalace in the Nimrad Table (K 3751 = 11 R p. 67 = Rost 

ranslation oflins 67-8 in ARAB 1 par. 809 
    

   ugh the Lo of great parts of the hisorical inscrptions of Tigath-pileer leaves major gaps in 
our understanding of the history of the period (albet it has provded the lack of cerainty necded for the 
healhy pursuit of a number of academic careers), Olmstad (1923: 203) took a calm view of the stuatio: 
“The actal los may be easly exaggerated, fo the missing pations would have added more names of 

ites plundered and tribes subdued, but the remainder would have consisted of the same formulas wit 
which we have become so wearisomely familar There has beencerainly no los o lterature.” 
*See Tadmar 1967, 199 15 
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Mallowan’s excavations in the early 1950's tumed up a last few inscriptions 
in clay. The excavations of Meuszynski in the 1970°s uncovered three 
inscribed slabs. The latter have yet to be published.* The overall situation is 
one of the existence of a number of fragmentary inscriptions, on both stone 
and clay, of both the annal and summary inscription types. 

For almost exactly one century there existed just one attempt at a critical 
edition of Tiglath-pileser’s inscriptions, Rost’s Die Keilschrifitexte Tiglat- 
Pilesers IIl. nach den Papierabklatschen und Originalen des Britischen 
Museums* However, it is deficient from quite a number of methodological 
standpoints.”” Rather than following Schrader’s 1880 work in isolating 
various series of Tiglath-pileser’s annals, Rost presented an eclectic text 
numbered by consecutive lines, indicating neither the source of certain 
readings nor the gaps in the text.”® He restored and changed the text at will, 
with no indication of his “improvements” to the text. In addition, there are 
quite a number of instances in which his copies of the various texts and his 
transcriptions are at variance. 

As mentioned above, Tadmor has recently published a comprehensive 
study of all inscriptional materials from the reign of Tiglath-pileser. Following 
the studies of Schrader (who distinguished between annalistic sources and 
summary inscriptions and_ attempted to divide the annal fragments into 
parallel series) and consulting the previously neglected original pencil 
drawings of Layard, G. Smith, Rawlinson, and Boutcher, Tadmor has 
classified the inscriptions by annal series and summary inscription number.* 
Since it was known from preliminary publication,®® Tadmor's system of 
numbering had become the standard even before its official publication and 
will be employed in the following discussion. 

  

* See Tadmor 1994: 16, 37. 
  = Rost 1853 
¥ e the discusson in Tadmor 1994: 18-20, 
10 this, Rost s folowing in the methodologica footsteps of Winckler, who us thi approach i his 

dition of the annalsof Sargon I six years before Rost (Tadmor 1967 7-8; 1994 19). 
¥ For Schrader's contribution, s Tadmor 1967b: 7. On the importance of Layard's pencl “MS A", see 

‘Tadmor 1967b: 8-10; 1994: 2022, Tadmor's ivision of the anmal into series and the years they cover 
are presentedin 1967b: 12-19; and 1994: 28:37. Fora ecassification of Layard 66 from anal eries “E” 

10 a display or summary inscription s Eph'al 1982: 32, 33 n. 90; Tadmor 1994: 25 n. 64, 198-199. On 
the diffcutis of the cassifcation of the exts, sce Tadmor 1994: 22-25. 

“ Especally usefl in this regad is Eph'al 1982:21-36. 

 



    

  

    

   176 APPENDIX B 

Annal Fragments 

ITP Annal 18 = Lay 29b    Rost xviiib 

“Text: /77 ps. XV, XX Lay 29; Rost xvib. Editon: Rost lines 229-40, p. 38-41; Tadmor 1994 80- 
85, Translations: ARAB 1 para. 779 (fllowing Ros, Luckenbill's divisions between parsgraphs do ot necessarilyfollow breaks between anral ragments), ANET 283b; TUAT 1/4 372-73; Irvine 1990: 32.% Se also Ephal 1982: 2425, Schramm 1973; 130-31; Tadmer 1994: 32 

  

      

  

    0- 

This slab forms a part of Tadmor’s Series Cy, from which only Layard’s 
drawings survive.” The events of which it tells have been dated to 733 
B.C.E.," although an ascription to the early part of the following year cannot 
be ruled out* This slab is extremely fragmentary, so historical 
reconstruction becomes most difficult. 

The first seven lines of the fragment (Rost 229-34) tell of Tiglath-pileser's 
victories against members of the Syro-Ephraimite league. The na-ge-e 3 
KUR E [..] “provinces of the land of the House [of ..]” (line 230)"* may be a 
reference to the 16 na-ge-e $4 KUR $4-ANSE.N{TA-3i “provinces of Aram- 
Damascus” that are mentioned in line 209 (Rost xxii = Lay 72b + 73a = ITP 
Annal 23). However, since lines 231-34 list the number of prisoners from 
cities captured in the Galilee, it may be wiser to restore the phrase to na-ge-¢ 
84 KUR E-{hu-um-ri-a/i] “provinces of the land of the House of Omri” (= 
Israc)** We would then be able to piece together the geographical 
progression of events in this campaign, north to south, from the isolation of 
Rezin in Damaseus and the disloyalty of Samsi queen of the Arabs (Rost xxii 

      

  

“*On the following pages Irvine presens an nterprtaion ofhe historical ignficance of he fiagment. His translation of the text, however, must b used with cauion,sinc his annotatons o the text do not inspitc much confidence i his Akkadian abilis (sc¢ ¢ g p. 32 .29, 
Tadmor 1967b: 1213, Other slbs i th sries include Lay 71a + 71b + 724; Lay 45b5 I R pl. 94 Lay 450, This seie, inscibed actoss monumental relifs, cosised of 16 10 20 lne slabs. I is partal paralieed by Srics Cs, and, despite methodological diffcltes, Tadmor s that the two seies may in fact have formed one. In his lter edition (Tadmor 1994), Tadmor has not distinguished between subsrics. Thus there are only thrce Seris: A, B, and C, See Tadmar 1994:29 fi. 3. 
 Schramm 1973; 130; Tadimor 1964: 267, 1967b: 1, 19, 
“See Eph'al 1982: 26-27, 

    

  

“Ephal (1982 24) mentionsthe “disricts of the and of 7" .” However, according o my reading of Layard's nd Rost's publshed drawings of the passage, thee s 10 Personeneil afer the E sgn, nor can one be clearly read in Layard’s MS A (published in Tadmor 1994: pl. XV). Sce Tadmor 1994 80-81 
regarding the possible restorations of the phise 
S IR pl. 1042 = Rost “Kleinere Inschrifen " pl. xxv + s   177 Summ. 4lines 6,15 

    

   
    

    

       

     



      

