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This book is a colle 

  

n of essays which 1 published in periodicals, 
Festschrifln in 1973-93. All the essays in 

this book are previously published articles revised with reference to 

  

collections of studies, 

recent studies. But it was impossible for me to discuss ancw in this 
Therefore, by posing som 

mental questions which have arisen in my mind while I was study- 
book various issues raised the funda-   

ing recent discussions about historical studies of the Hebrew Bible, 
T will here express my view on biblical history and historiography 
in accordance with which T have pursucd my studies. 

To be 
very source mate 

in with, what T felt to be problematic is the tile of the 

    

of our study: the Hebrew Bible, generally called 
the Old Testament according to the Christian tradition.' Tt s clear 
that the tide Old Testament demonstrates the Christian theological 
view that the Hebrew Bible is to be understood as the first volume 
of the Holy Scriptures of which the concluding second volume is 
the New Testament. However, the canonization of the Hebrew Bible 
had been completed by Jews who had nothing to do with the Christian 
theology before the New Testament was authorized in the 
church.? 

  

hrist   

Therefore, from the purely historical point of view, it is hardly 
legitimate to consider the title Old Testament appropriate (o histor- 

ical studies. Moreover, Biblia Hebraica is not the original text of Vetus 

  

  

Testamentum in the strict sense of the term. They are traditionally 
different from each other in the order of the books as well as the 
division of chapters and verses. Therefore, the great majority of schol- 

ploy the Masoretic texts in BHK and/or BHS for 
the original source. Under these conditions it seems illogical that 

    ars in practice e 

  

For an illuminating discussion bout the issuc sce .. Levenson, “The Hebrew 
Bible, the Old Testamen, and Historical Critican”, in R E. Fricdman and H.G.M. 
Willamson (eds.), The Future of Bibical Stuis. The Hebrewo Seripture, Adania, 1987, 
Pp. 19-60. 

For the history of the canonization of the Hebrew Bible sce JA. Sanders 
“Hebrew Bible” in “Canon”, in ABD I, New York, 1992, pp. 837-852; for the 
New Testament sce H.Y. Gamble, “New Tesiament” in ibid., pp. 852-861 

  

  

  



    INTRODUCTION 

they still stick to the title Vetus Testamentun in critical studies in which 
they develop radical the 
it has become the consensus of the scholarly opinion that the disci- 
plines of historical res t0 a different sphere from theo- 
logical interpretation. Undoubtedly scholars have been aware of the 

s independent of Christian theology. For   

    

nconsistency, but there seem to be other considerations than the   

historical that hinder them from adopting the ttle Hebrew Bible 
instead of the Old Testament. Without making a research into the 
problem, it seems that a firm continuity of religious traditions in 
Western socicty is one of the most fandamental causes of the con- 
servaive use of the title Vetus Testamentun. 

If the religious tradition siill has such a great influence on mod- 
em socicty, we may safely suppose that traditions exercised still 
stronger power in the ancient world. In fact, extensive rescarch has 
established that they acted as a force binding together the society in 
the ancient Near East. It is possible to find a typical example of the 

ber of liter- continuity of traditions, among others, in the large nus     
atures that were transmitied through millennia.® In view of the cir- 
cumstances, it is only too natural that it has long been supposed 
that the Hebrew Bible, a collection of documents from the anc 
Near E: 
Morcover, it is a distinctive feature that its 
large collection of trads 
chronological sequence of the events described. In other words, the 

    

t, also contains traditions transmitted from the remote past   

  n part consists of a 
s in the order which corresponds o the 

  

first nine (or eleven) books of the Hebrew Bible, i.c., from Genesis 
to Kings in the Pentateuch and the Former Prophets, tell consecu- 
tive storics of the Israclite/Jewish people from the creation of the 
world to the Babylonian exile. 

Needless to say, scholars hesitate to call this large complex of tra- 
ditions history. But we may find in it a certain historical develop- 
ment with relations of cause and effect running through the (/dit," 

     

iic., the successive gencrations, of ancient Isracl. Therefore, one can   

hardly dismiss the impression that the first nine (or eleven) books of 
the Hebrew Bible we   compiled as a sort of historiographical work, 

AL. Oppenheim calls this sort of iterature “the sream of the tradiion”, see 
tncent Meopaaia. Portit of o Dad Ciclizatin, Chicago, 1964, p. 13; about the 

‘continuity of the language and lierary genres in ancient Egypt see J.A. Wilson, The 
Culue of Ancint Egy, Chicago, 1951, pp. 76 £ 

+ About tildil sce J. Schreiner, in TWAT VIIL, Sturigar, 199495, 
cols. 571-577 

  

 



    

   INTRODUGTION 3 

though they contain many other genres than historical narratives, 
such as myths, legends, laws, cultic sayings, songs and poems, and 

  s0 on.? In fact, a majority of scholars today seem to accept the   

sis that this large complex of traditions consists of two large histo- 
riographical corpora compiled by the Deuteronomistic historian(s) 
and the Pricstly writers,” though there are still wide differences of 
opinion about its analysis.” And there is also a variant historiography 
in 1 and 2 Chronicles. 

I have no intention at present o enier the discussions on the 
analytico-redactional problems of the Pentateuch and the Former 
Prophets. I agree with modem studies, in principle, that this great 
complex of traditions in the Hebrew Bible was eventually formed 
through the complicated process of redactional works over a long 
period of many centu 
methodology for the reconstruction of the redactional process in the 

s. What T feel questionable is the scholarly 
  

course of history of ancient Isracl. When handling biblical traditions, 
it scems, much scholarship today sets out to be rather more skepical 
of the validity of historical information there than to assume its reli- 
ability.” Th 

dibility with modern thinking” 

  

skepticism stems from the eriterion of judgement based 
  

on comy 
However, it is an invariable principle in historical research that 

any document for source materials demands interpretation accord- 

  

ing to the historical milicu in which the document in question was 
produced. In studies on ancient Near Eastern texts, tradition as a   

force binding of socicty is to be counted as one of the most impor 
tant clements of which the historical milieu consists. As to the large 

I, JA. Soggin, Inioduction o the Old Testanent. From is oriins 1o the clsig of 
Alesndiian <anon, London, 1980, pp. 37 11 

For the clasical study on this thesis sec M. Noth, Uberligerungsgechicliche Sudien 
Dic sammelnden wnd bearbeitnden Gehichtaueke im Al Tesament, Tubingen, 1943, 
1957 idem e de Pantaiach, Stougart, 1948, 

out various opinions and discusions scc Soggin, uroduction 1o the Old Testa 
p. 138, 161 

van Scters, In Sarch of Hisory. Hito 
Orin o Bilical Hictoy, New Haven/Lond 
Anropological and Hisoral St on he st Socity Befre the Monarchy (V'TSu 
Leiden, 1985; T.L. Thompson, Eary Hitary of the Iraclite People. Frm the Writn and 
Archacogical Souces (SHANE, 4, Leiden, 1904 

AR Millard argucs against the modern historian's inerpretation of the biblical 
historiography, “Story, Hisory, and Theology”, in AR. Millard, J.K. Hoffneier 
and D. Baker (cds.), Faih, Tradion, and Histoy. O Testament Hitorigraphy in 1 
Naar Easter Gontest, Winoma. Lake, 1994, pp. 3764 

Uberigrug      

    

      

  

aply in the Ancint World and the 
933, N.P. Lemche, Ealy lac 

    

  

   
     

  

     



   

  

+ INTRODUGTION 

historiographical complex in the Hebrew Bible, consequently, it is 
legitimate to suppose 

tion with not only the source materials but also the 
scheme of the framework. Thus T am of the opinion that the histo- 
riographical nature of the complex did not come from the last redac- 
tors such as the Deuteronomistic historian(s) and the Pricstly writers 

  that wraditions played a decisive role to pro- 
vide its comy 

  

but originated in ancient traditions.'® 
My approach is sometimes criticized as conservative. But T base 

my judgements just on the conservatism inherent in the very nature 
on. Needless to say, however, T do not think that informa- 

tion in historical traditions in the Hebrew Bible as it is conveys his- 

  

of trad 
  

tory in the modern sense of the term. I agree with the view that 
few traditions are fiee from tendency, bias, or distortion. Even more 
1o historiography is composed without a certain historical view and 
a definite object. Morcover, history is a dynamic process of human 
activity through which traditions undergo metamorphosis in greater 
or lesser degree. 

Based on the above understanding, I propose the following han- 
dling of the biblical texts as a working principle for study: 

a) First of all, before resorting to braking a text into sources or 
layers to rationalize so-called discrepancies and repititions in it, we 

explanation for each historical tradition in toto 
0 elucidate its contents and intention. 

  

must try to give a 

  

b) The distinctive phrascologies or vocabularies of the Deut   

mists or the Priestly source indicatc who were responsible for the 
last compilation of the t 
tradition in the texts originated. There always remains a possibility 
that the tradition stemmed from earlier generations. 

) It is very likely that political and religious motivation played 
the leading role in the composition of the biblical historiography 
Consequently, there must have been a decisive moment for it. It is 

ts but do not always show with whom the    

  

  

For citical surveys of skeptical views on the historicity of biblical traditons 
and posiive arguments for the reconstructon of history of ancinet Isrcl sce, c.. 
B. Halpern, The Fist Histrians. The Hrew Bile and Hist, San Francisco, 1988, 
E. Yamauchi, “The Current State of Old Testament Historiography”, in Faih 
Todito, and History, 1994, pp. 1-36. 

About the Deuteronomistie historan's “sources” integrated in his history sec 
N. Na'aman, “The ‘Conquest of Canaan’ i the Book of Joshua and in History”, 

in I Finkelstein and N. Navaman (eds.), Fiom Nmadion to Monaehy. Archacolgical and 
Histrical Apects of Early Ioad Jerusalem, 1994, pp. 227- 230, 

      
  

 



difficult to assume that any historiography in the Hebrew Bible was 
composed as a purely literary work."? 

d) Undoubtedly, extrabiblical sources and archacological findings 
are useful for interpreting biblical texts. They ofien provide evidence 
indispensable to understanding the situation correetly. Nevertheless, 
they are awxliary sources. They must be carefully treated especially 
when a conclusion is drawn from the absence of evidence.” 

In the essays which follow I present research into various phases 
of historical traditions in the Hebrew Bible. In the first part I will 
deal with certain appellations, terminologics, or formulae which un- 
derwent changes in meaning in the course of history of the Israclite/ 
Jewish people in the biblical period. In the second part T will shed 
light upon the historiographical problems of the Succession Narrative. 

 According to S, Yamada, “The Editorial History of the Assyrian King Lisc 
84 (1994), pp. 36 . threc. motives are found in compiltions of the Assyrian 

King List, ic., genuine interest in royal history-chronology, royal legitimation, and 
the ancestor cult. It seems to. me, however, that the first motive. requires further 
sy 

5N, Nataman, in From Nomadion to Mowarcy, pp. 218 1, is of the opinion that 
the “most important evidence for dating the rise of historiography” in the kingdoms 
of Tsracl and Judah comes from archacological rescarch which atests the sudden 
diffusion of alphabetc wriing in the seventh century B.C. Based on the absence 
of tablets o inscriptions in Isracl and Judah before the mid-cighth century B.C 
he refutes the view of the beginning of hisorical writing in Isracl in the period of 
David and Solomon. It is dificult for me, however, (o regard this as decisive evi 
dence. There remain many other problems to solve to search into_the mater 

E.g, N'aman argues that “the development of historiography is necessarily connected 
with the emergence of a wide circle of readers” (p. 221) but, supposing public read: 
ings were given, historiographics could be appreciated not only by professiona 
scribes in the royal courts but also by the general public who were iliterate  
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CHAPTER ONE 

THE LISTS OF PRE-ISRAELI} 

  

L. Fiom 2 to 12 Nations in 27 Lists 

  

Seven nations are cnumerated in the Book of Deuteronomy 7:1 as 
the original inhabitants of the Promiscd Land, who were doomed to 
be dispossessed by the Israclites. These seven nations, or part of 
them, are mentioned mostly in list form   sometimes together with 
others. We can find altogether twenty-seven such passages in the 
Hebrew Bible. They scem stereotyped, but both the number and 
the order of the nations show great variation, as the following dia 
gram indicates. (In this study, the following six nations are referred 
10 by their initials: the Ganaanites, the Amorites, the Hittites, the 
Perizzites, the Jebusites, and the Girgashites, and the letter V stands 
for the Hiv 

    

  

  

  

  

  

  

Table T 
No Nations in order as found No. of | Biblical passages 

1| Canaan, Sidon, Heth, J A G V, Arkitcs, 
Sinits, Arvadites, Zemarites, Hamathites | 12| Gen 10:15-18a 

2 |ce 2 | Gen 137 
3 | Kenites, Kenizites, Kadmonites, H P, 

Rephites, A C G 10| Gen 15:19-21 
+|cep 2| Gen 3430 
5 [CHAPV] 6 | Exod 38 
6 HAP V] 6 | Exod 317 
7 HAV] 5 | Exod 135 
8 |AHPCV) 6 | Exod 2323 
9 |VCH 3| Exod 2328 
0 |caHPYVY 6 | Exod 332 

| ACHPV] 6 | Exod 3811 
12| Amalck, H A € 5 | Num 1320 
13 |[HGACPV] 7 | Deu 71           
  

* This essay i a revised version of the sty which appeared in Bib 60 (1979 Pp. 461-490   
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No. Nations in order as found, No of | Biblical passa 

HACPV] 6 | Dew 20:17 
CHVPGAJ 7| Josh 310 
AC 2| Josh 511 
HACPV] 6 | Josh 0:1 
CAHPJV 6 |Josh 113 
HACPV] 6 |Josh 128 

20 [APCHGV) 7| Josh 26:11 
2 [ce 2 | Judg 1:4-5 
2 [CHAPV] 6 |Judg 35 
2 [AHPV] 5 |1 Kg 920 
24 | C H PJ, Ammonites, Mosbites 

Egyptians, A 8 | EBaa0 
2% [CHAPJG 6 | Nehos 
26| Canaan, Sidon, Heth, J A G V 

Ackites, Sinites, Arvadites, Zemarices, 
Hamathites | 12 | 1owase 

27 [HAPY) 5 | 2Gn a7 
  

  

Although it is explicitly stated in Deut 7:1 that they were “seven 
nations”, the number in the various lists actually ranges from two 
1o twelve. Morcover, the order of entries in one list is so different 

nother that it looks as though the listings of the nations 
d 

a principle in accordance with which these lists were composed has 
been very successful.’ It is difficult to imagine, however, that so many 
Jiss, altogether twenty-scven, could have been compiled without fol- 

    

from that in 
were made incidentally. In fact, so far none of the attempts o f   

lowing any rule 

1 E.g, in his excursus about the “lists of the natons”, W. Richter, Dic Bearbeitngen 
des “Ratbuches” in der determomischn Epocke (BBB 21), Bon, 1964, p. 41, admits 
that “So wird man hinter dem Wechsel der Reihenfolge kaum cine Absicht ver 
muten konnen”. On the other hand, G.E. Mendenhall, The Tenh Garaion. T 
Orgins of the Biblal Tradition, Balsimore/London, 1973, p. 144, n. 5, declares: “There 
s mo evidence for a ‘canonical list™. For previous studies regarding the liss of the 
predsraclte nations, iker afi, see SR. Driver, 4 Griical and Exgetal Commentary on 
Deutamnomy (1CC), Edinburgh, 1902, pp. 97 [; FM.T. de Liagre Bohl, Kanaonder 
wnd Hebritr. Untesudhungn 2 Vorgechicte des Volstums und der Relgon Isaels auf dem 
o Kanaans (Beitrige zur Wissenschalt vom Alten Testament 9), Leipzig, 1911, 
Pp. 63 13 EA. Speiser, “Man, Edhnic Divisions of”, in DB I, Nashville/New York, 
Y962, p. 237, N. Lofink, Das Haupietot. Eine Uniosuchung lerarschr Enleitngsfogo 
2 Din 511 (Anib 20), Roma, 1963, p. 123; dem, Die Landsrhesung als Exd. Eine 
Sudie 24 Gn 15 (SBS 28), Sutgart, 1967, pp. 65 L, 98 £; Richter, Beareitnge, pp. 
#1°43; M. du Buit, “Populations de Pancienne Palestine”, in DBSup VIIL, Pari 

  

  

   
  

    



    

10 GHAPTER ONE 

It is truc that we cannot find one single principle of compilation 
for all the lists. In such a case, we must suppose that there was orig- 
inally more than one method of classification governing the group- 
ing of the lists. According to our analysis, these twenty-seven lists can 
be dlasified under the following five categories: a) six-name lists with 
variations, b) lists of representative nations, c) geographical lst, d) the 
fist in the Table of Nations, and ¢ lists in later sources. 

2. Six-Name Lists with Variations 

The six-name lists, which consist of the same six nations, though 
lined up in various orders, are predominant among our lists. They 
account for cleven instances (I:5, 6, 8, 10, 11, 14, 17-19, 2 
out of the twenty-seven, while there are four five-name lsts (L7, 12, 
23, 27), four two-name lists (I:2, 4, 16, 
L13, 15, 20), two twelve 

    

  

, three seven-name lists 
name lists (L1, 26), a ter 

an cight-name lst (1:24) and a three-name list (I:9). This fact justifies 
  name list (I:3),   

  garding the six-name lists as an independent category.? How- 
  not all of these cleven instances belong to the same category, 

since, according to our classification, the list in Josh 11:3 (I:18) is to 
be_counted as one of the “geographical lists” and that in Neh 9:8 

1:25) should be included in the “lsts in later sources”. On the other 
hand, we may classify all the seven-name lists (I:13, 15, 20) as well 
as o of the five-name lists (I:7, 23) under the heading of varia- 
tions of the six-name lists. The seven 

    

  me lists are made up of the 
same six nations as are found in the six-name lists, with the addi- 
tional entry of the 

  

sirgashites. It is likely that these seven-name lists 
were composed as expanded forms of the six-name lists, with the 

  

1972, cols. 112-114; J.G. Ploger, Litraritisch, fimmgescicliche wd slritiche Unie suchugn um Deeronsmian (BBB. 36), Bon, 1967, pp. 73 £3 M. Calor, “Exode, XIII, 
316 ct son rapport au Deutéronome”, RB 75 (1968), 33 £ F. Langlamet, “Isaél et Phabitant du pays', vocabulaire t ormules d'Ex., XXXIV, 1116, BB 76 (1969), p. 332; idem, Gikal & s ricis de la rversie du Jurdan (Jos §i-iv) (GRB 1), Paris, 1969, pp. 109 T; J. van Seters, “The Terms “Amorite and “Hite’ in the Old Testamend”, VT 23 (1972), pp. 6772 Mendenhal, The Tenth Geeration, pp. 144 § 
R North, “The Hivies”, B 54 (1973), p. 43-46, 

The numbers refer © “Table I no. 3, no. 6, no. 8, ctc 
The nature of the six-name it s the basic formula has been observed in one vay or another, ., Speiser, in IDB NI, p. 237; Richier, Dic Bearbeitngen, p. 41 

North, Bi 5¢ (1975), p. 45. 