    ASSYRIAN SOURCES 177 

= Lay 72b + 73a = ITP Amnal 23), through the truncating of Israclite territory 
and the failed revolt of Mitintiin the tablet under discussion 

Line 235 begins an account of the revolt of Mitinti of Ashkelon against 
Tiglath-pileser. Presumably Mitinti had entered into a vassal relationship with 
Tiglath-pileser as a consequence of Tiglath-pileser’s campaign to Philistia in 
734. At any rate, Mitinti saw fit to ally himself with Rezin of Damascus in 
attempting to throw off the Assyrian yoke. As a consequence of the isolation 
of Rezin in Damascus,"” Mitinti, whatever his ultimate fate, was replaced on 
the throne by Rukibtu, who was able to spare his city through immediate 
subjugation to Assyria. The last three lines of the tablet are particularly 
difficult to interpret. Line 238 would appear to record Rukibtu’s approach to 
Tiglath-pileser, including the presentation of a “gifi” of which only the 
amount, 500, is preserved. Line 239 would then record the entry either of 
Rukibtu into Ashkelon as the newly installed ruler, or of Tiglath-pileser (into 
the same city?) as the new overlord. Whether the fifteen cities mentioned at 
the end of the line belong to this pericope or with another one concemed with 
Idibiilu cannot be determined. As Eph’al has indicated, it is unlikely that 
Ashkelon would have been forced to cede teritory to Idibi'ilu, since they did 
not share a common border, and the city-state of Gaza lay between them.** 

‘This annal text will be treated in conjunction with the following fragment 

    

ITP Annal 24 = Lay 72b + 73a “line endings” = Rost xviiia 

Text and edittion: Tadmor 1994: 80-83, pl XXIL Seealso p. 220-221, 

Until the publication of Tadmor's edition of The Inscriptions of Tiglath- 
pileser I this fragment had never had an official and independent treatment 
In his drawings of 72b + 73a, Layard erroncously attached this fragment to 
the end of the lines. The tablet was drawn as a separate entity in Rost’s 
edition. However, the contents of the tablet, which seem to form a parallel to 
ITP 18 = Lay 29b = Rost xviiib, were not accorded separate treatment in his 

 This information s vy important for 2 dating of the cvnts. Assuming that Rost i = Ly 725 + 
732.= ITP Annal 23 presents # pasage almost immedistely preceding 7P Annal 18 = Lay 296 = Rost 
il enables us 1o reconsiruct Tiglath-pilesr's strategy i isolating and besicging his most powerul 
opponent, Rein, in his capital (733 B.CE.), then dealing with Rezin's rbellous allis,the Arabs, Isael 
and Ashkclon, before etuming to delive the coup-de-grace o Rezin (7132 B.CE.) that i lcking in the 
‘Assyrian annals, but i recorded i the Hebrew Bible (2 Kes 169). 
“Epial 1982: 24-25 and . 65 Against AN 1953:2.237n.5:3.420m. 1 
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eclectic edition of the annals. This fragment has obviously been used in all 
standard reconstructions of lines 229-37 of the annals (the literature would 
therefore be the same as for the previous tablet), yet I have found that line 15 
of this fragment, which would fal between lines 236 and 237 of Rost’s 
version of the annals, has not been consistently reflected in the literature.* 

Annal Fragments - Transliteration and Restoration 

Tew 1 Rost xiiib 
Text I1= TP Annal 24 = Lay 720+ 733 “lne enings” = Rost sviia 
Text Il = clectic transeiption & restoratin according o Rost’s umeration 

  

            
        
       

  

line )  Jas-qalinaa-aASadi ] 
Iline 12) "mi-ti-in-ti KUR afs- > 
1 line 235) " Mitinti mit Asqaluniya ina adélya ibfima™) 

  

     

     

    

   

   

      

    
    
   

  

     

  

    
       

        U 13)ittidaitta] 1 
111 235-36) itflya itafbalkat ] 

  

      LSOl b ] 
o 14 ] e-mur-ma Tigse 
111236) ... dabdé "Ra)biani” &murma ina migit [@mi® .. u ipllab 

R 

  

“On thislst poin, see Epial 1982: 25; Schr    0-131; Tadmor 1967b: 15, 
  A mumbr ofthe restorations in this and other passags in the inscriptions of Tilath-pileer I base 

themscives on the work of G. Smith (1876: 253.87) and Rost (1593) and have become siandard in the 
Hiterature. Where thi s th cas, there will be o further note 

  

! The coret reading o the last thre signs was only made possile by 
A Annal 24 thus preserves a varian text compared with Annal 18 

  

publicaion o Layard's MS. 

  ollowing Landsterger (1948: 66-67 n. 169), this name s rad with a Hl sign and an A sign rather 
han as a SUN (= H + A)sign. Allhough it was once el that Rasuni was @ possible reading of the text, 
based on the MT Résin (< 2 Kes 15:37; 1635,6,9, I 71, 4,8, 6, 9:10) and on the G Pa(ac)oov 
tc, the valve SUN for HI + A has been discarded. SUN still appears in Labar's lphabetc listof sign 
values (1976:269), although it hs disappeared 2s a possbilty from the by o his text (1976: 189, sgn 
# 404, where the ony value given for HI + A s H (se also von Soden and Rallig 1967: 47, Borger 
1986: 160). The name Rezin is most prokably derived from an original Aramaic *Ragyan (sce M. 
Weippert 1973: 46 and . 85; itad 1987 181-82), 

  

  

   

  

  

*There have been esstially two retorations for this phrase. The firt is championed by Luckenbil 
(ARAB 1 para. 779) and CAD (W2 1058). They would read that Mititi died na migit 28ati “in a 
conflagration” a phras derivd, at Ieast in CAD, from the annals of Ashurbanipal col.iv lin $1. The 

intrpretation i favored by scholas such as von Soden (A1 657b). He would resore the phrase     
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I 15) ba-at-tira-ma-nio| 1 
11 (236/7)) atti ramini(su imqussi®® (< imqut + $u) 

  

      1 

1 10)[ 1 A8 GIS.GU.ZA-5i i-§ib a-na [ 1 
11 16) "ru-ii-kib-ta DUMU [ 1 
111 237) "Rukibtu mar [ /7 mammina®) ina * kusséSu dsit’” ana[**] 

           
        

    

1 
m238) [ 

Ji-dul-ma i-sa-la-ni 5 ME [ 
) idilma usallini 500 | 

        

     

  

    
    

        

    

   

    

     

   
    

   

        

    

       

    

1 1)[ 
111239) [ 

J-ma a-na URU-$u TU-ub 15 URU [...] 
V-ma ana alisu &ub” 15 allani ...]       

10 migit fémi*in Veraveflung.” Tis would sppear o be the restoration most acseptd i the lerature 
(see ANET 283b; TUAT 1/ 373; Rost 1895: 39; Tadmor 1964: 268), although the cxact muanc of the 
term and it historical implicaions are open {0 question. See Chapter Three fo a extended discussion 
O the restoration of this diom, sc¢ Tadmor 1994 82-83 
*This restoration bases itslf on the idiom found in AV 336b and CAD H 1505 and M/1 2485, in 

‘which additonal instances from Assyrian oyal inscriptions can be found. Borger (1957: 116) cits this 
passage s the fist occurence o this idom. 

The inconvenient break in the text where Rukibu's patrimony should be has almost unversally been 
restoed by assuming that Rukibtu was Miit's son. The two possbl restorations in this casc would be 
either maru] (G. Smith 1876: 284 TUAT U4 373)or mr "Mt (Rost 1893: 38 ARAB 1 gra. 77 

  

ANET 283b; Tadmor 1964: 268). Tadmor (1994: 83 hasrecenty aised the possbility that “one may also 
estore the son [of hi (. Mitint's) brother] " For reasons detailed above, 1 prefer 10 restor the text on 

throne by someone not (irely? in ine 
inND 

  the basi of the well attested idiom implying occupation o 
for it. The phrase s /7 mammia appears in two summary inscriptons of Tiglath-pieser 
4301 + 4305 = ITP Summ. 9 line 28 (Wiseman 1956: 122, 124, 126, 129) and in K 3751 = I R 67 
Summ. 7 lne 15" For additional aestations ofthe diom, see A 601a and CAD W/1 2006 

          
      

 Luckenbill (IRAB 1 ara. 779)transtted his word s * st” presumably emending the ext rom the 
G Eibo the § uSzSib on the basis of K 3751 = I R 67 rev. lne 15. In this he was ollowed by Tadmor 
(1964: 268), who transated i a5 “hitabi =" In his ater ediion, Tadmor (1994: 83) transiated 

the word as writen, namel “sa.” Thet i 10 noed 1 assume sribal eror i thisinsance. In he vent of 
 coup detat it would ke sensefo the usurpe t st himseI” on the throne. 

      

  

 Tadmor (1994 82-85) estores the word Sartat this pint and transhates the phrase s [king 
% As Eph'al (1982: 24 n. 64) has rightly pointed out, TU-ub can be read a cther the first orthe third 

person pretcrite form of the vrb cr&ba. In his discussion Eph'al malkes the choics of transcription one 
between rub as the first person and b as the third. Although Eplal’s choice between forms is 
technically and grammaically corect, snce the language of the Neo-Assyrian royal insripion is 

i, it is alvays possibl that an Assyrianism could have crept ito the tex,in which 
b would have been cmployed for both persons (see GAG para. 97c, paradigm 17). The 

Standard tranlaton is being followed in assuming that it was Tiglath-pileser 11 who enered a city 
(presumably Ashkelon), while lcaving open the possibilty that someone else, perhaps Rukibu, is the 
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1 I3[ Jdibi 
111 240) ... "}dibi ‘il mt Arubu [ 

luKUR a-rubu[ ] 
1 

  

      

           

                  

    
   

    

235) Mitinti the Ashkelonite [broke my] treaty [and)] against me 
236) he revolted ... he saw [the defeat] of Rezin and in desperfation] ... he 

feared for his life 
237) Rukibtu, son of [a nobody), seized his throne. To 
238) .. he wandered about and implored me. 500 
239)....and Uhe entered into his city. 15 cities 
240) .. Idibi'lu of Arabia     

Summary Inscriptions 

ITP Summ. 4 = III R 10 2 = Rost xxv + xxvi     

  

   

     
     

  

   

                  

     

    

Text IR pl. 10 42 Rost pls. xxv + xxvi; TP pl. XLIX-LL Editions: Rost 78-83 “Kleinere Inschriften 
1 KB 2: 30-3 (lines 6-19; acording t0 K5 followingG. Smith's system of numeration n 11 R 10 #2: 
lines 17-30); Spieckermann 1982: 325-27 (ines 8-14; Tadmor 1994: 136-43, Translations: ANET 283- 
S4a lines 1:34), ARAB 1 paras. $15-19 (lbeil, Luckenbil refere (0 the text a 2 “fragmentary annals 
texC); DOTT 55 (ines 1-19); TG/ $8-59 (lincs 1-19); TUAT 1/ 373-78 (lnes 1-34), Vot 1964: 352 
(lines 1-19) Invine 1990: 62-64. Sec alo: Borger and Tadmor 1982: 244-45, Eph'al 1982: 2128, 
Schramm 1973: 132, 

     

This is a 38 line inscription engraved on a stone slab. It was found during the 
course of Layard’s excavations of Nimrud. The original was presumably left 
at the site. The text was first published by G. Smith, working from paper 
squeezes, in I11 R pl. 10 #2. Although the published version does not indicate 
it, Tadmor’s reexamination of G. Smith’s notebooks has shown that Smith 
picced together at least five squeeze fragments in preparing his published 
copy.* On the basis of the arrangement of the events which the inscription 
relates, Rost™ correctly identified it as a “Prunkinschrifi,” an identification 
which has been rendered certain on the basis of the parallels in ND 400 and 
ND 4301+ discussed below. Presumably the inscription of which this is a 

  

subjectofthe ver (see Rost 1893: 41, ANET 283b; ARAB 1 para. 779; TUAT 1/4 373, and Tadmor 1964: 
286, 1994: 8 fo the former ranlation; G, Smith 1876: 284 for thelter), 
“Tadmor 19675 14 . 1. 

  

 1893: i  
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fragment was originally much longer and did not only relate happenings 
west. 

The contents of the inscription can be outlined as follows:* 

    

lines 1-5a conquests in Syria 
lines Sb-8a conguests along the Phoenician coast and 

Damaseus 
lines 8b-15a  Hanunu of Gaza 
lines 15b-19a  Israel and the change of king from Pekah to 

Hoshea 

lines 19626 Samsi, queen of the Arabs. 
lines 27-33 tribute from various nomadic fribes 
lines 34-35 appointment of 1dibi"ilu over the border of Egypt 
lines 36-38 fragmentary and unclear® 

  

8) ... "Hanunu "Hazzatdya (9) [Sa lapin **Jkakkiya ipparsifdima" 
ana mit] Musri innabtu “Hazunf* (10) [aksud® ...] busisu ilaniSu 
" salam ilanT rabiti] b&liyd® v salant® Sarritiya (11) [ia bur 
&pus ijna gereb efkalli $a "Hazzuti ... anja AT mafSuny amnima 
(12) [bittu madatts” ] ukinsunit .. isfhupsiima ki<ma> issiri (13) 

   

Following Eplal 1982: 28; and Tadmor 1994: 137, The It also includes a possibl daing scheme. 
for the individualcvents, 

Tadmor (1994 137) speculate that the refrence here may be o the making ofa scle. 
“on 

1994: 13 
   < occurrnce of the subjective, i contrast o the idicative in parallel passages, ses Tadmor 

  

£ On the ccurrence of Hazzutuin placs ofthe more commn Hazit see Tadmor 1994 139, 
“Most translators restor the missing verb a th beginning oflin 10 as aksud 1 capured” For the Akadian ses Spicckermann 1982: 325 Tadmor (1994: 138-139) hasalso suggested rub ] catere” 2.2 

i i line it be taken as the subject f the sentence ralher than 15 
suggests fsefon the bass of the syntax of the puttie pariiel in ND. 