      
    

  

  

  

    



  

   THE LISTS OF PRE-ISRAELITE NATIONS 1 

of the inclusion of the Girgashites.' We will deal with the problem 
of the omission of the Perizzites and the Canaanites from the lists 
in Exod 13:5 (I:7) and 1 Kgs 9:20 (I:23), 

hus we have altogether fourteen lsts in the category “six-name 

   ntion of making the number of nations up to seven by means 

  

respectively, later   

  

lists with variations”. Can we find a_principle in accordance with 
which these fourteen lists have been composed? Once again, we can 

twelve lists 

  

resort to statistics, according to which we shall find tha 
out of the fourteen include the Canaanites, the Amorites and the 
Hittites in the first half, though in various orders (II:1, 3-8, 10-14), 
and ten of the lists have the Perizzites, the Hivites and the Jebusites 
in this fixed order in the latter half (IL1-3, 5-7, 11-14). These sta- 
tisties make it clear that our first task is to find how to order the 
irregularities in the first half 

Before taking up this task, it is to be noted that there is a striking 
contrast between these two groupings. The three nations in the first 
hal, the Canaanites, the Amorites and the Hittites, are well known peo- 
ples in both biblical and extra-biblical sources. On the other hand, 

  

  

  

   
not only are the nations of the latter half, the Perizzites, the Hivites, 

ested in extra-biblical sources,’ but the    and the Jebusites, scarcely 
information in the Hebrew Bible iselfis scanty and vague about them. 
Undoubtedly, the six-name lists have a structure made up of two parts: 
the first consisting of three major nations, and the second of three 
minor 

The almost completely fixed order of the minor nations in the 
second half of the six-name lists suggests that the order decided upon 
among the three became fossilized after the original formula for com- 
piling the six-name lists had been made up. This fossilization reflects 
a situation in which not only had the existence of these nations 

  already come to an end in reality but also memory of them was no 

In the LXX seven of the six-name list (I3, 6, 8, 10 [codex Alexandrinus], 11 
14, 17) and in the Samaritan Pentatcuch six of the sixname lists (15, 6, 8, 10, 11 
14] have been expanded to seven-name lss by adding the Girgashites, and two of 

  

  

   the five-name lits (17, 23) have also becn made “complete” by adding the Perizzites 
and the Girgashites o the Canaarites and the Girgashics, 

Attempts have been made to find their names in extrabiblical sources, but 
none of the suggcstions has been unanimously aceepied; cf. D Wiseman, “Tniro- 
ducton: Peoples and Nations”, in DJl. Wiscman (ed), POTT, Oxford, 1975, pp. v £ 
N. Na’aman, “The Conquest of Canaan’ in the Book of Joshua and in Histo 
in 1. Finkelstein and N. Na'aman (cds,), Fram Noadisn o Monarchy. Archacolgical and 
Hisrica 4 Jerusalem, 1994, pp. 239-243,       Agects of Early I       



  

12 CHAPTE 

  

oNe 

  

longer alive in Israclite traditions. On the other hand, the great 
diversity in the order of the major nations in the first half shows 
that the connotations of these names continued to change aft the 

  

original formulation of the lists. This accords with the fluidity and 
multiplicity of the implications of these three appellations in biblical 

  

as well as extra-biblical sources. Indee 
clear that the terms C 
went a long historical development in the ancient Near 

, recent studies have made it 
   naanites, Amorites, and Hitiites each under 

ast. Without 
entering into an intricate discussion of this subject, we may review 

    

the conclusions reached about the development of the connotations 
of these terms as follows: 

a) G 
strated that the terms 

  

  anites'—The discoveries in Ebla and Mari have demon- 
    Janaan” and “Canaanites” were used as carly 

as in the third millennium B.C But the exact application of the 
term in these carly documents has not yet been fully clarified. It is 
from the middle of the fifi 
Canaan” was clearly used as a geographical name referring to west- 

including the Phoenician coast, and hence it becam 
the administrative designation of an Egyptian province.® Therefore 

  nth century B.C. onw   d that the ter   

ern Palestin 

    

the term “Can   ites” was primarily applied to the whole population 
of the above region or province; however, where further distinction 
is required, biblical sources place the “Canaanites” in the coastal 

ley, and in later times the term implied 
aders”, especially “Phoenician traders”. Naturally, 

  

regions and the Jordan v 
merchanis” o 

    

See B. Maider (Mazar), Untersuhungen 2o allen Gechichie und Ebnographie i 
nd Pulatinas 1, Gielen, 1930, pp. 5474 idem, “Canaan and Canaanites”, BASOR 
102 (1946), pp. 7-12;'A. van Selms, “The Ganaanites in the Book of Genesis”, 
0TS 12 (1958), pp. 182-213; W.F. Albright, “The Role of the Canaanites in the 
History of Civlization”, in G.E. Wright (cd), The Bible and te Anciet Near East. 
Essays in Hono of Willan Fosueil Albright, London, 1961, pp. 328-362; .C.L, Gibson, 
‘Observations on Some Important Ethnic Terms in the Pemtateach”, JVES 20 
1961, pp. 217-220; E.A. Speiser, “Amorites and Canaanites”, in E.A. Spéter (cd.), 
WHP VT At the Daun of Gustization A Background of Bibical Hisory, Tel-Avi, 1964 
pp. 162-169, 364 € Y. Aharoni, The Land of the Bibe. A Histrical Gegraphy, London, 
1966, pp. 61-70; K. de Vaus, “Le pays de Canaan”, JAOS 88 (1968), pp. 23-30 
idem, Hitoe ancime d'lnal. Des ongines & installation’ s Canaan, Pari, 1971, pp. 
123-129; AR Millrd, “The Canaanites”, in D] Wiseman (ed), POTT, Oxford, 
973, pp. 20-52; P.C. Schmitz, “Canaan (Place)", in ABD-1, New York, 1992, pp. 

851 
For Ebla see G. Pettinato, “The Royal Archives of Tell Mardikh-Ebla”, 54 59 

(1976) p. 48; for Mari sce G. Dossin, “Unc mention de Canaanéens dans une let- 
e de Mar”, Syia 30 (1973), pp. 277-282 

Sce W. Helck, Die Bezidungen Agpins . Vordersien im 3. und 2. 
Chr. (Agyptologische Abhandlungen 3), Wiesbaden, 1962, pp. 2 

  

  

  

      
    

  

   

    

   



  

    

     THE LISTS OF PRE-ISRAELITE NATIONS 13     

   the use of the terms “Canaan” and “Canaanites” for western Palestine 
and the whole population of the region, respectively, became obso- 
lete after the Israclites had changed the Land of Canaan (Gen 13 
17:8, etc.) into the Land of Isracl (1 Sam 13:19; 1 Chr 2! 

b) Amorites'*—Re 
skeptical about establishing any direct relationship between the term 
“Amorites” in the Hebrew Bible and the ethnic designation Amurru 
(MARTU), i.c., Western Semites who were active in Mesopotamia 
and Syria from the Old Akkadian and Ur Tl periods down to the 
middle of the second millennium B.C. Neither are they certain that 
they can find a distinction between the Amurru (MAR.TU) people 
and the Canaanites. They only agree that “Amorite 
lical passages refer o the geographical term Amurru, which appears 
mainly in Mari texts and the As 

e in Syria but that the biblical references 
o the Amorites as one of the pre-Israclite populations should be 
reg; 

However, it is not easy to believe that the biblical references to 
the Amor 1 the Trangiordan 
have no_historical v The distinction between the Canaanites 
living along the coast and the Amorites living in the mountainous 

  

  

   

  

    

  

ently, scholars have become more and more 

  > in some bib- 

  arna letters as the designation for 
a specific region or a sta 

  

  ded as unhistorical, or remain, at best, vague 

s in the mountains of western Palestine a     

  

regions must have stemmed from the experiences of Israclites enter- 
ing the Promised Land. However, the term “Amorites” did lose its 

For the relationship between the Land of Canaan and the Land of Isracl scc 
2. Kallai, “Tribes, Terriories of”, in IDBSup, Nashille, 1976, pp. 920-923; icem, 

The Paviarchal Boundarics, Canan and the Land of srack: Paitems and Application 
in Biblical Historiography”, £ 47 (1997), pp. 69-8% M. Ottoson, 7", in 
TWAT 1, Suuigan, 1970-73, cols. 431 £; <f. EDB, p. 76; HALOT I, p. 90. 

¥ Sce Maiser (Mazar chugen 1, pp. 1-55; M. Noth, “Beitrge zur Ge 
schichte des Ostordanlandes 1. Das Land Gilead sls Sicdlungsgebiet sraclischer 
Sippen” (1941), in Auftze zur biichen Landes- nd Alitamskande 1, Nevkischen-Viuyn, 
1971, pp. 94-101; Gibson, JNES 20 (191), pp. 220-224; Speiser, in WEP I/ 
pp. 162-169; KM, Kenyon, Amrits and_Canaanites, London, 1966; H. Rlengel 
Gacite Syrins im 2. Jaby ver Zstechnang 11; Miel- wd Sidsyien, Berin, 
1969, pp. 178-263; A. Haldar, Who toae the Amories?, Leiden, 19715 de Vau, His 
ancine lracl, pp. 129-131: van Scters, VT 22 (1972), pp. 64-67, 72-78; idem, 
tbrahan in Hisory and Tradiion, New Haven/London, 1975, pp. 43-45; M. Liverani, 
The Amorites™, in DJ. Wiseman (ed), POTT, Oxford, 1975, pp. 100-13% W.G. 

Dever, “Prolegomenon to a reconsideration of archacology and patrarchal back. 
grounds”, in J.H. Hayes and J.M. Mille (cds.), Zouelie and Juduaan Hisory (OTL) 
London, 1977, pp. 102-111; G.E. Mendenhall, “Amorites”, in ABD I, New York, 
1902, pp. 199-203. 

g, de Vaux, Histan anciane T, p. 130, maintains that ““Amorit’ n', 
dans Ia Bible, aucune signification historique ni ethnique’s cf. also van Seters, 17 
22 (1972), p. 78, 
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14 CHAPTER ONE 

specific meaning later in the Hebrew Bible, when it was uscd repla 
ing the term the designation of the whole population 
of pre-Israclite Palestine. But this use of the term scems to have orig- 
inated in later times under the influence of the term “Amurru” as 
found in Neo-Assyrian inscriptions from the ninth century B.C. on, 

    
   

which signified the entire Syro-Palestinian region and its populations.” 
<) Hitiites"—Of the names of the three major nations, the appel- 

lation “Hittites” changed its sign 

  

tion most drastically during the 
more than two millennia in question, and a fourfold distinction in 
the use of the term has become well established, with these valucs 
given to it: () The name of the original inhabitants of Anatolia who 
are othervise called “Hattians” to distinguish them from the second 
group; (i) The designation of the Indo-Aryan immigrants who con- 
quered the Hattians about 2000 B.C. and established their “Old 
kingdom” in the cighteenth century B. Smpire 
which dominated not only Anatolia but also Syria as far south as 
the northern border of Palestine in the fourteenth and thirteenth 
centuries B.C.; (i) A generic name for the small kingdoms in Syria 

  

and thereafier the     

which sprang up as successors to the great Hitite Empire afier its 
dissolution around 1200 B.C.—these are ofien called “Neo-Hitites 
o distinguish them from the second group; (iv) A general term for 
the whole of the inhabitants of Sy 

  

a-Palestine, which first appeared 
in Neo-Assyrian inscriptions in the ninth century B.C. as a synonym 
for the term “Amurru” as used in the same sense, but which had 

Noih, in dufitze 1, pp. 98 T, holds that the general use of the name Amoritcs 
in the Bible came not from the Neo-Assyrian but from the Old Babylonian use of 

the term; bu sce Liverani, in POTT, p. 123, The term Amurru as the general des- 
on for Syria was first atested in the inscriptions of ASumasipal 11 (883850 
see Liverani, in POTT, pp. 119 

See Maisler (Mazar), Unterchungen 1, pp. 76-80; B. Mazar, % in 
opacia Bibica L, Jerusalem, 1958, cols. 355357 (Hebrew); L. Delaporte, “Les 

  

  

Engy 
Hities sontils nommes dans a Bible?”, RFLA + (1938), pp. 289-296; idem, “Hittcs”, 

in DBSip IV, Paris, 1949, cols. 103-109; O.R. Gurney, The Hities, Harmondsworth, 

  

1961, pp. 59-62; Gibson, ZVES 20 (1961), pp. 221 Hitites”, in 
IDB 1T, Nashville/New York, 1962, pp. 612-615; A. Hethitich, 
Palaisch, Luvisch und Hicroglyphenlusisch, in Alknasatiche Sprachen (HAO 1/11 

2/2), Leiden/Keln, 1969, pp. 119-127; HA. Hoffaer, “Some Contributions of 
Hititology to OId Testament Study”, Tyndale Bulein 20 (1969), pp. 27-37; idem, 
“The Hitites and Hurians”, in DJ. Wiseman (cd), POTT, Oxford, 1973, pp. 
197-221, 226-228; de Vaux, Hisoi anciemne d'Tva, pp. 131-133; van’ Seters, VT 
22 (1973), pp. 64-67, 78-81; |D. Hawkins, “Hati: the I* millennium B.C.", in 
RLA IV, Berlin/New York, 1072-75, pp. 132-159; G. McMahon, “Hitites in the 
OT”, in ABD TII, New York, 1992, pp. 231-233; Na'aman, in From Nowadion o 
Monarly, pp. 239 € 
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supplanted the latter by the middie of the first millennium B.C. 
Although the above four distinctions in the use of the term “Hitites 

are unanimously accepted, the question of how the Hitiites in the 

  

Hebrew Bible fit into this picture is still a thorny one on which opin- 
fons vary. It is not so difficult to identify some biblical refe 

  

nees to 
the Hitites with cither the territory of the Hittite Empire in Syria 
or the Neo-Hittite kingdoms.'* However, although the Hebrew Bible 
often mentions the Hitites among the original inhabitants of the 
Promised Land, we have had so far no definite evidence of a Hittite 
pre 
studies are reluctant to regard biblical references to the Hittites in 

  

¢ in Palestine in the second millennium B.C. Therefore recent   

Palestine as historical.” 
  Nevertheless, ther 

tify the belief that the Israelites who settled the Promised Land did 
find a group of inhabitants in southern Palestine!” who regarded 

Anatolia and 
Syria. We do not know exactly how this community came into 
being, 

is enough evidence in the Hebrew Bible to jus- 

themselves as descendants or relatives of the Hitites of   

  * It must have been a small community formed by descendants 

* On the progressive hift of the designation Amurmu to an archaic term and 
the e of Hat for the entire region of Syria-Palestine, sce Liverani, in POTT, pp. 
119123, 

The term Hitie(s) in 1 Kegs 10:20 (= 2 Chr 1:17; 1 Kes 11:1; 2 Kgs 756, cer- 
ainly refers to the Neo-Hitites. Maider (Mazar), BASOR 102 (1946), p. 11, n. 25; 
idem, in Engyclpasdia Bibla 11, col. 356, thinks that “all the land of the Hities” in 
Josh 1:4, alo designates the Syrian egions, which sere once under the rule of the Hititc 
Empire, as opposed to “Canaan”, but opinions are divided on this interpretation. 

E.g. de Vaus, Hisire ancenne d'lorad, p. 132 van Seters, VT 22 (1972), p. 81 
11 remarkable that every reference (o the Hitites as indigenous to Palestine 

places them in southern Palstine: Ephron the Hitic who sold the field in Machphelah 
to Abraham vas a cizen of Kiriath-arba (= Hebron) (Gen 23, while the Hitite 
wives of Esau came, it scems, from the region of Ber-heba (Gen 26:33-38). A 
reference to.the Hities in the hill counry (Num 13:29) also implies a Hittte st 
dement in the Judacan hill, . Gelb, in 2B T, p. 613. Notc also that, in these 
text, the Hiies in Hebron are calld “the people of the land” (Gen 231, ctc), 

 Esaw's Hitite wives are referred to as “daughters of the land” (Gen 27:46) or 
“doughters of Canaan” (36:2) From this, van Setcrs, V722 (19 
cluded that ““Canaanite’ and “Hitite' are largely synonymous terms”. However, it 
seems more probable that the Hittites are regarded here as ane of the populations 
in the Land of Canaan, called cither “the lind” or “Canaan’ 

Several theorics have been advanced to prove Hittite penetration into Palestine 
in the sccond millennium B.C. E.O. Forrer, “The Hitites in Palesine”, PEQ 68 
1936), pp. 190-203; 69 (1957), pp. 100-115, spoke of a certain Kurustamma: 

people from Anatolia coming into Egyptian territory as fugitives in the fourtcenth 
century B.C., to become the “Hitites™ in the hil countey of Judah. C.H. Gordon, 
Abraham and the Merchans of Ura", JNES 17 (1958), pp. 28-31, sugeested that 

the Hittites whom Abraham met in Hebron were merchants from the Hite Empire 

    

  

  

  

   p. 79, has con- 
    

    
  

   



   

  

16 CHAPTER ONE 

of immigrants or fgitives, which had been totally assimilated to its 
Semitic surroundings but still retained the memory of its relation to 
the Hittites in Anatolia and Syria.”” As a good parallel example we 
may refer to the Philistines, who migrated from the Acgea 
0 the coast regions of Palestine in the twellth century B.C. Both 
biblical and extra-biblical sources together with archacological dis- 

  

basin   

  

coveries show that they were rapidly and fully assimilated to the sur- 
rounding Semitic world in material as well as spiritual aspects, but 
they retained a sense of independence claiming descent from the 
Philistines migrated from the Acgean islands throughout the first mil- 
lennium B.C. (cf. Amos 9:7). 