400 lnc 19, then a restoration a5 umatsi “he abandoned” cannot be ruled out. It should b noted thata number of the restorations inthis passage base themselves on parallls in ND 400 and ND 4301+ Where 
this s thecase, there il b o further not. Pleas refe 0 the comparison of the exisbelo. 

    

“Tadmor (1994: 138-139) has suggested esoringthe break with cither sl “I despoild” or ki1 
wized” 

= EN().MES(1)-a: Although the dravings ofthese parially preservd signs do not substatiate these 
readings,the paralel in ND 400 lne 16 does 
= ALAM(): Writen as NA. This is obviously a serbal errr for the ALAM sign,the second part of 

‘which s identica o the NA sign.   

" Most translations suggest this retoration. The Akkadian bases fslf on the common idiom. Se, .2, 
CAD M1 13-13. For an addiional suggeston,ses Tadmor 1994: 140,
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ijpparsidma” [...] ana a$fu ufirima (14) [ Hazzul” ajna bit- 
[k $a mat ASSur amnu hurdsu] kaspu lubulti birme kité (15) [.." ] 
rabiti® [.. amJhur. 

   

       
    
    
    
      
    
   
    

  

   
   

  

   8).... (As for) Hanunu of Gaza, (9) [who had fled before my weapons 
and escapled to] Egypt, Gaza (10) [1 captured ..] his property, [his] 
gods [... an image of the great gods]), my masters, and an image of my 
kingship (11) [of gold I had made. T]n the midst of the paflace of Gaza 
Tsetup’, a]s the gods of their land I reckoned and (12) [the payment 

of tax and tribute] I imposed on the[m .. o]verwhelmed him,” and like 
abird (13) ... he] led [...] to his place I retumed him, and (14) [Gaza | 
reckoned as an Assyrian custom] house. [Gold), silver, gaments with 
multicolored trim, linen, (15) [..] great [..] I received. 

   ITP Summ. 7 = K 3751 = Il R 67 = Rost xxxv-xcxviii     
      

      

     

     
   

   

      

     

    

  

Text: I R p. 67; Rost pl. xxxy - xxvi, /7P pls, LIV-LY. Editons: Rost 5 
KB 2: 825, M. Weippert 1973: 52 (only transliteation of lines 7-12); Tadmor 1994: 154-175. 
Transitions. ARAB | paras. 787-804; ANET 282 (ines S6-63, 66 =lincs 6-13", 16" DOTT 5556 (lines 
6-16; TUAT V4 37475 lncs 3™-16')Ivine 1990: 40-41 (ines 7-13). See also: Ephal 1982: 28-29 
Na'aman 1979: 69, Olmstead 1916: 33-34; Schramm 1973: 133.35 

“Throntafeinschif 

  

     

  

  

  is)-bap(-Su()-ma: Following the standard restoraton. The sign read a5 HUP as drawn may 
represent the right half of the HUP sign. The SU sign is missing one o its orizontls, thus resembling 
the NA sign n this text 

= ip-par-id()-ma: The SID sign has been copied s the U sign. A tre SID sign would have a long. 
herizontal wedge on the botom and would fack the two short horizonta tais on the middle o the right 

sid ofthe sign. Tadmor (1994: 140)has proposed reading the text as writen. Hence, he reads the U sgn 
s SAM and the word asfpparsamma (< pparside) 

> Although some (e.¢ Borger in TUAT 1/4 373, 376) would hestte before restoring the name o the 
iy designsted  custom house by Tilath-pileer 1, a reading of “Gaza” would appear 0 ft the conext 
especially ifone accpts Speckermann's rading of ND 4301+ lne 16’ (Spiekermiann 1982: 327). 

  

"On the istitution of the 5743 which in Gaza was mest ikely an Assyrian commercial nsttution 
assocated with the port, which collected dutis and whose profis went direly ino Assyran hands, e 
Lewy 1956: 35-31 (including a discusion of 4dru 3s an clement in town names); Wiseman 1956: 129 
Tadmor 1975: 3; Elat 1978: 26, Na'aman 1975a: 8384 

* Tadmr (1994: 140) has estored the word 6 “horses” in this reak. 
*Spieckermann (1982: 326) has suggested restoring uciz. This i not, however, reflctedin the above 

transcription. 
‘Oppenleim in ANET (283b-$43) viewed Menahem of iral a the abjectof the verb. However, the 

peralesin ND 400 and ND 4301+ indicat that Hanumu i el the subject o the passge.  
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Although this clay tablet bears a number from the Kuyunjik collection of the 
British Museum, it was found at Nimrud. Indeed, amplifying suggestions 
made by Wiseman™ and Tadmor,” Na’aman® has suggested that K 3751 = 
ILR 67 is a long-distance join of ND 400. However, since the possiblity 
exists that there were multiple copies of the same text, Tadmor®' decided to 
treat the texts separately. The tablet, inscribed on both sides, represents the 
top half or less of an original draft for a display inscription summarizing the 
first seventeen years of Tiglath-pileser’s rule. It thus comes from near the end 
of that monarch’s reign. Tadmor has classified the text as a detailed display 
inscription, more extensive in language than the normal summary inscription 
such as ND 4301+ 

Although Olmstead®® has viewed as “unfortunate” the fact that a good 
part of the tablet is taken up with an extended introduction and conclusion, 
what is left of the historical section indicates that the tablet followed the 
standard geographical sequence from southeast (Babylon on the obverse) in 
an arc around to southwest (Syria and Palestine on the reverse). In lines 7" to 
13’ s a lst of tributaries from the west. On the basis of partially parallel lists 
and historical deduction, this list has been viewed as a conglomerate, drawing 
on lsts of tributaries from the years 738 (lines 7°-9°) and 734 B.CE. (lines 
10-12')* The tributaries of 734 include Mitinti of Ashkelon and Hanunu of 
Gaza. The section ends in lines 12’ to 13° with a standardized st of tribute 
received by Tiglath-pileser III from the west, which is of litle use in the 
specific reconstruction of Philistine history. 

    

                    

   

  

    

    

    

    
    

    

    

    

10°) ["Majtanbi’il ™ Armadaya ™ Sanipu " Bit-Ammaniya ™ Salamanu 
" Ma’abaya "[...] (11") ["Mi]tinti ™ Asqalundya "lauhazi ™ laudiya 

*1951: 21 and . 2 
Y197 223 .6, 
1979: 69 and n. 4, 
1998:156, 
= Tadmor 1972: 223; 1994: 15, 
1916:33. 
*Thus M. Weippert 1973: 52-53; and Epial 1952: 29 . 76, See, however, Irvine (1990: 40-49), who, 

dates the list of trbutariesas  whle t0 73433 B.CE, 
*The URU sign is written withoutthe first horizontl wedge.
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     "Qausmalaka ™ Udumiya "Muse-x" [...] (12°) ["Hajnunu ™     

    

             
    

  

     
    
   
        

   
   

'Haza 

   
10°) [Maltanbi’il*” of Arvad, Sanipu of the House of Ammon, 
Salamanu of Moab, .. (11°) [Mitinti of Ashkelon, Jehoahaz (= Ahaz) 
of Judah, Qaushmalaka of Edom, Mushe-x of ... (12°) [HaJnunu of 
Gaza 

    ITP Summ. § = ND 400 (BM 131982) 

  

   
Etio princeps. Wiseman 1951: 21:24, pl. xi. Editions: Spicckermann 1982: 325-27 (lines 14-15); 
Tadmor 1972: 22328 (ines 20-27), Translatons: Al 1953:2. 152, 155, 157 (lines 1-19); Tadmr 196+ 

264-66 lines 1:27); 1994: 176-79, pl. LV, TUAT 1/4 375-16 (incs 2-27), Vogt 1964: 349 (ins 2-19); 
Trvine 1990: 44-46 (ines 1-27). S alo: Eph'al 1982: 29-30; Schramm 1973: 137,        

Almost an even century afer the discovery of IIl R pl. 10 #2, the clay 
fragment ND 400 was uncovered in 1950 in the fill of the “Governor's 
Palace” during the renewed excavations at Nimrud. According to Wiseman,** 
who was responsible for the prompt publication of this fragment, only about 
one third of each line is preserved. As with II R 67 and ND 4301+, it is 
reasonable to assume that this clay tablet was a draft for an inscription on 
stone. Although Wiseman *and Vogt™ have referred to this tablet as an 
annal fragment, it is probably best to conclude with Tadmor” that this tablet, 
along with its long distance join II R pl. 67, is an extended summary 
inscription.” 

     
     

                                  

    

      

  

*“Tadmor (1966: 89 and n. 13) had proposed reading the partalypresrved sign at the end oftis name 
as cither HU or PAK, possbly the king of cither Ekron or Ashdod. However, afe a colation by W. G, 
Lamber, Tadmor 1994: 170) now reads Mi-us(}-x 

   

M. Weippert (1973: 53) ha questioned whether b should more corretlybelong (0 the ributarics of 
738, in spie of i lack of mention i parale texts. Since the kings of Ashkelon and Gaza are mentioned 
in this s, it has been proposed tha the names of the kings of Ashdod and Ekron may have originlly 
belonge (0 tis text. Ses Tadmr 1994: 170 
=1951:21 
1951:21 
*1964: 345 
* 1964223, 
   a'aman 1979a: 69 and n. 4. 

* See tso the lasiicaion in Schramm 1975 137; Ephal 1982: 29,  
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The events of which the tablet tells can be outlined in the following 
‘manner:* 

line 1 unreadable 
lines 2-13  These lines are very difficult to interpret due to the lack of 

preserved names. Lines 2- 4 tell of the capture of an 
island city, possibly Tyre.” In line 5 the submission (?) 
of an unnamed king is related, followed in lines 6-7 by a 
listing of his tribute. The handing over of Kashpuna into 
the hands of Tiglath-pileser’s representative, the governor 
of Simirra, is related in lines 8-9. Lines 10-13 tell of a 
major battle and its consequences (obviously favorable to 
the Assyrians). Due to the southerly geographical 
progression of this text, the location of the battle should 
be sought in southem Phoenicia, Syria, or in Israel. 

lines 14-18a Hanunu of Gaza 

lines 18b-19 The setting up of a stele in Nahal-Musur, and the receipt 
of tribute from there(?), return to Assyria. 

A dividing line follows, after which the tablet continues: 
lines 20-21  submission of an unnamed ruler”’ 
lines 22-23  submission of Siruatti the Meunite 
lines 24-27 Samsi queen of the Arabs 

  

14) ... Hanjunu Hazzataya lapan kakki<ya> dannitti iplabma afna 
mat Musri innabit ...] (15) [..** x bilat hjurisi 800 bilat kaspi nist adi 
marsTtiSunu asSassu mariu [miratsu ...] (16) [.." ] salam ilint rabiti 
béliya salam Sarriffiya $a hurdsi [pus ina gereb ekalli $a " Hazzuti ...] 
(17) [... biltu madattd® eliSujnu ukin'® u 37 ulty mat Mugri kima® 
isi[ri ..] (18) [... ASJéur amnu. 

  

Following Eph'al 1982 30; and Tadmor 1994 156-157.   

“lrvine (1990: 46-49) argues that t 

  

stand city was Arvad, rather than Tre. 
*Tadmor (1994: 15) describes lines 191 concerning & campign against ity in Phocnicia, whi 

e distinguisheslines 10-13 and aseribes them 0.2 punitive measure against ither Tyre o Isael 
" Tadmor 1994:156) conjectres tha this might b  refience t the submissionof th King of Eypt 
*Tadimor (1994 176 has suggestd estrng he nameof Ga nd iter ks capure” o G 

“Tentered” 
 Tadmor (1994 176-17) estores the break a busaSu ™5 aslul kimhis poperty (and) bis 

sods 1 despildicized 
See the translation o Tadmor (1964: 264; not repreented in 1994: 178-179); conira Borger (TUAT 

14: 376) and Spieckermann (1982: 326). We have aircady cncounered the phrasé bty madats ey       
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14) .. HanJunu of Gaza feared my mighty weapons and [fled to 
Egypt'® ... (15) ... x talents of gJold, 800 talents of silver, people with 
their possessions, his wife, his sons, [his daughters ... (16) .."*] an 
image of the great gods, my lords, an image of my kingship of gold [1 
made, in the midst of the palace of Gaza I set up ... 17) .. the payment 
of tax and fribute upon thlem I imposed. And as for him, out of Egypt 
like a bir[d] [... (18) ... of As]syria I reckoned.'* 

  

     

ITP Summ. 9 = ND 4301 + 4305 + 5422 (+ 5419 + K 2649)"% 

Text: Wiscman 1956: 117-29, pls. xxi, xxii (ND 4301 + 4305, Wiseman 1964 119-21, pl. xxvi (ND 
5419 +542); Rost p. xxiv (K 2649). Ediion: Tadmr 1994: 130-191. Parial ditions: Tadmor 1962 
116-17 (ines 1) Spickermann 1982: 32527 lnes 13'-16"). Translations: TG/ 57-58 (lines 1'-16') 
TUAT 114 37618 lnes 125'; Vogt 1964: 350-51 (lines 116 Ivine 1990: 56-58 lnes 131). See 
also: Borger and Tadmr 1982: 245-46; Eph'al 1982: 31:32; Schramm 1973: 135-36. 