In the light of the foregoing assessment, we may sum up the s 
in the signification of the three major appellations in biblical sources 
as follows 

  

a) The term “Canaanites”, besides being the name for the cthnic 
group dwelling by the sea coast and in the Jordan valley, signified 
the entire population of Palestine, but lost its significance afier the 
establishment of the Israclite monarc 

b) The designation “Amorites” was at first emploed for the orig- 
inal inhabitants of the mountains of western Palestine and the Trans- 
jordan, but later took the place of “Canaanites” as a generic name 
for the whole population of pr 
Can as the name of the country 

   
  

  

raclite Palestine, when the term 
an had become obsolete   

KA. Kitchen, Ancient Orieut and Old Testament, Chicago, 1968, p. 52, n. 91, has tred 
1o collect evidence for Anatolians in Palestine in the Patrarchal period. None of 
these suggestons has met general approvl, sce Hoffner, Tdale Bulin 20 (1969 
Pp. 28-32 

' Hoffocr, Tndale Bultn 20 (1969), pp. 32-37; idem, in POTT, pp. 199 £, docs 
ot find any Hitite characteristics either in the personal names of the “Hittes” in 
the Bible or in the customs pertaining (0 the real-state transaction between Abralam 
and Ephron the Hititc in Gen 23. However, taking the biblcal cvidence of a native 
population called “Hittite” as istorical, he suggests that these “Hitttes” were native 
Semites who had nothing in common with the Hattans and Indo-European Hitites 
in Anatola or the Neo-Hitites in Syria. A similar suggcsion had already been 
macle by G.B. Gray, A Ciical and Excgtical Gmmentary on Nienbers (ICC), Edinburgh, 
1903, p. 148; Cf. abso E. and H. Klengel, Dic Hhile. Gechichte und Unaeel, Wien/ 
Minchen, 1970, pp. 50 . Hoffner's argument scems convincing but for the last 
suggestion. I s difcult o assume that the phonetic smlariy between the Hebrow 
terms it and et and the ARkadian term fat is “duc to chance conflation” (POTT. 
p. 214) with regard to the Hebrew vocalization of the name, see H.G, Giterbock, 
Heliter, Hethiisch, in RLA IV, Berlin/New York, 1072-75, p. 372 

® Sce KA. Kitchen, “The Phlisines’, in DJ. Wiseman (cd), POTT, Oford, 
1973, pp. 67-70. 
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) The appellation “Hitiites” designated, at first, a small com- 
munity of Hittite origin in southern Palestine, but later took on an 
expanded meaning when the Israclites came into touch with the 
Neo-Hittites, and finally came 0 be used o represent the original 
nations inhabiting the land prior to the Israclite settlement 

a position o rearrange the irregular sequences 

  

We are now 

  

of the three major nations in the first half of the six-name lists 
according to certain rules. This arrangement will enable us to chart 
the fourteen six-name lsts as a diagram showing their historical devel- 
opment. The following are the rules in accordance with which the 

am may be read, and the signs employed to indicate deviation 
from the norm: 
dia 

  

a) The order of the lists s determined by the promotion of the 
Hittites from the third position to the second and then the first, and 
the demotio 
in which the Amorites occupy the first position are o be subordi- 
nated to the scheme determined by the order of the Hitites and 
the Canaanites. 

b) After the expected positions of the six components have been 
fixed for each list in accordance with the above rule, those components 
deviating from the regular fixed positions have been inserted between 
the regularly placed components. Since the Girgashites cannot be 
regarded as a regular entry, they are always charted in between the 

  

of the Canaanites from the first to the third. The lists 

  

  

regular components. 
nt 

position is marked by the sign ¥, which is connected with the devi- 
ating component by a line. 

d) The lack of a component is indicated by the sign 
The chart shows a clear coordination between the promotion of 

the Hitites and the demotion of the Canaanites, as well as the sec- 
ondary role played by the Amorites in this system. It also makes it 
clear that there is irregularity in the order of the entries only in 
three lists (II:4, 9, 10}, in which cither the Amorites occupy the first 
position o the Girgashites have b 

  ) When a component deviates from its regular position, this va 

  

n added. Although 11:3 and 11   

form an exception to this rule, it is possible to regard the lists in 
which either the Amorites take the first position instead of the Ca- 
naanites or the Girgashites have been inserted in the six-name system 
as secondary developments 

In order to find out the historical development of the formulac 
for compiling the six-name lists, special attention should be paid to
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Table 1T 
  

  

No.|  Nations in order as found No. of | Biblical passages 
nations 

1 A HP VooJ| 6 |Exod3s2 
2 A HP Vgl 5 | 1Kg 92 
30a H P Vo J| 6 | Exod3£1l 
t A P C H* GV J| 7 |Joshoxn 

5| ¢ VoJ| 6 |Exod3s 
6| C Vo J| 6 |[Exod 317 
7| ¢ Vol 6 [Judg3s 
8 | C VoI 5 |Exed 135 
9 |c 5+ AT 7 [Josh 0 
0 |A Vo J| 6 |Exod 2323 
1 H v J| 7 |Dew7z1 
12 |H Vo J| 6 | Dew2017 
13 | H Vgl 6 | Josho 
1 | H Vo J| 6 |Joshizs 

  

        
  

the three-stage promotion of the Hittites in the lists. All the four lists 
in which the Hitites occupy the first position (II:11-14) are found 
in the Book of Deuteronomy and in Deuteronomistic passages in the 
Book of Joshua,?! and the order of the three major nations in th 
lists, the Hittites, the Amorites, and the Canaanites, corresponds 
exactly to the situation in Neo-Assyrian inscriptions of the seventh 
century B. 
region of Syria-Palestine, but the term “Amurru” mostly implics the 
West in a general archaic manner, while the designation “Kinabhu”, 

  

  

  

    where the expression “Hati land” denotes the whole 

     

Langlamet, Gilgal et s i, p. 110, recognizes that these four lists belong 0 
the “Deuteronomistic type”, and the formula “C H A PV J" to the “Yahvis 
type”. According 1o the analyss of M. Noth, Das Bk Josua (HAT 7), Tabingen, 
19537, pp. 57, 71, Josh %1 i post-Deuteronomistic and Josh 12:8b is ‘an addition 
10 ch. 12, whose compositon is Deuteronomisic 

Tt is true that when Esarhaddon calls himself “King of Subartu, Amurru, 
Gutium, the great land of Hati ..” (R. Borger, Die Inschifien Asarhaddons Konigs von 
Asgrien [ATO Beib. 9], Graz, 1956, p. 80, lines 27-28), the two terms Amurry and 
Hiati are devoid of any specific geographical scnse, but in other inscriptions, the 
tem Hati is cmployed as a concrete designation for Syria-Palesting; scc Borger 
Inschrifin Asrhaddons, . 43, line 80 p. 60, line 72. Note also that, in HAR-gud E 
rev. 68, 10-11, “Subartu”, “Amurnu”, and “Gutium” are found in the second col 
umn, while “Hati® appears in the third. This seems (0 show that the first three 
temms were aleady archaic by the latc Neo-Assyrian period, the probable time of 
wriing of the third column, and that the designation Hati was used as an equiv 
alent geographical term, sec E. Reiner and M. Civi, Matrialen un suerischen Loikon 
XI, Rome, 1974, p. 3. 1 owe the last note 1o Prof. K. Dl 
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‘Canaan”, is completely absent. We cannot but conclude, there- 
fore, that the formula *H A G P V J” was composed under the 
influence of the common use of the terms Hatti and Amurru in the 
Near 

If our thesis is correct, we may further assume that the placing 

  

Sast in the seventh century B.C. 

of the Hittites in the second and the third positions in the six-name 
Tists also reflects two sets of historical situations, in which the Israclites 
recognized cert : the Hitiites in the second 
position denote the Neo-Hittites, whose contact with the Israclies is 
mentioned in the Hebrew Bible from the time of David (2 Sam 
8:9-10, etc) and Solomon (1 Kgs 11:1, etc) down io the days of 
the prophet Elisha (2 Kgs 7:6)> while the Hittites in the third posi- 

  

n people called Hiit   

tion must imply onc of the genuine native populations in Palestine 
in the pre-Davidic period. From the forcgoing analysis, we may con- 

  

clude that the formula “C A H P V J*, which is preserved in a 
complete form only in Exod 3 
name lists, and that the other formulae developed from it later 

   11:1), was the original of the six- 

There remains one question to be answered, however. Why were 
the Hittites as one of the pre-Israclite populations in Palestine priv- 
iledged to be included among the three major nations, although they 
actually formed only a tiny lite community in the southern part of 
Palestine in fact smaller than even the Hivites? But before pro- 
ceeding 1o discuss this problem, we must examine the historical back- 
ground against which the original formula of the six-name lists was    
compiled, since the answer is bound up with it 

1 s documented in biblical sources that Hamath, the southemmost Neo-Hitite 
  

  

    

Kingdom, continuously maintained contact with Israel unti ts destructon by Sargon 
in 720 B.C. However, the kingdom of Hamath was no longer “Hitite” afir Zaklur, 
an Aramacan, assumed is control i the first half of the cighth century B.C., e 
JD. Hawkins, “Hamath”, in RLA 1V, Berlin/New York, 19 b. 68 WT 

     Bitard, Ancint Damascus. A Histric 
its Fall 0 the Asgrians in 752 B.C 

Sty o the Srion Cit-Stte from Eavlst Ties unl 
Winona Lake, 1987, pp. 170 1 

The dweling places of the Palestnian Hittites werc, as has been menioned, 
confined to the regions around Hebron and Becr-sheh 
were located in Mount Lebanon (Judg 33), at the foot of Hermon (Josh 11:3),in 
Shechem (Gen 34:2) and Gibeon (Josh 9.7 11:19), that is, they were scatiered 
betwicen Sidon and Beersheba (2 Sam 24:6-7). E.A. Speiser has advanced a the 
ory that the term Hisite i the result of 4 textual confusion of Horite and Hitie 
Ethnic Movements in the Near East in the Sccond Millennium B.C:: the Hurrians 
and their Connection with the Habiru and Hylsos”, AASOR 13 (1933), pp. 20-31 
dem, “Hivite”, in DB 11, Nashville/New York, 1962, p. 615; for critical views of 
this theory sec S.E. Locwenstamm, “*%", in Engxlopadia Biblica 11, Jerusalen, 1936, 
col. 45 (Hebres; R. de Vaux, “Lés Horsites de Phistoire et ls Horites de Ia Bible 
RB 73 (1967), pp. 197-50% Nordh, Bib 54 (1973), pp. 52-62. On the other hand 

          
while Hivite setdements       

  

 



   

  

  20 CHAPTER ONE 

It is patent that the theme of the six-name lists is the legitima- 
tion of the Israclite seizure of the Promised Land from the indige- 
nous population. Although the process of dispossession began with 
the Israclite setdement in Palestine, 
piled before the process had been finally completed. It 
argued that the last entry in the lists, the Jebusites, fixes the temi 
nus ad quem of the list at David's taking of Jerusalem from the Jebusites, 

this sort of list could not be com- 

  

as been 

      

its original inhabitants* But we must object to this opinion, since 
the process of dispossession was completed only when every foreign 
element had been totally absorbed into the Israclite society; and there 
is evidence that several foreign communities stll kept their politico- 
cthnical identiies in the kingdom of David. For instance, David com- 
pensated the Gibeonites, a branch of the Hivites,® for the damage 
which had been inflicted upon them by Saul owing to their being 
forcigners (2 Sam 21:1-9). Similarly 
lation of the kingdom, Joab included * 
Canaanites” (24:7). “The cities of the Hivites and Canaanites” here 
doubiless the foreign communities in the kingdom of David. 

According to 1 Kgs 9:20-22 (cf. 2 CI Solomon 
not Israclies but descendants of the indige- 

  

taking a census of the popu- 

  

Il the cities of the Hivites and 

87-9), those whor     

  

‘made slave-labourers wey 

    

Solomon actu 
32; 11:28; 

£6)7 Accordingly, it is possible to assume that the former 

nous population. However, we are told elsewhere th 
ally imposed a forced levy on all Israclites (1 Kgs 
12:4; of. 

  

     
   

Mendenhall, The Tenth Genraton, pp. 154163, mainvains that the Hivites were 
Luvians who came from Ciliia, on the basi of the phonetic identification of 
Hivite” with “Quwe” (= Cilicias CE. also Na'aman, in Fiom Nomadisn o Monarchy 

p. 240 
North, Bib 54 (1973), p. 45. 
Josh 87 and 11:19 identfy the Gibeanites with the Hivies, while they were 

“Amorites” according to 2 Sam 21:2. This seeming contradiction can be solved by 
interpreting the term “Amorites” here 2s a general designation for the whole popu 
lation of pre-Iscaclite Palestne, sec . Blenkinsopp, Giben and Liel. The Role o Gibeon 
and b Gieitsin the Paicl and Relgions Hisory of Eary Tl (The Society for Old 
Testament Study Monograph Series 2), Cambridge, 1972, pp. 21 

Some scholars find 4 difference betwern the {ypes of sendtude to which the 
Iracltes and the Canaanites were severally subjected, that i, the corvée (mas) for 
the former and the state slavery (mas G4 for the later, see L. Mendelsohn, “State 
Slavery in Ancient Palestine”, BASOR 85 (1942), pp. 14-17; . Gray, 1 & II Kings 

A Cmmantay (OTL), London, 1977, pp. 155 1. However, this argument scems 
fnconclusive, se A.F. Raincy, “Compulory Labour Gangs in Ancient Israel”, 1 
20 (1970}, pp. 191-202; J.A. Sogin, “The Davidic-Salomonic Kingdom” in J.H. 
Hayes and M. Millr (eds), Lrele and Juduean Histay (OTL), London, 1977, p. 378; 
idem, “Compulory Labor under David and Solomon’, in T. Ishida (ed, SPDS, 
Tokyo/Winona Lake, 1982, pp. 259-267. 
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narrative stemmed from a claim of Solomon’s regime, which alleged 
no Israclite involvement in its compulsory labour service. This may 
have be   1 a forced excuse for Solomon. Still, this sort of allegation 
could be made only to defend in theory a society such as the Solo- 
monic one, in which in fact the distinction between the Israclites 
and the non-Israclite clements had become more and more ambigu- 

    ous as a result of a mass assimilation of the n 
the social structure of the United Monarchy 

It is understandable that the ideological struggle to establish the 
national identity of the Israclites became acute under these circum- 

  tive populations 

  

stances. Without such an ideological struggle, the Israclites would 
have lost their identity, like the Philistines, in the process of the rapid 
absorption of many foreig 

therefore, that the original formula of the six-name lists was 
produced out of efforts made in the days of Solomon to establish 
the people of Is 
Promised Land from the indigenous populations. In any case, there- 
after, we never hear of any independent foreign entity living among 

fact shows that the process of the 
the indigenous inhabitants to Israclite society was complete by the 

gn elements into their society. We can 

  

  

  1 by legitimatizing the Israclite seizure of the 

   

  

the Israclites. Th 

  

assimilation of 

time of Solomon.?” 

Clear evidence for a policy of imegrating the forcign clements into the Solo- 
monic state can be found in the structure of Solomon's twelve administratve districs 

1 Kgs 4:7-19), which were formed by following lsraclte tribal boundarics and also 
by incorporating former Canaanite regions, sce A. Al, “lsracls Gaue unter Salomo’ 
1913), i Kleine Schifln ur Geshichie de Volkes Il T, Mnchen, 1953, pp. 76-89; 

N. Naman, Borders and Disticts in Biblcal Hisoriogrophy. Seen Sudies n_ Biblical 
Gegraphical Lit (JBS 1), Jerusalem, 1986, pp. 167-201. TN.D. Mettinger, Sobmoric 
State Oficias. A Sty of he il Groerment Oficial of the Isaete Monarchy (CBOTS 

Lund, 1971, pp. 119 1, maintins that Solomon’s subdiision of the ditricts wis 
bascd on a palicy directed against the house of Joseph. According to Na'aman's 
analysis, ibid, p. 169, however, “the inclusion of the ‘Canaanite districts in the 
inheritances of Ephraim and Manassch is the. result of a literary process. ... It 
has no basis in actual fact”, 

> Some scholars contend that the descendants of the Gibeonites survived as the 
sttnim withou losing their cthnic idenity even afer the Exile, sec Y. Kaufimann, 
The Relgion of Irael from ts Beginnings to the Babylonian Esile (s and abr. by M. Green: 
berg), New York, 1972, p. 251. However, it is more likely that the i were 
descended from & mixture of alien peoples, cf. G.H. Davies, “Nethinim”, in ZDB 
I, Nashville/New York, 1962, p. 541. On the other hand, Soggin, in Lyackie and 
Judacan History, p. 379, assumes that the Canaanies were granted autonomy within 
the kingdom of Solomon and recovercd their independence from the Norther 
Kingdom of Isracl afier the division of the United Kingdom. But we can hardly 
find any explict evidence in biblical sources for this assumption, 

  

       

   
  

 



    

  

   

We must deal here with the problem of the omission of the entry 
“Canaanites” from the list of the descendants of the original nations 

e-labourers (I Kgs 9:20). We might 
well classify this list as belonging to the group in which the Amorites 
occupy the first position, as “A H-P V J". But we are convinced 
that we should place the missing entry not in the third but in the 

   
  whom Solomon conscripted as 

  

first position on the list. First of all, our thesis regarding the Solomonic 
origin of the formula governing the six-name lists requires this list 
to belong o the original formula, in which the Canaanites occupy 
the firstposition. The parallclism between v. 20 and v. 21 shows 
that the compiler of this list excluded the Ganaanites from it because 
he understood this term as a general appellation for the land with 
all its foreign populations. The text reads: “All the people who were 
left of the Amorites, the Hittites, the Perizzites .. " (v. 20) // 

  

heir 
descendants who were left afier them in the land ... (v. 21). “The 
land” in v. 21 clearly implies the Land of Isracl, which was formerly 
called the Land of Canaan. In other words, the compiler of the list 
omitied the entry 

  

   from his list because he regarded 
  

the other five nations as sub~divisions of the Canaanites 
We are now able to come back to our earlier question: Why were 

the Hitiites in the original formula included among the three major 
nations, though they were in reality only a minor clement of the 
population in pre-Davidic Palestine? Information about two Hittites 

nong the heroes of David, Ahimelech (I Sam 26:6) and Uriah 
(2 Sam 11:3, etc), testifies to the fact that th 
ity of Hitite origin in Judah in the time of David. On the other 
hand, as mentioned above, David put the kingdom of Hamath, one 
of the Neo-Hittite kingdoms, under his sway. This was the first con- 

  

e existed a commu-   

tact between the Israclites and the Neo-Hitiites, a contact which con- 
tinued down to the eighth century B.C. It thus becomes clear that 
two originally different implications of the term “Hittites” were super- 
imposed one upon the other in the days of David. Subsequently, the 

  

compiler of the original formula for the six-name lisis in the days 
of Solomon regarded the Palestinian Hittites, it seems, as a branch 
of the Neo-Hittites in Syria. Hence the inclusion of the Hitites 

" Gibson, JVES 20 (1961), p. 226, thinks that Ahimelech and Uriah came from 
Neo-Hitite Kingdoms in Syria. It is not casy to supposc, however, that such remote 

s were included among those who were discontented with Saul’s regime 
and gathered to David (1 23], <f. Delaparte, in DBSyp 1V, col. 109 
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among the major nations in the original formula, though in the third 
position. This 2   sumption also explains the peculiar fact that the 
original formula s preserved only in two lists (IL:1, 2), while the scc- 
ond formula “C H A PV J” is the prevailing one, being found in 
five cases out of fourteen (I1:5-9). It is likely that the insignificant 
Palestinian Hitiites and all other foreign clements ceased to exist in 
the United Kingdom by the « 
regards the use of the term “Hitites”, the reference to the more 

d of the time of Solomon. So, as   

important “Neo-Hittites” overshadowed that of “Palestinian Hittites”, 
and the second formula, elevating the Hitites in the sccond posi- 
tion, had already been compiled perhaps by the end of the time of 
Solomon. 