       

      

  

      

     

   
    
   

  

   

              

     

  

  

  

   The various fragments that make up this tablet were found and pieced 
together over a number of years. However, the fragments which interest us in 
the context of this study, namely ND 4301 + 4305, were found in 1955 during 
the course of excavations at Nimrud and were promptly published by 
Wiseman in 1956. Once again we are dealing with a summary inscription 
written on clay, presumably as a draft for one o be inscribed on stone. The 
different pericopes, separated from one another by dividing lines, are 

    

ukin in the Nimrud SIab Inscripton of Adad-nirari I, line 14, For a sl 
estoration ofth break inlincs 16-17,sce Tadmr 1994: 176-179, 

  

ly diffrent and longer 

1 The KIN sgn s wrten (copied?) with the frst horizontl wedse biseting the frst veticl, rather 
than becathit 

“The GIM signis wri 

  

(copiedwith one dingonal wedg inthe inside of thesign ather than tvo. 
©Tadmor (1964 264; 1994: 176-177) has suggesid restoring I captured Gaza” aflr the mention of 

Hanunu's flight o Egypt see 1 Rpl. 10 2 lnes 9-10). 
Bl Borger (TUAT /4: 376) and Tadmor (1964: 264) would restor the phrase 1 plundered his 

property and his gds" inthe break at the beginning of thelne S als Speckermann 1982: 326 
Bt Borger (TUAT /4 376) and Spicckerman (1982: 527)lnk thi phrase withthe stblishment 

of a b kiriat Gaza (e I R pl. 10 42 fne 14). Tacmor (1964: 264) on the other hand saw here a 
efeence (@ the Assyrian policy of forced tanser of population 1o Gara (1 reckoned [hem 35 
Aslyians”) I his licrwork, Tadmor (1994: 178179 hasscceped the former suggestion 
1%On the relatonship of thes tablet with each other, e Tadimor 1994: 180,193, Although he. 
acknowledges a posible elationship, h teats ND 5419 (Sum. 12) and K 2649 (Summ. 10)separately 

from the rest DT 3 (Summ. 1) hasalso been brought nto the iscusson. 
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   arranged according to a geographical progression, with no thought given to 
chronological sequence.'”” 

The surviving portion of the obverse of ND 4301 + 4305 deals with 
Tiglath-pileser’s campaigns to the north of Assyria. The reverse, on the other 
hand, lists his conquests to the west, in Syria and Palestine. These latter 
activities may be outlined as follows:'® 

lines 1-2’  Hatarikka in northern Syria 
lines 3’4" Incorporation of Aram into Assyria. 
lines -8 Defeat and tribute of Hiram of Tyre. 
lines 911" Although no name has survived from this section, it is 

reasonable to assume that it referred to the defeat of 
Isracl, the deposition of Pekah, and the tribute of Hoshea 
at Sarrabanu. 

line 12 The taking of booty from an unnamed location. 

Wiseman'® has speculated that this represents Ahaz’s 
tribute; Vogt'!"" felt that it may have referred to Philistine 
tribute; while Eph’al'"? has sought here a reference to 
booty from the region of Nahal M Tadmor'" has 
suggested that the reference may be to the tribute of 
Ashkelon. 

~16°Hanunu and the subjugation of Gaza 
2 Subjugation of Sams, queen of the Arabs 

25" The obeisance and tribute from a ruler who had not 
previously been subject to Assyria. Wiseman'!* 
has conjectured that this represents an embassy 
from Egypt,"* or perhaps from Cilicia or other part 
of Asia Minor. 

    

    

See Vot 1964: 351 and Wiseman 1956: 11819 

  

Following Eph'al 1982: 31-32; and Tadmr 1994: 181 
" See Wiseman 1956: 124, 126 [in which he corretly restores the name of Hoshea il 

fors t the section 3 pertaining (o Judah on p. 119]; Borger and Tadmor 1982: 24546, Ephial 1982: 
3192, 

     
  

    °1956: 121, 
1964 351 

1982 31 .86, 
1994 181, 189 
1956: 122 

"4 Thus also Tadmor 1994: 181,
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line 26" A summary of tribute of which only the amounts of gold 
and silver received are preserved. Eph’al'' has 
speculated that the large amount of tribute listed here may 
represent the total from either Palestine or the western 
reaches of the Assyrian empire. Tadmor,""” however, has 
restored a reference to Tyre and its king, Metanna, in 
this line. 

lines 27°-29" The deposition of Uassurme of Tabal for failure to 
render tribute to Assyria, and his replacement by Hulli, 
the “son of a nobody.” 

lines 30*-31" Fragmentary and unclear."® 

13) [...] innabit " Hazzufu ...] 
14) [...] @pus ina gereb ckalli $a ™ Ha[zzuti ...] 
15) [..] issiiei ultu mét Musti [...] | 
16)) [..Jx" ana bit-kari sa mat ASsur® [..] 

   

    

  

13") .. he fled. Gaza 
14) ... Tmade. In the midst of the palace of Gaza 
15") ... [like] a bird from Egypt 
16) .. x into an Assyrian custom house 

Hanunu of Gaza: Comparison of Texts'™* 

  

TR pl. 10 #2 = /7P Summ. § | 
= ND 400 = /TP Summ. 4 
II= ND 4301+ =I7P Summ. 9 

  

    
D) (8)"Hanunu " Hazzatiya (9) [Sa lapin ** Jkakkiya ipparsi[diima 
1) (14)"Hanjunu " Hazzataya lapan* kakii dannitti jplahma 

  

16 1982: 3, 
" 1994: 191, 
" Tadmor (1994 181) speculates that the reference may be to“some distant Arbian rbes 

11 Wiseman (1956: 126) read his sign as SU. Spieckermann (1982: 327), however, has suggested 
reading Ha-az-zJu-ul, which would ft the coniext very nicely, but s not indicated by Wiseman's 
drawing 9. i) 

 Compare Tadnor 199+ 

  

25
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[ 

   
ana mit] Musi innabtu ™ Hazzutu [ 

) afna i 7 
(13)[ .. ] innabit "Hazzu[tu .. 