To sum up, the formu 
were compiled successively one 
while the third formula “H A C PV J* appeared in the seventh 

On the other hand, the formulac “A G H PV J” and 
“AHC PV J” were formed as secondary modifications of the first 

  

AHPVJ and “CHAPV ] 
after the other in the days of Solomon,   

  

century B, 

and second formulae, respectively, in the ninth or the cighth cen- 
turics B.C.Y 

We have no intention of discussing here the relationship between 
these formulac and the entirely different problem of “sources” in the 
Pentateuch. Still, mention must be made of one thesis that has been 
maintained; viz., as a general designation for the pre-Israclite nations 

  

of the Promised Land, the Yahwist employed the term Canaanites, 
the Elohist preferred the name Amorites, while the Priestly source 
made habitual use of Hitites.** However, the foregoing investigation 
into the si   ame lists has made the thesis questionable. We have 
shown that the first position on the six-name lists shified from the 

Hitites, as the appli- 
ancient Near East. It is likely 

that the choice of one of these appellations in preference to the 

Can:   tes to the Amorites, and then to   

  

cations of these terms developed in th 

others is likewise not characteristic of a specific “source” but simply 
reflects the use of these terms in a particular period. Morcover, it 
is impossible to determine the age of a certain passage on the basis 

Richier, Die Bearbeiturgen, p. 42, assumes that the six-name lists arose as a 
mnemonic device for teaching historical geography. However, it is dificul, on this 
asumption, 1o explain the great divenity in the order of C, A and H i the fist 
half of these liss 

Ex., M. Noth, 7l Old Tesonent World, London, 1966, p. 7
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of the   simple presence there of one of the formulae of the six- 
name lsts, for there was a clear tendency to regard the second 
formula “C H A PV 
deed, it is retained in passages regarded as Deuteronomisic or post- 
Deuteronomistic (Josh 3:10; Judg 3 
Ezra 9:1; Neh 9:8; 2 Chr 87). In other words, it was always pos- 
sible 
mitted as common tradition. 

In addition, it is important to note that the te 

  

” as quasi-canonical afier its compilation. In- 

  

* as well as in later source 

  

   for a “source” to choose one formula from the formulac trans- 

2 “Hittites” s, 

  

contrary to_the prevailing view, never used in biblical sources as a 
general designation for all the inhabitants of pre-Israclite Palestine. 
The Hittites in all the passages where they allegedly stand as a 
generic name for the entire population (e.g, Gen 23) should be 
regarded as Palestinian Hittites. Unlike the terms Canaanites and 
Amorites, which sometimes stood for the whole population of the 
country (e, Gen 12:6; 15:16), the appellation Hittites continued to 
have a specific meaning in the Hebrew Bible, referring either to the 
Palestinian Hittites or to the Neo-Hititcs. This fact shows that the 
terms Canaanites and the Amorites had been fixed as general des- 
ignations for the original nations in biblical tradition before the term 
Hitiites had lost its specific sense completely with the destruction of 
Hamath, the last Neo-Hitite kingdom, in 720 B.C. By the end of 

ave mentioned above, the term 

  

       

  

    

  

  

  

the eighth century B.C., as we 
Hitiites had in biblical sources been given the position of represen- 
tative of the pre-Israclite nations in the place of the Canaanites and 
the Amorites under the influence of the expanded significance of the 
term Hatt, signifying the entire population of Syria-Palestine, in Neo- 
Assyrian inscriptions. But it was too late for the term Hitites to 
become another general designation for the indigenous population 
of the Promised Land, 

  

5 For the Deuteronomistc character of Josh %10 scc Noth, Das Buck 
p. 35 cf also Langlamet, Gilgl f s ricits, p. 109; JA. Soggin, Jochua. A Corintey 
(OTL), London, 1972, pp. 51 1. Judg 35 is regarded as post-Deuteronomistic by 
G. Fohrer, Iurction 0 the Old Testamens, London, 1970, p. 213 
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3. Lists of Representative Nations 

   

       
       

  

    

     
   
    

    

   
   

    

    

     

   
    

  

    
   

   

     
    

cre are three two-name lsts, which consist of the Canaanites and 
the Perizzites (Gen 13:7; 34:30; Judg 1:4-5). Since the P 
are, together with the Girgashites, the most obscure of the “seven 

  

izzites 

nations”,* it is not easy to find the implication of this combination 
of peoples. From the context we may understand that the two peo- 
ples are mentioned here as the two main population groups in pre- 

ing of the term 
‘rural country”, it has been suggested that “the Canaanites 

iving in fortificd citics” 
ving in unwalled towns or hamlets”.¥ It is by no means 

Israclite Palestine. Hence, on the basis of the m 
prazi as 
and “the Perizzites” here stand for “thosc 

  

  

  

  

and “those 
clear, however, whether we can regard the names of the “seven 

  

ons” as exclusively political and social, not ethnic, designations 
Rather they seem 10 be ethno-geograph 
as in the 

  

as well as ethno-linguistic 

  

able 

  

se of the criteria for classiying the nations in the 
  of Nations”, i.c., “by their familics, their languages, their lands and 

Gen 10:20, 31; cf. 10:5).” 
From a comp 

we may assume that “Canaanites” and “Perizzites” a 

  

their nations 

  

rison of the two-name lists with the six-name lists, 

  

mployed as 
  

terms for a broader division of population groups, which include not 
  just the Canaanites and the Perizites but other ethnic clements as 

well. In that case, by applying the rules for charting the six-name 
lists, we can put the two 
form: C: 
representative of the major nations, and the name “Perizzites” of 

  ne list into the following diagrammatic 

  

-~ So it is possible o regard the term “Canaanites” as 

the minor. It is unlikely, however, that the two-name list was com- 
piled as a variation of the six-name lists, since this sort of list could 

  

not have been formulated like ¢ ame lists according to an ide- 
ological scheme reflecting the changing importance of peoples. They 

  

# See RF. Schnell, “Perizzte”, in IDB T, Nashville/New York, 1962, p. 735 
SA. Reed, “Perizzite”, in ABD V. New York, 1992, p. 231 

Schnell, in ZDB 1L, p. 735; du Buit, in DBSp VI, col. 120; cf. KB, p 
HALOT T, p. 965, 

Mendenhall, The Tentk Generato, p. 155, takes the “seven nations” t0 be excl- 
sively socio-poliical groups, but the purely socio-political approach makes it difficult 
to explain the cthno-finguitic diversity of Syia-Palestine in the biblcal period. 

Although recognizing language as a crterion, Speiscr, in DB 11T, p. 236, holds 
st the principal criteia in biblical traciions were nation and country, i, cthno- 

geographic ones 
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are too simple: they reflect blocks of some kind. Therefore it is 
  difficult to say exactly what cthno-geographic or linguistic groups 

included in the names of th 
maic form “C gesis the hypothesis that the grouping of 
the two-name list was based on an ethno-linguistic criterion, that 
is, “the Ca 
for non-Semitic* It is generally assumed that the Perizzites, the 

Jebusites were non-Semitic? On the other hand, 

two nations. Siill, the above diagram-   

   

aaniites” stand for Semitic populations, and “the Perizzites”    

  Hivites and the 
the Canaanites and the Amorites were definitely Semitic. In addition, 
the Hitites in Palestine must have been classified by the Israclites 

foned 

  

as members of the Semitic group, since they had been, as m 
above, completcly assimilated to their Semitic surroundings, 

We have regarded two of the five-name lists, one omitting the 
Canaanites and the other the Perizites (II:2, 8), as variations of the 
sixename lists, and the problem of the lack of the entry “Canaanites” 
h 
has made it clear that the Perizzites could stand as representatives 
of the minor ethnic groups. Accordingly, it is also possible to assume 

already been dealt with. Now, our analysis of the two-name lists 

  

  that, in the list in Exod 13:5, from which the entry 
orm “C H A~V J”, the entries “Hivites 

“Jebusites” stand for two subdivisions of the “Perizzites 

erizzites” is 

  

missing, thus giving it th   

and 

  

The sole three-name list, “the Hivites, the Canaanites, the Hittites 
Exod 23:28), 

tive nations”. If we chart it again following the same rules as in the 

  

  s also to be classified among the “lists of representa 

case of the diagram of the six-name lists, it can be schematized as   

V- C - H - . This schematization allows us to assume that the 
Jebusites, the Amorites and the Perizzites are subsumed in the entries 
Hivites”, “Canaanites” and “Hittites”, respectively. Although this 
assumption remains hypothetical, these three appellations undoubt- 
edly stand for three representatives of three different ethic. groups. 
The criterion of classification scems rather ethno-geographic than 
ethno-linguistic, unlike the two-name liss, for the order of the entries 
suggests a north-south dircction (cf. the order of the Hivites and the 
« 
Palestine in the Book of 
   naanites in 2 Sam 24:7 and the Hittite setlements in southern 

  

It scems that both the two-name and three-name lists of repre- 
sentative nations served as an earlier form for the first formula of 

X Speiser, in DB 11, pp. 237, 241; idem, in WP UL, p. 169, 
Speiser, in /DB I, p. 242, links all three with the Hurrians.
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the six-name lists “C A H PV J”, since it is hardly incidental that 
combinations of nations like C+A+H) P+(V+4]) or C+(A) H(P) 
V() can be detected in both the lists. 

4. Geographical Lists 

  

OF the twenty-seven lists of nations, four lists (I:3, 12, 16, 18) can 
be categorized under the heading “geographical lists”. In these lists 
the nations are arranged geographically, as indicated by the accom- 
pa 
of the composition of the “geographical lists”. The list in Gen 15:19-21 

ying geographical notes. The following chart gives a general view   

will be placed last as it has a difforent character from the others. 

  

  

  

Table 11 
No. | Nations in order as found, casied by | Nor of | Bibical 

groups acconding o the grogaphical notes | nations | _pass 
1| &) Amalek (in the land of Negeb) | 

5 HJ A Gn the il county 
) C Ty the sea and slong th Jorcan 5 | Nm 1320 

2| a) A (beyond the Jordan 10 the wesy 

  

        
b) C (by the sea Josh 5:1 

3| 4) C (in the cast and the west 
b) A H P J (in the hil couniry 
) V (under Hermon in the land of Mizpah) | 6 | Josh 11:3 

a) Kenites, Kenizites, Kadmonites 
b) H P, Rephites, A 
Jgc 
4 GJ 10| Gen 151921 
  

The first three lists give us a consistent picture of the geographi- 
cal distributi 
Canaanites dwell by the sea coast and in the Jordan valley, while 
the Amorites live, together with the Hittites, the Jebusites, and the 

in the hill country.*" This situation is summed up in the 
briefest way in the list in Josh 5:1 (cf. Deut 1:7), while the two lsts 

  1 of the pre-Israclite nations in Palestine, that i, the 

  

    

N. Notaman, “Canaanites and Perizztes”, BN 15 (1988), pp. 42-4, is of the 

    

   

opinion that the pair, Canaanites and Perizzies, stemmed from a late sirutum in 
the biblical radition ‘and “the concept of the Perizites as a name for the rural 
population of the country emerged due 1o popular ctymologization of the cthnic 
hame Perizzites” 

@ For the regions of the Amoritcs and those of the Canaanites, see Maisler 

  

Mazar), Unerschngen 1, pp. 3955, 67-74 cf. aio Speiscr, in WHFP I/1, p. 169.    
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in Num 13:29"* and in Josh 11:3 particularize the various ethnic cle- 
ments dwelling in the hill country. In addition, the former m 
an ethnic group in the southernmost region, while the latter adds 
one in the northernmost. These additions accord with the particu- 
lar point of interest of cach list 
by spies in the wilderness of Paran, at Kadesh (Num 13:26). The 
speakers, residing in a locality to the south of Palestine, were doubt- 
less interested in Amalek in the Negeb, but the Hivites in the north- 
em region were beyond their horizon. It is also natural that they 
should have put the names of the inhabitants in order of south to 

tions    

   former is part of a report made 

  

    

north direction, i.c., from close by t0 f 
of the story of the appeal of Jabin king of Hazor to all the kings 
and the inhabitants of Palestine (Josh 11:1-3). Evidendy, the Hivites 
“under Hermon in the land of Mizpah” were specially included in 
the list because of the northern location of Hazor. It is 
ccivable, however, that this list was formed on the basis of the first 
formula for the six-name lists “G A H PV J*, with a slight modifica- 
tion in the order of the last two entries. Tt is quite clear that the 
reversal of the order of the Hivites and the Jebusites was carried 
out according to the principle of geographical grouping. 

ccordingly, the structure of the list in Josh 11:3 is doubtless 
scher 
Nevertheless, we have reason to believe that both the geographical 
lists in the Book of Joshua were compiled from authentic historical 

  

off. The latter list is part 

          

atic rather than geographical in the real sense of the term.   

tradition based on experiences undergone when the Tsraclites came 
o Palestine; and such experiences must be 
and the list contained therein (Num 13).% 

The list in Gen 15:19-21 has neither geographical notes attached 
nor grouping of ethnic elements, but gives a general definition of 
the ideal border of Isracl (Gen 15:18b). However, an analysis of its 
structure shows that this list belongs to the category of “geogra 
cal lists”. This list is incorporated in the story of Abraham, who 

      flected in the spy story 
  

  

  

  

  

   

# “The descendants of Anak” in the preceding verse (v. 28 cannot be included in 
the lis, since the term Anak is not wsed 25 an ethnic designation here, see M. Noth, 
Numbers (OTL), London, 1968, pp. 105-107; cf. E.C.B. MacLaurin, “ANAK/ANA® 
VT 15 (1965), pp. 468474, 

#'CA. Richter, Die Rarbeiungm, p. 42 Lohfink, Die Landerhisung als Eid, p. 66; 
CF. also Aharoni, The Lund of the Bible, p. 66. But there i also a skeptical view 
sbou the historiciy of the geographical division between the Canaanites and the 
Amorites, cg., de Vaus, Hidoire anciomne d"Iaé, p. 130. 
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   duvelt, presumably, in Hebron at that me; that is, it is composed 
from the viewpoint of a person residing in the South, as in the case 
of dhe list in Num 13:29. We can assume, accordingly, that the 
nations   e lined up here in order of south to north direction. In 

    

fact, the   t three tribes were populations living in the Negeb.* The 
Hittites, who are mentioned as the first entry in the sccond group, 

ants of the Judacan hilk 
The following pair, the Perizzites and the Rephites, can be posi- 
tioned in the forest count 

were, as has been discussed above, inhat    

  

between Judah and Ephraim according 
to the wradition about them in Josh 17:15; cf. also “the valley of 
Rephaim” in the vicinity of Jerusalem (Josh 15:8; 2 Sam 5:18, etc). 
The Rephites are followed by the Amorites, apparently owing to tra- 
ditions which locate both of them in the Transjordan, or cven regard 
them as one and the same nation.* It thus becomes clear that the 
second group is made up of four cthnic clements living 
country and the Transjordan. And then, as the third group, the 
Canaanites are referred (o as the inhabitants of the sca coast and 
the Jordan valley 

Up o this point, there is an exact correspondence between the 
two lists in Num 13:29 and Gen 15:1¢ 
of view 

   

  

  

in the hill   

    

, from a structural point 

  

« 

  

15:19-21 Num 13:29 
  

Kenites, Kenizites, Kadmonites | Amalek 

      
H P, Rephites, A |Hya 
c ¢ 
GJ 
  

But the last group, which consists of the G and Jebusites, 
does not fit into this structure. Geographically speaking, the Jebusites 
should have been placed afier the Hitites, as in the list in Num 

   

“ We do not know who the Kadmonites were, since they are mentioned only 
here. They are sometimes identificd vith “the People of the East” (¥ gedon) (Gen 
20:1, etc), see KB, p. 824 but “the People of the East” is understood s a gen- 
eral designation of the nomads in the desert cast of Palestine (Judg 6:3, etc), sec 
L. Eph'al, The Anciet Avabs. Nomads on the Borders of the Frtile Crscent th-5th Centuris 
BC, Jerusalem/Leiden, 1962, pp. 9 €, 62 © 

" For the traditons about the Rephites and the Amorites sce J.R. Bardett, “Sihon 
and Og, Kings of the Amorites”, VT 20 (1970), pp. 268 1 
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13:29. This positioning of the Jebusites at the end of the list reminds 
us of the identical position they have in the formulac of the six- 
name lists. On the other hand, we have observed that the Girgashites 
only play the role of an additional entry to make the number of 

as a variation of the   nations up 1o seven in the seven-name liss, 
six-name lists. It seems, therefore, that the last two nations were 
added here under the influence of the six-name lists. This does not 
mean this was a late addition, however 

It has been suggested that we can find some echoes of the Davidic 
Empire in the divine promisc of land made to Abraham and his 
descendants in Gen 15. This view cla 
first three tribes, whose presence makes our list unique. With regard 
o the Kenites and Kenizites, we have demonstrated elsewhere that 

  fies the significance of the 

  they were integrated into “greater Judah” together with other south- 
em tribes, such as the Calebites, Jerachmeelites, and Simeon, in the 
days of David.” In that case, the Kadmonites stand, in our opin- 
ion, for all the other southem tribes apart from the Kenites, Kenizites, 

  

and Simeon. (Simeon must have been excluded from this list because 
of its membership in the twelve-tribe system of Isracl). It follows, 
therefore, that the first three names represent the forcign elements 
in the South whose absorption into the tribe of Judah was complete 
by the time of David. This interpretation enables us, in turn, to 
assume that the position of the Jebusites at the end of the list implies 
David’s conquest of JebuscJerusalem completing the Israclite seizure 
of the land from the indigenous population.* 

From the above we may conclude that this list was composed with 
the intention of showing the completeness of David's achievements 
in changing the Land of Canaan into the Land of Isracl. According 
0 the view of the compiler of the list, the process began with the 
incorporation of the southern tribes into the tribe of Judah and was 
crowned by the conquest of Je   usalem.” The Girgashites and the 
jebusites were added at the end of the list in order to emphasize » 

 Cf. R, Clemens, Abrahon and Dasid, Gencis 15 and s Meaning for Ivclite Tradion 
SBTS 5, London, 1967. 

T, Khida, Th Ryl Dynastcs in Avcint el A Sty o the Forntim ond D 
of Roal-Dmasic gy (BZAW 142), Berlin/New York, 1977, pp. 65 
#CH. U, Casuto, Jerusalem in the Pentatcuch” (1951), in Biical and Orietal 

Suds T Bible, Jeruslein, 1975, p. 74 
= Lohfnk, D Landoieisung als Eid, pp. 75 1, has sugaested that the expresion 

River (saha of Egypt” in the definition of the ideal border of sracl (v. 1865) may 
be regarded as a “hyperbole” from the period of David and Solomon. 
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the completeness of the process, though this addition disturbed the 
structure of the list. The role of the Girgashites is understood here 
also as a supplementary entry to make the number of co 
the list up to ten, 

  

  ponents in 
    symbolic figure for completeness 

5. The List in the Table of Nations 

  

Another I   eup of pre-Tsraclite nations is found in a list in the Table 
of Nations (Gen 10:15-18a; 1 Chr 1:13-16). This list consists of the 
following three parts, which are distinguished from cach other by 
the distinctive nature of the components 

a) Canaan, Sidon, Heth 
b JAG YV 
) Arkites, Sinites, Arvadites, Zemarites, Hamathites 

  

The first group consists of Canaan, with two subdivisions in the 
form of a quasi-genealogy, a common way of representation of ethno- 
geographical principles of dlassification in the Table of Nations. As 
has been assumed for a long time, the continuation of this passage 
Gen 10:15) is surely 0 be found in vv. 18b-19, in which the later 
expansion of the Canaanites to southern Phoer 
described.* Tt thus becomes clear that Sidon is regarded here as the 

icia and Palestine is   

homeland of the Canaanites, from which they spread later to the 
Land of Canaan. It is remarkable, however, that Heth is also included 
within the Canaanite sphere. It s not easy to determine what the 
term Heth stands for here. It is widely accepted that the association 

Clements, Abrahan and Daid, p. 21, n. 25, holds that “the reference to ‘the 
land of the Kenite, the Kenizites and the Kadmonites' was the original identification 
 the land, which a later cditor has cxpanded” by adding the other scven names 

to indicate the range of the Davidic Empire. Similarly, Lohfink Die Laxd 
ale Fil, pp. 72-76, argues that the list dates from the time of the setlement of the 
tribe of Judah, but the definiton of the ideal border from the period of David and 
Solomon; de Vaus, Histin ancene d'fad, . 420, also thinks that tis ls stemmed 
from times before the Kenites and the Kenizites had becn absorbed into Judah, 
However we have tried to show that lsts of this sort were compiled only afir the 
complete absorption of all the forcign clements into the Uited Kingdom. About 
the view of the Deutcronomistic origin of the list sec M. Anbar, “Genesis 15: A 
Conflation of Two Deuteronomic Narratives”, 7BL 101 (1982), pp. 53 

See C. Westcrmann, Gasis 1. Kapiel 11 (BKAT 1/1), Newkirchen-Viuyn, 
1976 pp. 694-699. Maider (Mazar), Uieruchagen T, p. 74, has held a different 
view, according to which Canaan is referred to as the A paymes of all the north- 
e neighbours of Isracl and of the pre-lsralie inhabitants of Palcstinc, but v. 19 

     hessing 
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of Canaan with Ham (Gen 10:6) de 
province of Egypt* By analogy it is th 
Heth stands here for the part of Syria over which the Egyptians 
established their rule under the Eighteenth and Ninetcenth Dynastics. 
Admittedly, in that case, the use of the term Heth for Syria is not 
correct from the historical point of view, since the Egyptians lost 
their control over Syria after the Hittites had penetrated there in 
the thirteenth century B.C* It is not surprising, however, though 
anachronistic, that the compiler of the Table of Nations should have 
called Syria “Heth”, taking the name from the occupants of Syria 
“Neo-Hittites”) in his own days. 

The second gn 
tremely dificult to regard them as subdivisions of Canaan, corre- 
sponding to Sidon and Heth in the preceding verse, 
generally recognized.* In our opinion, these four nations were added 
here in later Gimes in an attempt to form a qua 
composed of these and the preceding three terms, taken as the names 

ashites also suggests the 
The order of the natior 

     jgnates its status as an ex- 
1 possible to understand that     

            
        

    

  

     

    

   

  

    

   

  

   

                    

     

  

    

  

    

    

    
  ap consists of four pre-raclite nations. It is ex- 

  

ame list     

    of nations. The presence of the entry G 
of this lineup of nations. 

was, presumably, determined on the basis of the grouping of the 
geographical lists. A sequence of nations like *H J A” is found 
nowhere but in the list in Num 13:29 (IIL:1), while the Hivites are 
given the last position only once, in the list in Josh 11:3 (III:3). 

The third group is made up of four cities on the coast of north- 

       tu 

em Phoenicia and a Neo-Hitiite inland city, located not far from 
the preceding Phocnic 
nothing to do with southem Phoenicia and Palestine, the region 
treated in the following passages (Gen 10:18b-19). Therefore, we 
may regard them as a second addition to the list” It would then 

cities.® Tt is clear that these five cities had 

  

* See Aharoni, The Land of the Bible, p. 8. 
* For the Egyptian rule over Syria i this period scc Helck, Die Beciohungen 

fgptns, pp. 10911 
" For the view that the Table of Nations was composcd during the period of 

the United Kingdom, sce B. Mazar, “The Historical Background of the Book of 
Genesi™ (1969), in The Earl Biblical Perid. Histrical Stuics, Jerusalem, 1986, pp. 
57-50; cf also Aharoni, The Land of the Bibl, p. . 

See Westermann, Genesis 1, pp. 694 11 
For the identification and location of these cites see Westermann, Gonesis I, 

P 697, 
The theory of a double expansion of the ist has been advanced by J. Simons, 

“The “Table of Nations' (Gen. X): Iis General Structure and Me 0151 
1954), p. 166, 
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follow that this second expansion was made with the intention of 
making the number in the list up to twelve. We may also assume 
that in this twelve-name list the four pre-Israclite nations (J A G V 
were given as subdivisions of Canaan (Palestine), the four cities of 
northern Phoenicia as subdivisions of Sidon (Phoenicia) and the 
Hamathites as representatives of Heth (Syria).* 

  

  

  

6. Lists in Later Sources 

following diagram, the three lsts found in later sources (I:24, 
" are charted according to the same rules and with the same 
employed in Table 1T 

The diagram clearly shows that all three were composed, with 
some_modifications, on a_ pattern ba 
the six-name lists “C H A PV J. This fact implics, as we have 

iggested above, that the second formula was accepted as a quasi- 

      
signs 

d on the second formula of   

    

nonical pattern of the list of pre-Israclite nations. It is worth not- 
ing that the order A+H in 1 Kgs 9:20 is reversed in the parallel 
list in 2 Chr 8:7. The precedence of the Amorites over the Hitites 
must have been felt to be strange in the Chronicler’s time, when 
the term Amurruhad lost its significance as representative of the 
whole populs Arabs, 
as the reference to “the kings of Amurru who live in tents” in an 

  

    on of Syria-Palestine. Instcad, it denoted the   

Table IV 
  

  

    

No. Nations in order as found No. of | Biblical passages 
nations 

1 [cHeP 
Egyptians, 8 | Eara 921 

2 |(CHAP-JG 6 | Nehos 
HAPV ] 5 |20hs7           
  

 J. Skinner, A Grital and Exgetcal Commentary on Genesis(1CC), Einburgh, 1930, 
p. 215, askst “Is it possible that the hast five names were originally given as sons 
of Heth, and the previous four as sons of Zidon?” 

" The list given in | Chr 1:13-16 (1 
is identical with the lis in the Table of N 

    his category, since it 
18)  
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     This 
in the list of nations in 

inseription of Cyrus, king of the Persian Empire, indicates 

  

  mplication of the term “Amor 
Ezra 9:1, of which the Amorites were, together with the Ammonites 
the Moabites, and the Egyptians, the real enemies of the Jews at 
that tin 
tioned here only rhetorically. They were known by the Jews as the 
peoples dispossessed in ancient times, as is testfied in Ezra’s prayer 
Neh 9:6-8). 

Tt is interesting to note that the order C+A+H is found in Ezkiel's 

In contrast, the first four nations in this list are men-   

words on Jerusalem’s origin: “By origin and birth you belong to the 
land of Canaan. Your father 
Hittite” (16:3; cf. 16:45). It has been widely held that the prophet’s 

an Amorite and your mother a     

statement was based on a historical reminiscence.” However, the 
whole context of the disgraceful origin of Jerusalem implies that the 
mention of these nations is rhetorical and pejorative.** We are inclined 
to hold that the prophet has made use of the major trio in the six- 
name lists of the doomed nations for underlining the inherent sin- 
fulness of Jerusalem. Otherw 
the Hitiites. Historically spea 
Jebusites instead of the Hittites.” But the prophet, who had no inten- 
tion of telling history of Jerusalem, chose these nations simply because 

   
we cannot explain the reference to 

  

ng, Ezekiel should have mentioned the 

of the notoricty of their past. It seems hardly incidental that he 
employed the oldest formula of the six-name lists, “C A H”. Un- 
doubtedly, it invested his words with an archaic aura 

  

 EH. Weisshach, Die Keifschiflen der Achimeniden (VAB 3, Leiprig, 1911, p. 6, 
line 20; but CAD K, p. 601, renders famani mat Amur 25 “h Kings of the West” 
of. aso Liverani, in POTT, p. 122 

Cf van Seters, 1T 23 (1972), p. 76 
Eg. A Jirki, “Eine hedhitiche Ansiedlung in Jerusalem zur Zeit von El- 

Amarna”, ZDPV 43 (1920), pp. 58 £; Maisler (Mazar), Untasuchungar 1, pp. 80 15 
W, Zimmerh, Eakiel 1 (BKAT 13/1), Neukirchen-Viayn, 1958, pp. 347 

Cf van Seters, 1T 22 (1972, p. 80. 
There are explici references o the Amories in pre-Davidic Jerusalem in Josh 

10:1-27, but we find no reference to the Hitites there, Attempts 1o ideniy. the 
Jebusites with the Hittes or to regard the former s 4 branch of the later arc 
uncomincing. On the contrary, the. menon of the Jebusies and the Hities side 
by sice in most of the lsts of the pre-lsrackite nations shows that they were diffrent 
cthnic groups; cf. S.A. Reed, “Jebus”, in ABD 1L, New York, 1992, pp. 652 { 
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7. Conclusions 

  

From the forcgoing study we may summarize the historical devel- 
opment of the lists of pre-lsraclite nations as follows: 

a) From the period of the settlement down to the establishment 
of David’s Empire, the Israclites considered the indigenous population 

cographical 
lists” as well as in the “lists of representative nations”. The former 
as composite. This recognition was expressed first in the    

were composed on ethno-geographic principles, while the latter were 
b   ased on cthno-linguistic as well as ethno-geographic criteria. 

b) Both the geographical lists and the lists of representative nations 
served as prototypes for the six-name lists and provided them with 
their gencral framework, when they were compiled in the days of 

  

Solomon as an expression of the legitimation of the Israclite scizure 
of the Pro 
first formula of the six-name lists “C A H PV J”, underwent sev- 
eral modifications, corresponding to the shift in implication of the 
terms Canaanites, Amorites, and Hittites, up to the time of compi- 
lation of the Book of Deuteronomy, i.e., the second half of the sev- 
enth century B.C. 

) The fact that the sccond formula of the six-name lisis “C H 
APV J”, was employed by the authors in later times suggests that 

ised Land from the indigenous nations. Afier that, the   

it was accepted as the quasi-canonical formula of the lists of nations 
in biblical traditions 

) Besides the lists in the main stream of development outlined 

  

jove, other lists were composed as modifications of the basic pat- 
temns or formulae, such as the five- or seven-name lsts or the lists 
in the Table of Nations and Gen 15 

Admilttedly, many problems remain (o be solved. We have not 
dealt with the question of the identification of the 
such as the Perizzites, the Hivites, the Jebusites, o the ¢ 
Nor are our theses on the Amorites and the Hitites in pre-Davidic 

lestine proved. We have intentionally left these problems on one 

  or nations, 
  rgashites. 

   
side, since our source material is, at the moment, not adequate to 
solve them. Nor have we attempied to verify the aturibution of the 

d to Pentateuchal 
alysis of the Pen- 

passages in which the lists of nations are fou   

sources”. For, the fluid character of the source   
tateuch aside, we assume that independent material such as the lists 
of nations transmitted on its own.    
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          Despite all these problems, we are convinced that our study ha 
shown that the complicated structure of the lists of pre-Israclite 

    

nations can be explained neither by a static acceptance of their his- 
toricity 
approach to their historical development, with a general reliance on 
the historical consistency of the biblical traditions.”” 

      nor by a categorical rejection of it/ but by a dynamic 

  

     
      

    

     

       

Eg, Mendenhall, The Tath Generation, p. 155, v 
exclusively socio-politicl groups. 

“ Eg, Richter, Dic Barbeiingan, p. 41, auributes all the sixcname lists to the 
Deuteronomists and does not find any geographical or ethnical connotation in the 
names of these nations, while van Seters, VT 22 (1973), pp. 68-71, suggests a post. 
Deuteronomistic dating during the Exiic period for the list in the so-called JE 
passages. 

“ In this connection, the judgement of Speiser, in WHJP 11, p. 169, secms 
sound: “The lists may be stercotyped, but they rest on reliabl tracitions’ 

  

  
    



    
  

  

CHAPTER TWO 

      
  
    

  

30P 
ISRAEL” IN THE 

THE LEADERS OF THE TRIBAL LEAGUES 
PRE-MONARCHICAL PERIOD*       

    

         
. 4 Gritical Reconsideraion of the Theory of “Minor Jualges™ 

   

    

  

    

    

    

    

   
    

      

   

     
    

     

    

     

  

The Hebrew sentence wayiipit (or Safa) dis@’d, wh 
ally translated as “he judged Isracl”, is mentioned seventeen times 
iin the Books of Judges and 1 Samuel concerning the following cleven 
persons: Othniel, Deborah, Tola, Jair, Jephth 
Samson, Eli, and Samuel.! In the period of the monarchy they were 
called §ip%im and were regarded as the leaders of Isracl in the pre- 
monarchical period,? but oddly enough the title 5 was given none 
of them in the narratives concerning their deeds.® As is well known, 
the ter 
larly in the Book of Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomistic histori- 
cal works ref 
elders, the appointecs of the king, or the priests.* But it is extremely 

ch is gener- 

   

  

h, Tbzan, Elon, Abdon,     
  

  

  

  

it is generally used in the sense of a “judge” particu- 

ting to the judicial functionaries who were ither tibal   

* This essay is a revised version of the study which appeared in RB 80 (1973), 
Pp. 514-530. 

1 Judg 310 4 Gaptah); 102, 3; 12,8, 9, 11a, 11b, 13, 14; 15:20; 1631 (Gafa) 
1 Sam 4418 (Gafaf; 7:15, 16 (), 17 (afaf; cF. | Sam -6 (aayyipt -4 i) 

In the Deutcronomistc survey of the period of the Judges (Judg 2:11-19), scc 
M. Noth, Ubeligmungsescichiche Studin. Die sanmelnde, wnd bsrbetnden Geschichs 
wate in Alen Testamen, Tabingen, 1943, 19572, pp. 6, 53, 91; 2 Sam 7:7 (read 
4t insead of i, cc BHE, despite P. de Robert, “Juges ou tibus en 2 Samucl 
Vi 72°, VT 21 [1971], pp. 116-118; but sce below n. 36), 11 = 1 Chr 176, 10; 

Kgs' 25:22 Ruth L1 J. Lust, “The Immanuel Figure: A Charismatic Judge- 
147 (1971), pp. 464-470, argued that Isaiah had in mind the judge 

rules i the pre-monarchical period by 9tyik K onih (1:26) 
3 Othniel and Ehud: i’ (Judg 59, 15), Deborah: 1b7ah (+4), Gideon: gibhir 

byl (6:12), Jephthah: gibbr hoil (111) ‘and 16% and qasin over all the inhabitants 
of Gilead (I1:11), Samson: rir *lkin (135, 7; 16:17), El: ksien (1 Sam 1:9, and 
Sumuc: nah” (3:20), -ltin (94, 7, 8, 10}, or 1% (11, 18, 19), cf. fptih for 
Deborah (Judg 4:4), the particple feminine instcad of a third person feminine per- 
fect in MT, suggests an offce of judge 

* See R, de Vo, dncint Lol ls Life and Insiains, London, 1961, pp. 152 f1; 
M. Weinfcld, Deuteronamy and the Dewteomamic Schol, Oxford, 1972, p. 334, 
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difficult 10 find in the biblical narratives that these pre-monarchical 
leaders called §atin acted as judges in the court of justice. 

The difficulty of seemingly non-judicial s3im is well known. 
& 

    

Modern scholarship has tried (0 solve this problem on the basi      
the customary division of the % inio “major” and “minor judges” 
According 10 O. Grether the designation for the “major judges” was 
originally mifia, but, when the term came to be reserved for God, 

  

   
it was substituted by 37 

  

7 which was already the designation for the       “minor judges” in the same period.” M. Noth proposed that the tra- 
Judg 10:1-5; 12:7-13) were formerly 

independent from those of the charismatic heroes called the “major 
judges”, but the Deuteronomistic historian, when joining these tra- 
ditions in the Book of Judges, called the latter by the original tide 
of the former, i.c., §ptim, influenced by the tradition of Jephthah 

      ditions of the “minor judge      

   
    

   
    

    
   
    

  

    
     

   
     

         

   
      
      
    

  

who was a charismatic hero as well as a “minor judge”® F 
Noth incorporated the theory of the “minor judges” as the “pro- 
claimers of the law”, as advanced by A. Klostermann® and A. Al 
nto his thesis of the Israclite amphictyony' and maintaincd that the 
minor judges” held the ¢ 

proclain 
one judy 

ded by another without interruption 

    

    ntral office of the amphictyony as the 
s of its fundamental law; this office was administered by 

    

elected for life by the tibal confederation and was suc- 

    

Eli the pricst most probably exercised some judicial functions, since prists are: 
sometimes mentioned along with judges in court procecdings (Deut 17:9, 12; 19:17, 
etc). Opinions are diided on the interpretation of the passages which might ind: 
cate judicial acts of Deborah (Judg 4:5) as wel as those of Samuel (1 Sam 12:3-5) 

About the division of the gfim nto “major” and “min "sce O, iss 
e, The Old Testamen. An Inrodiction, Oxord, 1965, pp. 256 £ J-A. Soggin, Inio 
duction o e O Testanent, Fiom itssrigins 1 the closing of the Aleadiian cancn, Lindon, 
19807, pp. 175 £ About a short survey of the hisory of critcism see A. Malama 

The Period of the Judges”, in B. Maar (ed., WH7P /NI Judges, Tel-Aviv, | 

  

    

  

  

   Pp. 130 1T For an exensive bibliogrphy on i3in see H. Nichr, 550, in TWAT 
VL, Stutigar, 1994-95, cols. 406112, 

0. Grether, “Dic Bezeichnung Richtcr’ fr dic charismatichen Helden der 

  

vorsaatichen Zei", ZAIW 57 (1939 
    

Noth, Ubaliimngsschichiche Studien, pp. 47 11 
A. Klostermann, Der Paateat, Leiprig, 1907, pp. 418 
A Alt, “Die Urspriinge des isracliischen Rechts” (1934), in Klane Schrfien zur 

Geskicke des Volks Lol 1, Manchen, 1953, pp. 300 1 
M. Noth, Das Sysiem der sl Smme Lsradls (BWANT 4/1), Stutgart, 1930, 
N Noth, “Das Amt des “Richters Lracls™ (1950), in Gesammele Sudien zam 

Alln Testament 1L, Minchen, 1969, pp. 71-85; idem, Te Hisory of Iac, London, 
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This thesis found great approval among the scholars,’” and many 
theories have been developed upon it. In the opinion of R. Smend 

the were the leaders of the War of Yahweh, whereas 
the “minor judges” were the representatives of the amphictyony 
    najor judge 

both offices never being mixed up."* According to the analysis of 
W. Richter the tradition of the deliverers, i.¢., the charismatic heroes, 
as well as that of the §%im, who were, in his opinion, the so-called 
“minor judges” including Samuel, had already been edited separately 

so completely that despite the attempt of combining both traditions 
in his work the Deutcronomistic historian could no longer assimilate 
the deliverers o the iroduction” (Judg 2:7-19% 
and the “Beispielstick” (3:7-11).° It is interesting to note that these 

and “minor judges”, 

i except in the     

  stucies sharpened the distinction between “major 
which is the foundation of Grether-Noth's theory, while other scholars 
were to bring ambiguity to it. Thus, H-W. Hertzberg blurred the 
picture by adding the six Othniel, Deborah, Gideon, Abimelech, Eli 
and Samuel to the six “minor judges” already counted by M. Noth. 
J. Dus, who thought that pre-monarchical Israel was a republic ruled 
by a suffte holding a central authority as a political-military leader, 
completely denied the above distinction.” On the other hand, this 
distinction was ignored from the beginning, or was minimized by 
those who tricd o explain the term it for the pre-monarchical 
leaders by means of the semantic interpretation of the term. According 

  

to L. Kochler the term 5t as a deliverer is derived from a meaning 

1960%, pp. 101 £. While Klostermann and Alt supposed that the law proclaimed by 
the “minor judges” was the Canaanite casustc law adopted by the people of Isracl, 
Noth thought that it was the characterisic aw of the ksracite amphictyony. According 
t0 HJ. Kraus, Dic pophetische Vaindgung des Redtsin el (TS 51), Zuvich, 1957 
p. 18, ffim were the prophetic-charismatic proclaimers of the law of the amphic- 
yony as the successors of Moscs and Joshua, Mackiy was regarded as another offic 
of the Tsraclte amphictyony by H.G. Reventlow, “Das Amt des Mazkic”, 73 15 
1959), pp. 161-175, 

J. Bright, A Hisory of Iael (OTL), London, 1960, p. 151, 1972, p. 166 
de Vaus, Ancient Lyac, p. 1515 but sce now idem, Hisioie anceme d’frodl 1. La 
piiode des s, Paris, 1973, pp. 19-36. 