[ 
1) (13)[... bilat hjurdsi 800 bilat kaspi nisT adi marsitisunu 

0 7 

  

    
   

    

   

     

    

(10) ] busésu ilasu [ 
marsul 

  

     

  

   ] béliya u salam Sarriya [ 
1) (16) salam il rabilt b&liya salam Sarritiya s 

  

         

   
      

  

     

   
   
   
      

    
    

m [ 

| D anf ijna gereb efkalli ... anja ilET mafuny amniima 
m [ . 
) (14) [...] &us ina gereb ekalli $a ™ Hafzzuti 7 

D) (12)] ... ] ukinSuniti... isJhupsiima KT ssiri    
1) (17)[ .. Jou ukin v S ulte mat Mugri Kima issiri i 
m (15[ . dissii ultu mat Musri [. 7 

| D (I3)[.. ijpparsidm(a ...] ana asiSu ufirsima 
| )ik 7 

m [ 7 

D [. (14 .. apabitf 7 
m - a9[ . Asfsur amny ... 
) (16)[ ...  Jo(?)ana bitkiri $2 mat Assur® [ ] 

D) ... burisu] kaspu lubult birme kit (15) [...] rabiti 
1) 
m [ i 

D L. amjhur Dt 
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Miscellaneous Texts 

  

Nimrud Letter 12    D 2715 

Edtio princeps: Saggs 1955: 12730, pl. xxx. S alo Posigae 1974: 131 no. 1.2 lnes 10-18, 21-22) 

   
This letter is one of a number found during the excavations of Nimrud, 
ancient Calah, during 1952. It is one of two definitely written by an Assyrian 
official named Qurdi-Ashur-lamur to the king'”' conceming the 
administration of Tyre and Sidon. Saggs' has dated ND 2715 to the time 
between Tiglath-pileser III’s first and second series of western campaigns, in 
other words to between the years 738/7 and 735/4 B.CE., a time afier the 
organization of the Syrian provinces, and before the conquest of Philistia. He 
based this conclusion on the presence of Assyrian officials in Phoenicia, and 
on the apparently hostile intentions toward Philistia expressed through the 
prohibition of trade in lumber mentioned in ND 2715 lines 26-27.' With the 
exception of Oded,'™* who dated the letter to the time after the conquest of 
Kashpuna and its amnexation to the province of Simirra, events which he 
dated 10 734, Saggs’s dating does not appear to have occasioned debate. 

In ND 2715 Qurdi-Ashur-lamur reports on recent disturbances in the area 
of Tyre, Sidon, and Kashpuna,'™® and on his handling of the situations. The 

first incident of which he tells concems Phoenician resentment of Assyrian 
control of their trade in timber. As a representative of the Assyrian 
commercial interest in Phoenician trade, Qurdi-Ashur-lamur attempted to 
impress upon the Phoenicians a new manner of preparing their felled trees for 
trade, namely by working them in the cities and not on the mountains, thus 
affording the Assyrian tax collectors the opportunity of watching over the 

        

2 The othe being Nimnd Letter 13 = ND 2685 
1955: 150, 

  

¥ Saggs (1955: 150 n. 1) has sugaestd that the prohiiton of the expor oftmber 1 both Egypt and 
Philsiaexpresse in thse lines could als indicate that Tiglath-plese 11 contemplated fuure miliary 
acton aganst EgypL. 
197448, 
Kashpura wis a ity on or near the Mediterancan coast, which became an Assyrian adminitraive 

center under Tiglth-pileser. About Kashpuna and its orginal misteading as Rashpuna in the annals of 
Tiglathpilserses Tadmor 1985 
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trade. Under no circumstances would Qurdi-Ashur-lamur allow  the 
indigenous population to sell their wood to either the Egyptians or the 
Philistines (Jines 26-27). The overall contents of the letter can be outlined as 
follows 

lines 12 introductory rubric 
lines 2-29 Phoenician revolt against Assyrian tax collectors; Qurdi- 

Ashur-lamur lays down the law 
lines 30-43a conceming the fortfication of Kashpuna 
lines 43b-49 the settling of Tasubacans in Kashpuna 

     (1) ana sarri béflya (2) aradka " Qurdr-ASSur-lamyr (3) issu mubhi 
“Surdya s Sarmu ighini .. (21) urkite issaparini™® *™makisu (22) 
ittasu ina " Sidunni uss@iibit (23) KT anné agiibasSunu (24) muk ise” 
$aridani (25) dullakunu jna libbi epeSa (26) ana ™ Musuriya ana (27) 

‘Palastaya 1T taddan7” (28) @lF ma”’ 17 urammakunu (29) ana 

    

  a-paran: This word has been parsed ollowing CAD M1 1300 as a G Perfist from the verb 
Sapar (< *istaparuni. Sagss (1955, 
from a putaive verb 801 [sic] “t0 escape, (o fle” Thus Sages (1955: 128) translated lins 21-23 as 
Aferwards (when the people) had led (and) the ax-caletor had come out (anc) I had sent him back 
o Sidon, I spoke o themin this manner.” CAD M) 130b translaed lnes 21-22 as “lae they sent word 

o me and brought the tax colectorinto Sicon.”In  smilar vein Postgate (1974131 translted lines 21- 
22 a5 “Aferwardsthey sent o me, an they broughtthe ta <ollcto (bac) into Sidon.” 

word as i-sa-tiu-ti and derived it 

  

     

7 Writen as PAMES instead of the expected GIS MES, it alo appears i lnes 9 and 10 of this leter. 
“The frequency of it occurrence has e Saggs (1955 139) to speculate that this docs not represent 
sloppy sribe, but rather mayindecd be meant obe ead PA. MES, In support o tis e citcs Thomgson, 
‘who has asigned the meaning ofa 0p of  rc o PA. 