R Smend, Jahuekrig und Stmnchud. E 
FRLANT 84), Gottingen, 1963, pp. 33-55. 

W. Richier, Die Berbeitgen des “Reerbuches” in der devternonischn. Epocke (BBB 
21), Bonn, 1964, pp. 128 T 

HW, Hertsberg, “Dic Heinen Richtcr”, TLZ 79 (1954), cols. 285-290. 
J. Dus, “Die ‘Sufeten Tsacls™, Ar0r 31 (1953), pp. 441-469; . also K.D. 

‘Schunck, “Die Richter Isracls und ihr Amt", in Congres Voume, Genve 1965 (VISup 
15), Leiden, 1966, pp. 252-262. 

  

    

    

  e zur llsten. Gschichte Irels 

  

    

   



   

    

10 c 

  

R TWO 

of the verb §afat “to help a person to his right’; accordingly, s3ptin 
were those who helped the people to g: 
from forcign oppres 
ch 

in justice by liberating them 
jons.'* H.C. Thomson held that, owing to their 

could express the divine will (mispa) in some 
of importance to the amphictyony, both “major” and “minor 

judges” were called $%im, though the form 
as the latter perhaps in civil affairs.!” 

While the latter studies did undermine Grether-Noth’s theory 
apart from the hypothesis of the Israclite amphictyony® the theory 
of the “minor judges” merited critical reconsideration in the 1960 
Y. Kaufinann argued that it is quite unlikely that the “minor judge 
about whom traditions tell at most about their numerous descend- 
ants, held a central office recognized by all Tsrac 
tic heroes, whose great achievement of the deliverance of the 

  

  

  risma by which th 

  

situation   

  cted in military 
      

    

    

while no charisma- 

  

was in circulation in folk tales and poems, could achieve the national 
unity. Moreover, it is difficult o find any essential difference be- 
tween “major” and “minor judges”. The fact that both Tola and Jair, 
who belong to the so-called “minor judge: 
10:1, 3) shows that they were also deliverers like other “major judges™ 
cf. 2:16, 18; 39, 15). Indeed, as for Tola it is written: “He arose 
0 save (Uhdfia’) Tsrael” (10:1). Tt pointed out that the 
expression “after (alré) so-and-s0” in the formula of the “minor 

  

  

  , “arose (wapigon)” (Judg 

  

  

also to be   

  

judges” does not mean that the succession of the same office took 
place without interruption as in the case of the royal succession 
where it is expressed in the term “instead of (@hal)”. From this 
expression we may rather suppose that the “minor judges” were also   

  

charismatic |   ders who sporadically arose one afier anothe: 

" L. Koehler, “Dic hebriische Rechisgemcinde” (1931), in Der hebiise Mansc, 
Tbingen, 1953, pp. 151 £; “udge (who settles 4 cause, helps o onc’s right” in 
KB, p. 1603 

FLC. Thomson, “SHOPHET and MISHPAT in the Book of Judges”, TGUOS 
19 (1961-62), pp. 74-85. According to J. van der Plocg, “SAPAT et MISPAT 
0752 (1943), p. 144-155, Deborah, EL. and Sumucl were the “charismate judges” 
and the major judges were the “charismatic chic”, and both of them had the 
authorty to be consulted in ifficult cases which were brought in by the members 
of the amphictyony; cf. also D.A. McKenzie, “The Judges of kracl”, VT 17 (1967) 
pp. 118-121 

® About the critcal discussions on the hypothesis of the Isralite amphictyony 
sce G. Fohrer, Geshiche dr isadlitichen Relion, Berlin, 1969, p. 76-83; de Vau, 

  

  

  

  

Hiswire anciome ¢ Loael 1, pp. 19-36; NK. Gottwald, The Tribes of Tahuh, A Swiology 
of te Ra 
8 

i o Libautd Ly, 1250~1050 B.C.E, Marykooll, N, 1979, pp. 345-380, 
; AD.H. Mayes, “Amphictyony”, in ABD I, New York, 1992, pp. 212-216. 

Y. Kaufimann, The Book of Judges, Jorusalem, 1962, pp. 16 1. (Hebrew, 
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According to A. Malamat the essenti 
and “mino can be found not in the character of their office 

¢ of the literary sources drawn from, folk narraiives for 
family chronicles for the latter.” 

difference between “major” 
  

  

  

but in th   

the former whe   

2. The Meanings of the Word Spt in the West Semitics 

However, a decisive argument against Grether-Noth's theory came 
from the investigation 
the light of the texts from Mari 
century B.C.).® In the Mari doc 

Sapitum (participle), siptum and Sapititun (abstract nouns) as the deri 
atives of §pt, which correspond o the Hebrew words iafa, 535 and 
mispit, respectively. The usage of these words made ¢ 
term ¢ has no judicial meaning as its primary connotation, but 
rather it is to be translated as “to issue orders, 0 cx 
0 rule, to govem, o administer” o the like. In the Mari documents 
Sapitum appears to be a pes 
a distric governor or a high administrative officia 
Ugarit, while fp! is sometimes used as a synonym for dyn in the king’s 

        

   

  

BC. 

      

rcise authority   

  

on with the administrative authority   

  

In the texts from 

Malamat, in WZP /I Judges, p. 131 
   

      
   

    > EC. Fensham, “The Judges and Ancient Israeie Jurisprudence”, 07WSA 2 
(1959), pp. 15-22; A. van Sclms, “The Tille TJudge”, OTWSA 2 (1959 pp. 43-46; 
A Ma % in Engclpacdia Biblica IV, Jerusalem, 1962, cols. 576 £ (Hebrew) 

  

  dem, “The Ban in Mari and in the Bble", OTIWSA 9 (1967) p. 43; idem, “Mar 
B 84 1971), p. 19 idem, in WHFP /XL Judges, p. 131; idem, Mari and the Eaty 
Il Esperonts (The Schweich Lectures 1964), Oxford, 1989, pp. 33 £, 77; M., 
Rovenberg, The Stem . An Inosgatim o Biblial and Exira-Bilial Sowtes (Dis), 
Pennsylvania, 1963, pp. 170-22% W. Richter, “Zu den ‘Richten lsrack™, A1V 
77 (1965), pp. 59-71; W.H. Schmich, Koniglam Gates in Ugarit und v s Herkft 
dr Foigsriation s (BZAW 80), Berlin, 19667, pp. 36-43, 78; H. Cascles 
Tnstutions <t terminologie n Deutéronome i 6-17°, in Congs Valans, Genéxe 
1965 (VTSup 13], Leiden, 1966, pp. 108 £; EA. Speiser, “The Mamner of the 
King?, in B. Mazar (ed), WHFP /11 Judgs, Tel-Aviv, 1971, pp. 281 . On an 
extensive bibliography on the root 3 and s derivaties in the Semitic languages 
See A Marzal, “The Provincial Governor at Mars: His Tile and Appointment’, 
JNES 30 (1971), p. 188, n. | 

). Bottéro and A. Finct, Ripaaine anaique des Tomes 1 8 V ds Avcivs Royaes de 
Mar (\RM. XV), Paris, 1954, pp. 264 13 A, pp. 1172 L, 1247; CAD S/1, pp. 
450 £, 439 13 CAD §/3, pp. 91-93; CI. KB, pp. 579 [, 1002 I 

See A. Marzal, JNES 30 (1971), pp. 186°217. Marzal, ibid., esp. pp. 202 £ 
made it alo clear that in Mari pifen, together with mathun, was not the adrmin- 
rator within the tribal system, but the governor of a province (jabum) appointcd 
by the king, 
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dispensing justice for widows and orphans,® it s also found in the 
parallclism with mlk and 2517 In the latter casc, it is very likely that 
this term implics * ign”* In the Phoc 

B.C.) the “staff of mipy” stands 
in parallclism to the “throne of the king” It is also likely that mipt 
here signifies “royal” rather than “judicial”.* In the Punic and Neo- 

“suffte”, which was originally 
transhated as iudex meaning Roman consul but later as rex when he 

  

  

uler” or “sov   
  tion of Ahiram of Byblos (10th centu 

    

Punic inscriptions ¢ stands for the 1 

held the militar 

  

as well as the civil leadership.” 
Before finding the West Semitic parallcls in extra-biblical sources 

H.W. Herzberg maintained that the verb safiat in the biblical 
Hebrew has a double meaning, “to rule” and “to judge”, and the 
latter is derived from the former.” On this assertion opinions have 
been sharply divided.” By analogy with the usages of f in the other 
West Semitic language gly 
o think that the meaning “to rule” for the term ¢ cannot be 

  

however, scholars have inclined increasi      

  UT 127:45-50 (p. 199 2 Aght: v 7 £, p. 249 
(ptn 7/ mln (UT 51: iv 43 € [p. 171]; i v 40 [p. 255)) mipk // mik (UT 49: i 28 € [p. 169]) (f nhr // :hlym (UT 6814 T, 16 £, 92, 24 1. [p. 180] 

J. Aisteitner (ed. by O. Eiseld], Wortrbuh derugaritichen Sprache, Berln, 1963, 
p. 342, Rosenbers, The Sem 9, pp. 215 1; C.H. Gordon, Uparic Tediook (AnOF 
38), Roma, 1965, pp. 505 ; Schmidt, Konigtun Gotes in Usari und Il pp. 36 11 

it i mipth thipk kS mibh (FAT 122 close paralel can be found in a Ugaritic text, i ki mikk bibr bt mipk (UT 19: vi 28 £ [p. 169); cf. aready H.L. Ginsberg, 
The Rebellion and Death of Ba'la”, Or 5 (1936), p. 179, 

The saff) “of his awhority”, M. Cros and DN. Freedman, Eary Hebrau Orthograply. A Sudy of the Epigaphic Evidence (AOS 36), New Haven, 1952, p. 14 
son sceptre judiciaire (eigneurial’, C.F. Jean and J. Hoftizer, DISO, p. 171; “der 

Stab sciner Herschafi”, W. Rolig, FAT T, p. 2 “the scepter of his rule’, J. Hofijrer 
and K. Jongeling, DWSL, p. 365 buc “his judicial staf”, F. Rosenthal, "Canaanite 
and Arimaic Inscrptions”, in ANET, Princeton, 1969°, p. 661. Ci. Rovenberg, The 

tem 3p, pp. 217 T3 Richier, AW 77 (1965, pp. 68 
About “suftc” sce DISO, . 316; DNVWSL, pp. 1182 £; Richter, ZAW 77 (1965, 

p. 0. 
LW, Herubers, “Dic Entwicklung des Begife 

pp. 256-287; 41 (1923), pp. 16-76. 
Aguinst the aserdon of Hertzberg argued L. Koebler, in Der hebiiscie Measch, 

Pp- 151 £, n. 9, that the original meaning of the verb faf is “entscheiden 7wi. 
schen”. From the cxamination of around 200 cases of the verb 2/ in the Hebrew 
Bible Grether, ZAW 57 (1939), pp. 111 ff, came to the conclusion that most of 
them have the meanings “rechisprechen, Urtei fillen, Recht schaffen, zum Recht 

    

  

   

  

    
    

  

   
  

  

  im AT     V40 (1922, 

erhelfen, urtilen, strafen”, while the meaning “regicren” may be found only three 
times (Amos 23; Dan 9:12, wwice). LL. Secligmann, “Zur Terminologie Rir das 

rahren im Wortschatz des biblischen Hebriisch®, in Hbriiche Worfrsch 
Hifl (VISup 16), Leiden, 1967, pp. 273 fF, maintained that the verb ajat in the meaning “herrschen” cannot be found in the Hebrew Bible except 

once (Dan 9:12), and in all the cases where 57 significs ruler non-lsraclite rulers 
are referted to, 
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excluded from its usage, though the 
less dominant in the Hebrew Bible 
of Jotham who 5 the “people of the land” in the place of the 
leprous Azariah (2 Kgs 15:5 = 2 Chr 26:21) his 2 
only to “judging”. Therefore, 57t here must have the meaning “gov- 
eming” In the same way, 5" 
to shepherd (i) the people of Israel (2 Sam 7: 

meaning “to judge” is doubt- 
* It is unlikely that in the case 

    

tivity was confined   

* yigri’él whom Yahweh commanded 
1 Chr 17:6 

judges” in a narrow sense of the term but “rulers” because 

  

  

cannot be 

  

their activity “to shepherd the people” 
allelism with cither melek (Hos 7:7; Ps 2:10; 148:11; cf. Isa 33; 
sar (Exod 2:14; Amos 2:3; Mic 7:3; Zeph 3:3; Prov 8:16; 2 Chr 12 
melek and iar (Hos 13:10; cf. Ps 148:11), or razén (Isa 40:2 

overeign”, or the like. B 
sides, there are some cases where § standing alone is generally 

” in accordance with the context (Mic 4:14; Dan 
9:19). Morcover, when the elders of Isracl asked Samuel to appoint 

$apdt standing in the par- 

    

also 

    

leader”, a “ruler”, a     appears o imply a 

regarded as a “rule 

  

* G, Fensham, OTWSA 2 (1959, pp. 17 fT; Rozenberg, The Seem i, pp. 16 1. 
Richter, ZAW 77 (1963), pp. 36 £ Schidt, Kongtam Gottes in Ugarit und Lol pp. 
38 1. ), Jeremias, “Mial im ersten Gottcsknechisied (Jes. XLI 14, V122 
1973), pp. 31 1T, suggested that miit in I 421 refers to the royal funciion of 

the servant of Yahweh cf. also WAM. Beuken, “Mifpaf. The First Servant Song 
and its Context”, VT 32 (1972), pp. | It 

  

    
  

  

  

    
  

  

% CL. ). Gray, 1 & Il Kings. 4 Gommentary (OTL), London, 1977, pp. 618 1 
JA. Moritgomery and H.S. Gehman, A Crtial and Excgdical Commentary o the Book 
of Kings (1CC), Edinburgh, 1951, p. 438, suggests that the tide “Judge of the people 
of the land” i a technical term for regency. However, M. Cogan and H. Tadmor 

   1 Kings. A New Tianslaton with Intrduction and Commentry (B 1), New York, 1988, 
p. 167, find here specal obligations of the Davidic king 1o the People of the Land 
i judicial matters. 

e i’ in 2 Sam 7:7 i generally emended into 5312 yivd on the bas 
of 1 Che. 17:6, scc Richier, Beabeitnge, p. 118, n. 20. But ZW. Falk, “Sopéy 
\eber”, Leionéwa 30 (1966), pp. 243247 (Hebrew), held that the emendation is 
unnecessary, since the term e here is a synonym for 77 in the sense “ruler” 
This view was accepted by SE. Locwenstamm, “Ruler and Judge. Reconsidered”, 
Leiméru 32 (1967/68), pp. 272-274 (Hebrew), though he dénied Falk's suggestion 
that the term b is derived from ipf, and made it clear that these two terms arc 
derived from two different proto-Semitic words; f. also E.Y. Kutscher, *A Marginal 
Note 10 S.E. Locwenstamn’s Artile”, Leimdu 32 (1967/68), p. 274 (Hebrew). PV 
Reid, “bty in 2 Samucl 7:7", CBQ.37 (1973), pp. 17-20, suggested the seading 

or MT 5, a denomitative Q! participle from 7, Standing for “staflbear 
e, i urbal leaders lke elders. Notvithsanding all the suggestions, the emendation 
based on 1 Chr 17:6 scems most tenable, <f. H. Nichr, TWAT VIIL col. 42 

Shepherd” is a designation of king i the ancient Near East, cf. 2 Sam 5:2 = 
1 Chr 112; Tsa #4:28; Jer 315 232, 4 Mic 5:8 Ps 7872, etc; see also Mo 
Seus, Epites rales akbadienns et sundions, Pas, 1967, pp. 243 3 AHiw pp. 97 
of o HALOT 11T, pp. 1259 £ JW. Vancil, “Shecp, Shepherd”, in ABD V, New 
York, 1992, pp. 11871190, 

    

        

  

  

  

  

   

     

  

  

  

    

   



   

  

4 CHAPTER TWO 

  

for them a king Fofiini (1 Sam 8:5, 6, 20), it is quite probable that 
they expected the king not as a mere judge but as a ruler In this 
connection, it is worth noting that the Hall of the Throne (ilim 
hakkiss?) in Solomon’s palace is called also ilim hammispat (1 Kgs 
7:7). On the analogy of the Ugaritic and Phoenician inscriptions 
mentioned above where /4 mipt stands in parallclism with &’ mik? 
in my opinion, the meaning of the words should imply the Hall of 
the “Government” rather than the “Judgement” as generally under- 
5t00d, because the throne-room was not used only for the judicial 

  

  

  

court (cf. Tsa 16:3), 

3. The Deliverer-Rulers of Isracl 

For all the peoples in the ancient Near East, judgement was one of 
the important royal functions, but, needless (o say, it was only one 

responsibilities. The above examples appear to show 
that the West Semitic word ¢ primarily implics this sort of gov- 
emment. We may thus conclude that sajaf in wayispit ‘e-yisra’el in 
the Books of Judges and 1 Samuel also signifies not “to judge 
a narrow sense of the term but “to rule” in which the function 
judge” is 
analysis of the formula of the judges (Judg 10:1-5; 12: 
Samuel (I Sam 7:15-17 + 25:1) W. Richter came to the conclusion 

  

of the roya 

  

  ncluded. From this meaning of the term §f as well as the 

  

15) and of 

that §7im were the non-military, administrative-judicial rulers over 
a city and its environs, appointed by the tribal elders in the transi- 
tional period from tribal to city govern 
did not find any relationship between the §fin and the amphictyony 
but he followed the Grether-Noth's theory in assuming that the 

  ot Therefore, Richter 

* About the term 2 in asociation with dar, ', nfhigey, meld, and ric, see 
Rosenbers, The Stm f, pp. 64 fT; sbout “a king Fiffeni” sce Rosenberg, ibid. 
PP. 26 and 239; Speiser, in VTP 1/TI, p. 282; cf. alo Hertzberg, A1V 10 (1922)   

  

  

p. 257. 
7'Stc above n. 2. 
© ZW. Falk, “Two Symbos of Justce”, VT 10 (1960}, pp. 72 £ Gray, 1 & If    Fings, p. 179, Rozenberg, The Stem i, pp. 2 £, thought that “ths was the hall 

where the king rendered decisions”, and the translation of ¢ here i cither “to 
ive decision”, or “to administer jusice”. M. Noth, Ainige L. . Kinige I 16 (BKAT 
9/1), Neukirchen-Viuyn, 1968, p. 137, held that the comment on the throne-room 
as royal trbunal is a sccondary addition. 

" Richter, ZAW 77 (19653), pp. 59, 70 fl; cf. G. Fohrer, Itnductin o the Old 
Testoma, London, 1970, pp. 207 £ 
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Deuteronomistic historian added the formula of the judges to the 
narratives of the charismatic heroes, who had originally nothing to 
do with the above local adminis “ 
ever, the figure of the deliverer-iiftin is already found in the proph- 

athan (2 Sam 7:7%, 11 = | Chr 17:6, 10)" originating in the 
time of David and Solomon.* It is also worth noting that Richter’s 

How- 

  

ivejudicial functionaries. 

  ecy of     

theory, according to which Jephthah and Samuel belong o non- 
minor judges”, is irreconcilable with the farewell 

speech of Samuel which explicidy mentions these two together with 
Jerubaal and Bedan as the deliverers of Isracl (1 Sam 12:11). 
Since the charis 
it s difficult to assume that the figure of the deliverer-i 
pure invention of the Deuteronomist. Rather, if the term i has 
the meanin 

If we assume that the pre-monarchical leaders called §ipin were 

  

  atic heroes are called $ptim in various tradition: 

  

  “ruler”, the very deliverers deserve to be called 75tin." 

    

 Richter, ZAW 77 (1965), p. 4. 
© According to Grether, A1V 57 (1939), p. 19, the carlest evidence for the 

term ifffin a5 the name of the charsmatic herocs is found in the prophecy of 
Nathan. Against this view, Richtcr, Berbetng, pp. 119 €3 idem. ZAW 7 (1965 
P- 59, n. 64 But his angument secms unienable 

 On’the’Solomanic origin of the prophecy of Nathan see M. Tseva, “Studics 
in the Book of Samuel I1L. The Steadfast House: What was David promised in Il 
Sam. VT 11b-162", HUCA 34 (1963), pp. 71-82; A. Weiser, “Dic Tempelbaukrise 
unter David®, ZAW77 (1965), p. 156; N. Poulssen, Kinig und Tenpel im Glaubenszugri 
des Allen Testaments (SBM 3, Stuegart, 1967, pp. 43 11; T. Ishick, The Ryl Donastic 
in_Anciet Lacl, A Sudy on ht Formatim and Dislopment of Ropl-Dymastc Leology (BLAW 
142), Berlin/New York, 1977, pp. 81-99; sce also below pp. 137 1l 

Since the name Bedan is not menioned in the Book of Judges, various emer- 
datons have been sugeested. Y. Zakovitch, “bdn = yptf”, VT 22 (1973), pp. 123-125, 
held that Bedan is none other than Jephthah's sccond name, ke GideonJerub 
of. K. McCartr, I Samacl. A New Transtion with Inoducion, Nots and Come 
AB 8), Garden Chy, N.Y., 1980, p. 211. But it is possible to regard him 
unknown deliverer from any other source, see Malamat, in WHGP 1/1Il Juiges 
p. 315, n. 

P& Ga' the origin of the farewellspecch of Samuel opinions are divided; accorc 
ing to Noth, Cbelifimngigeschicliche Studien, pp. 59 T this was writen by the author 

of the Deutéronomisic history; cf. H.J. Boccker, Die Bautaling der Anfnge ds Kanitans 
in den deteomistscen Abschiten des 1. Somclbches (WMANT 31), Neukischen-Viuyn, 
1969, pp. 61 11 But Eislelds, The Ol Testament, p. 262, allocated it to the source E.A 
Weiser, Samuel: cine geschichche Aufbe wd ligise Bedestung (FRLANT 81), Gotingen, 
1962, pp. 88 . held that this chapter originated in the Gilgal tradition which tells 
of Samuls role at the esiablishment of the monarchy. McCarter, 1 Somud, pp. 
14-20, 217-221, proposed that Samucls address in chapter 12 came from the 
prophetic narrative of the risc of kingship with Deutcronomistic addiions in w 
615, 1950, 20b-22, 24-25 

  

  

       
  

  

   
  

    

  

  

  

Against the view of Richter that 77im had no fanction of the miltary leader, 
sce Schunck, in Congrss Volumt, Genese 1965 (VTSup 13), pp. 259 £ 
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the “deliverer-rulers” of Isracl, we may ask why the formula wayipat 
etyisi’al is missing in the narratives of Ehud, Shamgar, Gideon, 
and Abimelech, though any essential difference cannot be found 
between these and the other $gim. As for Ehud, we might suppose 
on the basis of the addition of LXX to Judg 
"AS Eoc ob anéave, that this formula was omitted from the origi- 
nal text in the course of transmission.*® 

  

0, xoi Expuvey abtovg 

  

e the   is reason to 
believe that Shamgar was a non-Israclite, it is natural that his “rule” 
over Isracl s ot told (Judg 3:31). In the story of Abimelech wayasar 
‘alyiidl (9:22) clearly substitutes for this formula, because i is a 
synonym for ¢ here as has been shown in the parallel between sar 
and Most puzzling 
is Gideon's case, since, despite his clear refusal of the hereditary 

hip offered by the men of Isracl (8:22-23), the biblical story 
reveals that he was de facto one of the most powerful “rulers” in the 

  

pél (see above p. 43; but see also below p. 

    

  

pre-monarchical Tsrael In my opinion, this formula was omitted 
from the original text when the cpisode of his refusal of the ruler- 
ship was inserted into the story of Gideon,” because his answer 

over you, and my son will not rule (i 
over you” (8:23), made an obvious contradiction to the formula: “He 
ruled (fafa) Tsract 

        will not rule (17" ~yiimo 

4. The Tribal Leagues “Ismael” 

What is then the concept of “Israel” which §p%im ruled? M. Noth 
asserted that “Isracl” as in the “judge of Israel” (Mic 4:14) was noth- 

  

  “ L. Grether, ZAW 57 (1939), p. 113, n, 3; R.G. Boling, 
Tianslatin, and Camnentry (AB 6), Garden City, N.Y., 1975, p. 87, but . Sch 
Septuagiia-Massora ds Buckes der Ricker (AnBib 7), Roma, 1957, p. 49, regarded it 
2 an addion made by LXX. 

B. Maider (Mazar), “Shamgar ben Anat”, in Paletine Explration Find Quartly 
Stateme, London, 1934, pp. 192-194; A. van Selms, “Judge Shamgar”, IT 14 
1964), pp. 204-309; O. Bisseld, “The Hebrew Kingdom, in C4H II, ch, XXXIV 
Cambridge, 1965, p. 22; Malamat, in WHFP /I, p. 137; <f. also R.G. Boling, 
‘Shamgar”, in ABD V, New York, 1992, pp. 1135 1 

See Malama, in WHP /I Judss, p. 146, 
Apart from the question whether this episode reficts the situation in the pre 

monarchical period o originated in the late monarchy, it is generally recognized 
that thesepassages originally did not belong to the old tradition of Gideon, scc 
C.F. Whitley, “The Sources of the Gideon Stories”, VT 7 (1957), pp. 161 f. 
W. Beyerln, *Geschichte und heilsgeschichdiche Tradiionsbikdung im Alten Testa- 
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ing but the “confederation of the twelve tribes of Tsracl” 
to W. Richter, however, “Isracl” in the formula of the 
10:1-5; 12:7-15) and of Samucl (1 Sam 7:15-17 + 
understood as the political-geographical term for the Northern King- 

* According 
adges (Judg 
1) could be 

  

      

dom and the United Kingdom, respectively, as it was employed in the 
te monarchies. But Richter concluded that 

we can hardly know the precise meaning of this “Isracl” in the pre- 

  

royal annals of the s 

‘monarchical period.* While Noth's assertion of a tribal confederation 
of all Tsracl that could appoint one 5ifit for its central office is difficult 
to accept especially in the light of the evaluation of the period by 
the biblical tradition (Judg 17:6; 21:25), Richter's conclusion is unten- 
able. It seems necessary to make a re-examination of the name of 
“Isracl” in the narratives of the §%im to reveal the nature of the 
concept “Isracl”. 

To begin with, let us examine the term “Isracl” in case of Deborah 
and Barak. According to the prose version (Judg 4) ten thousand 
men fiom Zebulun and Naphtali under the command of Barak in- 

  

spired by Deborah defeated the Canaanites, whereas in the Song of 
Deborah (Judg 5) another four tribes, Ephraim, Benjamin, Machix 
and Issachar, joined with Zebuhn and Naphtali. From this infor 
mation we may conclude that Deborah and Barak formed a six-tribe 
league against the Canaanites the nucleus of which was Zebulun and 
Naphtali.** The Song version mentions additional four tribes which 

  

are rebuked for not joining the battle (5:15b-17). It is therefore to     
be supposed that there existed a community consisting of, at least 
these ten tribes which were linked by a sort of national consciousness.* 

ment, Ein Beitrag zur Traditionsgeschichte von Richter vi-vii”, PT 13 (1963), pp. 
19 ; B. Lindar, “Gidcon and Kingship?, 77 16 (1963), pp. 315-326; cf. aso 
Noth, The Histary o sra, pp. 164 £ 

Noth, in Gesamele Stuen 1, p. 81 

  

  

  

  

Richter, ZAIV 77 (1965), pp. 46, 49, 50 T, 55 
* Noth, T Histry of Lrad, p. 130, .3, regarded the mention of four wibes in 

addition o Zebulun and Naphtal as partiipants in war in the Song as a secondary 
extension. According to A. Weiser, “Das Deboralied”, ZAW 71 (1959), pp. 67-97, 
the cnumeration of tribes in Judg 5:14-18 has nothing directly to do with the cam. 
paign of Deborah and Barak, which was fought only by Zcbulun and Naphtal 
but a tibal rollcall on the occasion of  feast of the amphictyony. But we may 

mentary, sce Kauimann, The Bosk 
whind, pp. 10 T, n. 3; Malamar, in 

father interpret these two sources 25 co 
Judees, pp. 113 1T; Smend, Juhuekrig d S 
WHP 1IN Judges, pp. 137 1 

The tedribe confederation of Tsracl” is often supposcd on the bass of the 
Song of Deborah, sec S. Mowinckel, “Rahelstamme in Von 

  

  

und “Leastimme’™        
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Itis clear that this tribal community was called “Isracl”, because its 
common God, Yahweh, is called “God of Isael” (4:6; On 
the other hand, it is also selfevident that the concept of “Isracl” in 
the “warriors with long hair of frael” (5:2)* and in the “command- 
ers of Zorael who offered themselves willingly” (5:9) refers only to the 
six tribes which joined the battle. It is likely that “Isracl” in the 
“peasantry in Iyael” (5:7, 11) and in “fourty thousand in ael” (5:8) 

   

  

  

  

   had 10 do only with the same six tribes which formed a league 
because of the common suffering from the Canaanite oppression. 
And the “people of Isra” who defeated the Canaanites (4:23, 24 

  

obviously refer to the six tribes only. When the poct says: “Unil 
you arose, Deborah, arose as a mother in Isacel” (5:7), it appears 
that he intends “Israel” to mean the community consisting of ten 
tribes; in reality, though Deborah’s authority was recognized only 

   

  

by the members of her six-tribe league. It seems that the four tribes 
which did not participate in the league are not included among the 
“people of I who came to Deborah for mifpat (4:5). The above 
observation shows that the name “Isracl” is used here in  double 
sense, i.¢., on the one hand, it is applied to the large unit of all ten 
tribes, on the other, it is a limited sense (o a part thereof. In other 

a large community including ten 
tribes; as well as the designation of a league consisting of six tribes 
which gathered together under the leadership of Deborah and Barak. 

words, “Isracl” can be the name of    

From this observation we can come to the conclusion that “Isracl” 
h el yiss tribe commu- 

nity but the designation of the six-tribe league against the Canaanites 

  

in hi® i +4) is not the name of the te      

organized by Deborah and Barak. 

Ugrt nack Quan. 0. Fisfide Festcrift (BZAW 77), Berin, 1958, pp. 137 3 Weiser, 
v 71 (1959, p. 87; K.-D. Schunck, Benjomin. Unersichungen zur Enttoung und 

Geshichie aes inaclischon Sammes (BZAW 86), Berlin, 1963, pp. 70 1. 
“ About bifda’ pri sce C.F. Bumey, The Buk of Juiges with Inroduction and 

Nots, London, 1918, pp. 107 £ E. Taubler (cd. by HoJ. Zobel, Biblche Studie 1. 
Die Epace der Richi, Tibingen, 1958, p. 154, n. 1 de Vaux, Ancet L, p. 467, 

T the analysis of the Song of Deborah Smend, Jaluekrig wd Simmebund, pp. 
10 £, mainained that “neben dem Isracl in der Aktion stcht also cin Isracl in der 
Potenz, und nur dieses zweite tragt uberhaupt den Namen lsracl”. Kaufmann, The 
Book of Juds, pp. 36 ., emphasized tha, since the tribes of lsracl wer 
in_ the common cthnical, cultural, and eligious ground in the pre-monarchical 
period, though they had no poliical unity, every attack on a tribe from ouside 
was aluays regarded not as a tribal but as a national event. From the analysi of 
the boundary list in the Book of Joshua Y. Aharoni, The Land of e Bibk. A Hisorial 
Gexgaph, London, 1966, p. 233, came to the conclusion that there existed a covenant 

  

    

    

    

‘asocated       
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be discovered also in the   This double meaning of “Is 
narraives of other §atin. “lsracl” as the 
is found in the expression “liberation of Israel” in the story of Gideon’s 
all (6:14, 15; ¢ called 
against the Midianites (7:15; cf. 7:2, 8, 14, 23) consisted of at most 
the tribes Manasseh, Asher, Zebulun and Naphtali with the family 
Abiezer as its nucleus (6:34-35; 7:23). But the absence of Ephraim, 
the important member of the tribal community “Isracl” 8:3) 
did not hinder Gideon’s league from calling itself the “camp of Israel 
(7:15). Tn the story of Jephthah, “Isracl” often signifies “all the in: 
itants of Gilead” (10:17; 11:4, 5, 26, 27, 33) who appointed him 1% 
and gigin (10:18; 11:11). “Tsrael® here appears to have included a 
league of the tribes cast of the Jordan in which at least Gilead and 
Manassch participated (cf. 11:29)* On the other hand, the “history 
of the setdement of Israel” which he told the king of the Ammonites 
11:15 

which the inhabitants of Gilead were a part. It is also probable that 
a custom of the lamentation over his daughter was observed in 
greater Tsracl (11:39-40). But it is difficult to assume that Jephthah, 
who repelled the Ephraimites with many casualties (12:1-6), was 
appointed 5 by all Isracl in which Ephraim was included. Hence, 
“Isracl” which Jephthah ruled (12:7) was the tribal league of Gilead 
upon which he presided as 7% and gasin. In the same way, the “peo- 
ple of Isracl” whom Ehud called up against the Moabites were the 
Ephraimo-Benjaminite league (3:15, 2 
ruled (I Sam 4:18) appears to have been a league formed by the 

  

  greater tribal community 

  

      6:36, 37), whereas the “Isracl” up by him 
     

    

  

      

    

  

  

  

is doubtless the history of the great tribal community of 

        

) while “Isracl” which Eli 

tribes of central Palestine (cf. #1-18).# It is likely that the same 
tribes were lately 1 who led the 
against the Philistines after the downfall of Shiloh (1 Sam 7:3-17) 
  c-organized by Sam esistance     

of the six northern tribes: Ephraim, Manassch, Benjamin, Zebulun, Asher, and 
Naphtli in the period of the Judges, and this covenant was “Israel in the limited 
sense of the term 

M. Ottosson, Gilead. Tradion and Histry (CBOTS 3), Lund, 1969, pp. 155 fF, 
169 11, 246, 

Noth, The Hisory of I, p. 166, sugested that in the first batle at Ebencrer 
a part of Isael fought, but in the sccond the whole confederaton of the trbes, i.c 
the amphictyony, partiipated in the war against the Philsines. It s clcar that this 
suggestion was based on the hypothetical theory of the Irackte amphictyony 

& Since part of the chapter cleary reflcts the situation afer the victoris of Saul 
and David, the historicity of 1 Sam 7 as  whole has been generally regarded as 
doubtfull. However, a number of scholars found some ancient traditions in this 

s o the 

    

  

  

  chapte, sce Weiser, Samuel, pp. 5-24; W.F. Albright, Samel and the Beg  
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In the story of Samson, “Isracl” under the Philistine rule (Judg 
13:5; 14:4) doubtless refers 1o the greater tribal community, but 
“Isracl” which he ruled (13:20; 16:31) was evidenty no more than 
the tribe Dan, certainly excluding neigbouring Judah (15:9-13). As 
for Tola (10:1-2) his formula: “After Abimelech there arose to deliver 

and the fact that he lived in Ephraim, though he was 
a man of Issachar, would show that he also organized an Ephraimo- 

  

Israel ol 

  

Issachar league against unknown enemics. From the other tradition 
about Jair (Num 32:41; Deut 3:14) we may suppose that he was also 
a war leader” but his “Isracl” was nothing more than sixty towns 
in Gilead (Judg 10:4; cf. Num 32:41; Deut 3:14; Josh 13:30; 1 Kgs 
£14; 1 Chr 2:22). The tradition about Thzan’s thirty sons and daugh- 
ters (Judg 12:9) shows that he made many connections with other 

From this fact we may hold that Ibzan's “Israel” was a coali- 
tion formed by clans around Bethlchem, the town of Thzan.® It is 

  

  

clans, 

possible to assume a similar situation for Abdon (12:13-15) who had 
also forty sons and thirty grand-sons. Lasy, we may also suppose 
that “Israel” which Elon the Zebulunite ruled was the same sort of 
coalition of the clans in the land of Zebulun (12:11-12). Owing to 
the nature of the sources it is difficult (0 prove positively that “Isracl” 
nuled by these §iptin designated a tribal league or a coalition of 
clans. But this is the most suitable explanation for the term “Isracl” 
here, if we accept neither the hypothesis of the Israclite amphic- 
tyony, nor regarded it as an anachronistic usage of the term. 