172 dana: Saggs (1955: 129) has commented on the deective spelig of this ward. However 
detctive spelings seem tobe a characterisc of the scrbe f this fter. Se, £, i the passage under 

discussion: issaparin (< .a-par v n i 21, s (< 50 in line 22), Uit (< bseu in 
line 22), urammaku (< fa-ma-du-nu in line 28). 

a: According to Sages's draving, the MA sign looks ke an AS sign, with the horizontal 
lines cutting through the verical wedge (o the right. This i the same “problem” as eading what look 
likes a PA sign in ines 9, 10, and 24 25 GIS, 

  

  

    

*This verb is here translaed as 2 negatve imperative “do not g upl” This accords with the 
iterprtaion ofth passage, emphasizing and rfteraing thatthe Phoenician foesers ar not 10 work the 
wood in the mountains, bt in the iy, under the watchfl ee of the Assyrian tx collctor, Sagas (1955 
128), boweve, has translated line 29 dependent on the i ofline 28 “Othervise I will not free you 
(and) you shall not 80 up o the mountin.” 
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(1) To the king, my lord, (2) (thus) your servant, Qurdi-Ashur-lamur 
(3) Concerning the Tyrians, about whom the king said to me: ... (21"*") 
Afterwards they sent to me (saying that) the tax collector, (22) who had 
left, they had brought into Sidon. (23) Thus I spoke to them: (24) 
“Have the wood brought down here. (25) Do your work in the center 
(of the city). (26-27) Do not give/sell (it) to the Egyptians (nor) to the 
Philistines, (28) or else I will not release you. Do not go up into the 
‘mountains!” 

  

Relief Depicting the Capture of Gezer 

Bamett and Falkner 1962: 24, 40-41, pl. Ixi. S also Lans 1967: 42-44; Tadmor 1994: 210211, and 
g 11.p.247). 

  

    

   During the course of Layard’s excavations at Nimrud, he found a number of 
inscribed slabs, the originals of which he did not save. He did however 

attempt to draw them in order to record their contents for posterity. One such 
slab known only from Layard’s drawing was taken from wall a of the South- 
West Palace of Tiglath-pileser Il and depicted the Assyrian storming of a 
city. From the inscription in the upper right comer, we can deduce that the 
depicted city was most probably the well-known city of Gezer, which lies in 
the Judean foothills near the Shephelah (map reference 14251407)."* 

‘The inscription records the name of the stormed city as “Gazru. As for the 
relief on the slab, it s a well crafted picture, the scene being divided naturally 
into halves as well as into quadrants. The left half of the picture is devoted to 
the Assyrians attacking Gazru, the latter of which takes up the right side of 
the relief. The upper half of the relief is equally balanced, with three Assyrian 
attackers in the upper left quadrant facing three defenders in the upper right 
quadrant. Taking up the lower left quadrant is an Assyrian siege engine with | 
two battering rams loosening bricks from the city wall. The lower right 
quadrant is devoted to the city fortifications. Tuming again to the upper left 
quadrant, above the siege engine an Assyrian warrior with crested helmet, 
small round shield, and spear in hand strides mightily across the plane 
dividing the Assyrian and the Gazrite halves of the picture. Behind him are 

     

      

                              

   

  

    

   

  
" The intepreation of this and the following line is quite difficull. This is du (o both the scribe’s 

tendency to write words defecivly, and o the uncertinty concering subject and person. 
  

For a review of lterature regarding the identification of Gazru with Gezer see Reich and Brandl 
1985:41.
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two additional Assyrian soldiers. One is shooting with his bow and arrow, 
while the second grasps a sword in one hand and a man-sized shield behind 
which the two of them are sheltered in the other. The three defenders atop the 
walls are all unarmed and ungirded. The lefimost stretches out his hands 
imploringly before the crested Assyrian warrior. The defender in the middle, 
standing as is the one to the right of him astride a tower, lifs his hands above 
his head in surrender. The rightmost defender crosses his arms in a gesture of 
submission. 

The importance of this relief lies not in its depiction of the inhabitants of 
Gezer -- Bamett and Falkner'™® see nothing distinctive in either their tunics or 
long hair and beards. Rather the importance of the picture lics in its addition 
10 our knowledge about the western campaigns of Tiglath-pileser. If Gazru is 
Gezer, as is almost universally assumed, then this relief is our only source for 
the capture of the city by Tiglath-pileser IIL, since it is not mentioned in the 
fragmentary annals. The depicted battle must have ocourred during the years 
734-732 B.CE., during the only period during which Tiglath-pileser 
campaigned in southem Palestine. The importance of this incident for this 
study lies in the probable inclusion of Gezer at this time in Philistine territory. 
This must be deduced from 2 Chr 28:18, in which the Phiistines had 
encroached upon Judahite teritory in the Shephelah and the Negeb, capturing 
the towns of Beth-Shemesh, Aijalon, Gederoth, Soco, Timnah, and Gimzo, 
before the coming of Tiglath-pileser to Palestine. Evidence has been 
uncovered of a massive destruction at Gezer which can probably be dated to 

the time of Tiglath-pileser’s campaigns.'™ 

  

Eponym Canon C* 1 = K 51 

Text 1 R pl. 52, Editon: Ungnad 193 428.31; Milard 1994: 44-45, 59, pl. 12 (r: campaigns of T34~ 
752B.CE) 

The Assyrian method of recording the passage of time consisted of the 
naming of each year after a high official, the so-called eponym or /imu. A 
number of eponym series exhibiting differing characteristics has been 
identified."™ Those of the C” series contain the name of the official, his city 

21962: 40-41 
*Gezer I:33 . 3; Gezer I1:73; Gezer I 1518; Dever 1985: 226, 
4 See Ungnad 1938: 413-14; Millrd 1994: 121, 
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of origin, and, of crucial importance for the study of Assyrian chronology, a 
historical notation.'™ This provides a chronological framework into which 
episodes from both annals and summary inscriptions can then be fit. Although 
the names of the eponyms are missing from the lines which relate to the years 
734-732 B.C.E., these can be restored on the basis of Eponym Canon C* 1 (K 
4329 =1 R pl. 68 #1 =TI R pl. 1).""" The following lines from the Eponym 
Canon provide the framework for Tiglath-pileser’s activity in the Levant 
during the years 734-732 B.C.E. 

    
      
     

   
    

40) [ina [ime " Bél-dan] $a "Kalha ana mat Pilista™ 
41) [ina fime ™ A$Sur-danninanni] $a "Mazamua ana it Dimasqa 
42) [ina ime "Nabd-bél-usur] $a *'Si’me ana mit Dimasqa 

    

    
    40) In the eponymate of Bel-dan of Calah, to/against Philistia (734 B.C.E.). 

41) In the eponymate of Ashur-danninanni of Mazamua, to/against Damascus 
(733 BCE) 
42) Tn the eponymate of Nabu-Bel-usur of Sime, to/against Damascus (732 
BCE). 

   

  

    

    

  

    

*In Millard's (199 45) terminology these are the “Class B Eponym Chroniles” which b 
distinguishes rom th “Class A Eponym Lit, 

¥ See Ungad 1938: 416-25. This is Millard's 
Ungnad €. See Millard 1994; 17-18, 4445 

", to which he adds the evidence from “AT" (: 

  

" A horizanal lne folows this entry i the cuneform e, Since it appeas 0 have no functionat tis 
point (generally o divide the variou regs from each other, i has ben temed a scribaleror. See: 
Millrd 1994: 12:13, 19 
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