  The account of Othniel (3:9-11) preserves the act of the deliverer- 
§iftin in the briefest form® as follows:   

     

  

Pophaic Movenens, Cincinnati, 1961, p. 14; H. Secbass, “Traditionsgeschichic von | 
Sam 8, 10, und 12°, ZAI 77 (1965), pp. 292 f; idem, “Dic Vorgeschichte der 
Konigserhebung Sauls”, AW 79 (1967), pp. 155 T; B. Mazar, “The Philtines 
and.their Wars with Tsracl", in B. Mazar (ec.), WHGP 111 Judss, Tel-Aviv, 1971 

Pp. 177 63 el abo F. Langlamet, “Les ricits de linsituton de la royaué (1 Sam. 
VII-XI. De Wellhausen au travaw ricens”, RB 77 (1970), p. 170; Ishida, The 
Rayal Dynastis, pp. 33 £; McCarter, 1 Sa 

Malamar, in WHGP 1/II: Judges, p. 13 
Bk of Judges, p. 289, 

For the international treatcs which were gencrally_concluded by marri 

    

Burney     

      betwseen royal houses, see A. Malamat, “Aspects of the Foreign Polcies of Ds 
and Solomon”, JVES 22 (1963), pp. 8 1T, who partcularly dealt with the for 
marital ties of David and Solomon; <f alo J.D. Levenson and B. Halpern, 

  Political Import of David's Marriages”, 7BL 99 (1980 
+ According o Noth, Dberligenagsgesciic 

from the Deuteronomisic historian. Richicr, Bear 
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a) the deliverer received Yahwel’s spirit (charisma 
   

) he went out war, and Yahweh gave his enemy into his hand; 
d) the land rested until his death 
What was, then, wayifpil “d-isa’dl which took place between 

receiving Yahwel’s spirit and going out to war? Since the meaning 
“to judge” in judicial proceedings for the term afaf docs not fit well 
for the context, either this verb has been understood as a synonym 

  

  

  

for hdsi‘a standing in the previous verse® or the whole scntence has 
been omitted as a gloss® But while H.C. Thomson interpreted it 
as asking the will of God,” Y. Kaufmann explained it as “to muster 

  

Isracl”, i.c., “to organize them for war” In my opinion, Kaufinann's   

elucidation is correct, fitting the situation as corroborated by other 
~iiftim. As is well known, in the narrative on 

Saul's campaign against the Ammonites (I Sam 11:1-11), he behaves 
according to the tradition of the deliverer-575im” Afier being infuscd 
with God’s spirit, he sent a call-up throughout all the territory of 

nd at Beze 
a tribal league called “Isracl” (11:5-8) Itis clearly told th 

  cases of the deliverer 

  

  

Israel, those who answered his call were organized into   

Gideon 

  

influcnce of Deutcronomy before the final redaction of the Deuteronomisti his- 
tory; <f. J-A. Soggin, Juiees. A Conmentary (OTL), Lonclon, 1981, pp. 45 £. Howw 
ever, though the narrative is highly schematc, it s hardly truc that this s a pure 
Deuteronomistic composition, sce Bumey, The Book of Judges, pp. 64 L; HW 
Herzberg, Die Bicher Josua, Richer, Ruk (XD 9, Gottingen, 19507 pp. 163 1 

Joshua, Judges"and Rath (NCB), London, 1967, pp. 213 ff; Boling, Judges 
el A ‘Malamat, “Cushan Rishathaim and the Decline of the Near East 

around 1200 B.C.", JNES 13 (1954), pp. 231-242 
GF. Moore, A" Criical and Eugetcal Commentay o Judges (1CC), Edinburgh, 

1898, p. 86; Burncy, The Book of Judges,p. 66; Gray, Joshia, Judges and Ruth, p. 261 
Richter, Beabatunge, pp. 25, 61 
Thomson, 7GUOS 19 (1961-62), p. 78. Referring to Samuel's action (I Sam 

  

  

    

  

       

7:5-6), Boling, Judges, p. 83, found in i that “he (= Othnicl) presided over a con 
fesional reafimation of ulimate loyaltics’ 

Kaufimann, The Book of Judses, p. 108 cf. according to Fensham, OTWSA 2 
1959), p. 18, the meaning of f here s “o act as a charismatic leader 

© A, Alt, “Die Staatenbidung der Israliten in Patisina” (1930), in Kleine Scrifen 
cur Gt des Voles el 1, Manchen, 1953, pp. 17 17; W. Beyerln, “Das Konigs- 
charisma bei Saul”, ZAW 73 (1961), p. 18 

The men of Judah ..” (11:8) is clearly a sccondary inscrtion which reficts 
the dualism in the period of the kingdom, see Richier, ZAW 77 (1963), p. 52 
According to Schunck, Berjai, p. 90, the whole verse is a late addition except 
wayif'dem ¥hizes, Opinions are divided on the extent of the tibal league “lsacl 
organized by Saul at that time. Noth, The Hidory of Loal, p. 169, held that the 
whale confederation of the twelve tribes participated in the campaign, while 
K. Mahlenbrink, “Sauls Ammonitcrfeldzug und Samucls Beitrag zum Koniguum 

  

  

       

         



     

          

      
        
            
        

        

       

   

                  

   
     

   
     

   

        

  acted after the same pattern, i.c 
izing a tribal league before going to war (Judg 6:34-35). In the case 
of Deborah, who was also divinely inspired as indicated by her tide 
“prophetess” (4:4), her attempt to organize a tribal league aga 
Canaanites was recorded, it seems, in general (4:4-5) as well as in 
detail (4:6-10). Afier having fulflled his divine ordination by assas- 
sination of the Moabite king (3:15-25), Ehud succeeded in organiz- 
ing a tribal league in the hill country of Ephraim (3:27). Although 
it appears that the Gilead league had been organized before Jephthah 
was invited (10:17-18), in reality, the league could not function unil 
he took office. Morcover, it 
Yahwel's spirit he organized a league of Gilead and Manasseh before 
going to war (11:29 

These examples clearly show that §3§in were military leaders who 

iving Yahweh's spirit and orga     

st the   

  

  s also told that afier having received 

  

rose up when Yahweh's spirit came upon them, organized local tribal 
(waypispit “d-yisd’l), and went to war 

as the commander of the army of their confederations. Deborah also 
  confederations called “Isracl 

follows this pattern in going to war as the supreme commander 
though Barak was her chief of staff (4:8-9; 5:15). After having estab- 
lished their charismatic ordination through victories in the field, these 
military leaders assumed the rulership of the tibal leagues which 
they organized (wayiipit etisrel). Their office was for life, but their 

ded (0 their descendants. An exception was 

  

authority was not exte   

Abimelech, who succeeded Gideon (Judg 9). But his kingdom was 
established outside Isracl, and his control ove 
regarded as the rule of 

Tsrael” was not   

i as the different verb iarar instead of 

  

fat for his rule may indicate (9:22) 

5. From the So5et-Regine 10 Monarcly 

With the ever incn 
century B.C., the Israclite tribes realized that the tribal leagues organ- 

  ing pressure of the Philisines in the mid-11th 

    des Saul”, ZAW 58 (1940/41), pp. 57-70, thought that only Benjamin and the 
tribes cast of the Jordan came to fight under Saul's command cf. G. Walls, “Die 
Anfinge des Korigtums in lsracl®, W3 Halle 12 (1963), pp. 242 £ In my opinion, 
in addiion to the tribes of central Palestine and from east of the Jordan, of whom 
Saul's main force consised, the other tribes from “all the terrtory of Israel” (v. 7 
ent contingents to the campaign, sce Ishida, The Ryl Dynasies pp. 36 T 

Malamat, in WHFP V1L Judges, p. 151 
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ized occasionally by charismatic leaders and dissolving with their 
death could not defend them against this new, better organized 
equipped encmy. Thereupon, it appears that the tribes of central 
Palestine organized a league centered around the shrine at Shiloh 
and appointed Eli the 
5" (cf. 1 Sam 4:18). This move must be regarded as an attempt 

ce the priest- 
hood belonged to certain families as hereditary office in ancient 
Israel,” it appears that the intention was to establish the hereditary 
succession of the office of the leader of the league through Eli's 
house. The institutional change can also be found in the fact that 
Eli, though he was a ruler of the league, no longer took command 
in batde but entrusted the elders of “Isracl”, i.c., the representatives 
of the league, with the responsibility for the military operations 
In the catastrophe 
made a great effort to re 

nd     

  

    riest as its leader. Thus he became a “pricst- 

  

to establish the stable system of the tribal league 

  

  

   
after the defeat at Ebenczer it was Samuel who   

establish the unity of the tribes of central   

Palestine to offer resistance against the Philistine rule. It is not sur- 
prising that Samuel, whose charisma had been revealed as a “prophet 
of Yahweh” at Shiloh in his youth (3:19-4:1a), became the rebuilder 
of the league of Shiloh destroyed by the Philistines. Thus we may 
call him “prophet-iifit 
his confederation took over the institutional change which had begun 

   of. 7:15-17) It is interesting to note that 

de Vau, drciet Lival, pp. 359 € A. Cody, A History of Old Tetanent Priciood 
AnBib 35), Rome, 1969, p. 60: M. Haran, Tenples and Tanple-Srice in Anciet Ioracl 

An Inqiy ito Bilical Gull Pevomena nd the Historcal Sting of the Pristy School, Winona 
Lake, 1985, pp. 58 

M. Newman, “The Prophetic Call of Samuel”, in Lral's Prophetc Heritge. Esiys 
in Honor of J. Mg, London, 1962, pp. 86-97, held that Samuel the prophe 
00k over the functions of the covenant mediator of the amphictyony formerly exer. 
cised by Eli the priest and tansmitted them to the charismatic prophets, M.A. 
Gohen, “The Rolc of the Shilonite Priesthood in the Usited Monarchy of Ancient 
Tsracl”, HUCA 36 (1963), pp. 65 fT, maintained that Samucls authority was derived 
from His positon as the Shilonite Seer-pries cf. HM. Orlinsky, “The Scer-Priest 
in B. Mazar (ed), WHFP /TNl Judges, Tel-Aviv, 1971, p. 275, According to the 
analysis of M. Noth, “Samuel und Silo”, 1T 13 (1963), pp. 300400, | Sam 3 was 
composed by an author who wanted to show the close relation of Samuel to Shilo 
by combining the Shilonite tradicion (I Sam 1; %11, 18-21) and the Jerusalemitc 
traditon (2:12-17, 22-36). Although a Jerusalemite polemic against Shiloh is clearly 
found in | Sam 3:33, it appears to me that the narratves on the sins of Ei's sons 
and the punishment of his house (2:12-17, 22-36; %1-18) were originally com 
posed as Samuel's apology against the descendants of the house of EE, when Samucl 
100k over the league of the central tribes; cf. J T. Wills, “An Ani-Elide Narrative 
Tradition from a Prophetic Circle at the Ramah Sanctuary”, JBL 90 (1971}, pp. 
288308 
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at Shiloh. Accordingly, he did not take command in war, though 
he pl ederation (7:5-11 
In addition, he made clear the here 

  

ed a priestly role as the leader of the cor 

    

tary character of his office by 
appointing his sons to in Lyisia’el (8:1)." 

But the fact that Samuel had to change the center of his league 
from place to place instcad of the permanent center like Shiloh 
7:16-17) shows that his activity was limited to a high degree under 

the Philistine supremacy. It is very likely that the Philistines suc- 
ceeded in paralysing Samucls league even though they had been 
unexpectedly defeated near Mizpah (cf. 7:10-11 and 9:16). It is pos- 
sible, however, that the Philistines preferred indirect rule and there- 
fore allowed Samuel to continue to act as the leader of the league. 
Indeed, if Samuel had been a “deliverer-iajé 
mobilizing his tribal league, the elders of Jabesh besieged by the 
Ammonites would have sent their messengers directly o him (cf 
11:1-4). It was only Saul’s spontancous heroic action after the tra- 
ditional manner of the charismatic leaders called tin, which was 
able to muster the Israclite army for the relief of Jabesh (11:5-7)7¢ 
Now realizing the limitations of the old iifét-regime, Samuel, the 
last “5apit”, finally gave in to the elders of “Israel”, who had asked 

ng (3:3, 6, 20), and took the initiative to estab- 
lish the first monarchy in Israel.” 

  

   ?, who was capable of 

      

   him to appoint a 

From the foregoing study we can come to the conclusion that the 
formula. wayispit (or Safal) *el-yisra’e is used as a sort of teminus tech- 
nicus signifying the charismatic leaders who spontancously rose up, 
organized tribal leagues called “Isracl”, and ruled over them unil 
their death. This government of 

  

corresponds exacily to the socio- 

* A note on the appointment of Samucl's sons as fin in Beersheba (I Sam 
82 would show that Samuel's tibal league tied o invite the southern tribes. It 
i possible that the name of another town in whih the sccond son was appointed 
was found in the original text, sec McKenie, V717 (1967), p. 121. Richter, ZAIW 

7 (1965),p. 39, pointed out that among 4 trple accusation against Samucl's sons: 
wuming aside after gain, taking bribes, and perverting jusice (63, while the last 
w0 belong to the Ricktergiced the fist can be referred to every ruler 

Albright, Samsel and the Brginings of the Prphetic Movenct, p. 14, 
Samuel” in 1 Sam 1117 is generally regarded as an addidon, see J.A. Sogein, 

Das Kanigtom in e, Urgprings, Sponmgen, Entuicking (BZAW 104), Berln, 1967, 
p. 4. But some scholars do not accept the omission of the name “Samuel®, see 
FLW. Hervcberg, 1 & IT Samul. A Gmmanary (OTL), London, 1964, p. 90, n. b; 
Weiscr, Sanuel, pp. 26, 70, 75. 1t is possble to assume that Samucl co-operated 
with Saul by Supportn the ltter’s charismatic acion. 

For the historical process of the establishment of the monarchy sce Ishida, The 
Roal Dynasies, pp. 31 11 
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political conditions of the Israclite tribes which occasionally formed 
tribal leagues for reasons of self-defense in the period prior to the 
formation of the monarchy. The largest league was organized by 
Deborah-Barak with six tribes, but generally only several tribes came 
together to make a local league. 

Then, when did this term take root in Israel? It is unlikely that 
this terminology was current in the time of the charismatic leaders 
called $3f'tim, because none of them had this tide 
ratives. A. van Selms suggested that the cditor of the Book of Judges 
borrowed the title §%m from city-states at the coast in the period 

their own nar- 

  

of Hezekiah,” but, as has been pointed out, they were already called 
§aftim in Nathan’s prophecy (2 Sam 77 = | Chr 17:6) originating in 
the carly monarchical period. In addition, since it is very clear that 
the term   erally referred (0 a “judge” in the judicial sense 

late monarchical period, it is difficult to imagine 
that the editor of the Book of Judges, or the Deuteronomistic his- 
torian, as Noth, Richter and others think, chose exactly this term 

  

of the term in the   

for indicating the leaders of pre-monarchical Isracl In my opin- 
fon, the earliest evidence for the word i as a leader of the tribal 
cague can be found in the appointment of Samuel’s sons as tin 

Lyigra’el (1 Sam 8:1). Tt is not incidental that this terminology app 
in Samuel’s last years, because it is very likely that the people, who 

i “governing them like all the nations”, keenly 
felt the necessity of a t 
ernment and its e 
nology of the newly established monarchy 

     
    

  were looking for a 
  inology for the earlier system of the gov- 

  

in order to differentiate it from the termi- 

. Malamat, in WEGP /I Judes, pp. 129 1 
van Selms, OTWSA 2 (1959), pp. 49 © 
Prof. A. Malamat suggested to me that the West Semitic word §f might have 

originally a double connotation, i.c., 10 judge” and “(o govern, to rule”, of which 
the first was dominant in urban society ke Ugarit, while the second originated in 
the tribal society like Mari. In Israel co-cxited both tribal and sedentary traciions 

  

      
  

from the beginning, 1t s interesting to note that Kutscher, Lefoniu 32 (1967/68] 
p. 274, suggested that the term i/ might be a latecomer to biblical Hebrew, snce 
it does not occur in carly biblical poctry 

Rozenberg, The Sem it pp. 8 T, thought that the reason why the term 5 

  

as a title docs not appear in the carly period is to be found in the transitory nature 
of the regime of the 46; sce also idem, “The $3%in in the Bible”, in B, Mazar cd, 
Nelon Gluck Memorial Voame (Eseta-lsrael 12), Jerusalem, 1975, pp. 85* f cf. E.A 
Speiser, “Background and Function of the Biblcal Niti”, CBQ, 25 (1963, p. 117. 
Tt may look strange, however, that there was no definite terminology for the regime 
of 3 when it was fully functioning. But, since this was not common established 
regime in the ancient Near East ike, for instnce, monarchy, the designations of 
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As for the name “Israel”, in the pre-monarchical time it simulia- 
neously indicated the whole as well as part of the tribal community 
Similarly, the same usage is found in the narratives about the United 
Kingdom, where “Isracl” refrs to the United Kingdom, o the north- 
em tribes, or t0 a part thereof Hence the people who did find 
fundamental difference between the government of 3 and monar- 
chy could on the other hand apply the same term “sracl” in its 
general and particular senses 

the regime and its leader could be fixed only after a long experience. B, Halpern, 
e o in Canaan (SBLM 29), Chico, 1983, p. 207, dare not “deter- 

mine when the judge-fiulature arose”, although he inclines ‘1o concede the exis- 
tence of some national structures before Saul’s time, one of which was the posidon 
of the Judge 

firacl” for the United Kingdom o sl the tribes of Isracl 2 Sam 6:1; 10 
11215 1711, ete; for the northern tribes: 2 Sam 310; 5:1-3; 1 Kgs 1:35, etc; for 
a part of the northem trbes: 2 Sam 29 (Gilead, Adher?, Jezrecl, Ephraim, and 
Benjamin); 2:28 (Benjamin, cf. 2:25); 3:19 (the northern tribes except Benjamin) 
of. H.AU. Nubel, Davids Aufticg i der frie isaeliticher Gachictschreibung (Diss), Bonn, 
1959, pp. 109 £ Richter, ZAIW 77 (1965), pp. 50 I  



   
  

CHAPTER THREE 

NAGID: THE TERM FOR THE LEGITIMIZATION 
OF THE KINGSHIP* 

1. Four Theses on the Title Nagid 

The title nagid is sometimes applied to royalty in the Hebrew Bible 
Although many suggestions have been made about the function of 
the title, its exact m 
made may be 

  aning stil remains undecided.” The suggestions 
  ouped under the following four categorics: 

@) A sacral tide from pre-monarchical times: a charismatic war- 
leader,? a tide connected with the Israclite amphictyony;* 

b) A fature king: a king designate,' an heir apparent; a crown 
prince; 

©) A synonym for the term mdek: a Deuteronomistic term for the 
national leader; 

d) A politico-administrative tile: a prefect 

* This 
3551 

  

say is a revised version of the study which appeared in A7BI 3 (1977) 

  

! For an extensive bibliography and a summary of various views see G.F. Hascl, 
in TWAT V, Stugar, 1984-86, coks. 203-219, 

A. Alt, “Die Statenbildung der Isralien in Palsstina” (1930),in Kline Scifen 
ur Gesciche des Volkes Iyael T, Miinchen, 1953, p. 23; W.F. Albright, Sanuel and 

the Beginings of he Pophaic Movement, Cincinna, 1961, pp. 15, £ W. Richter, “Die 
nigié-Formel. Ein Beitrag zur Eshellung des nigid-Problems”, B9 (1965), pp. 71-84; 

L. Schmidy, Manchiicher Eflg wnd Johues ttiv. Stdien 2 Traditon, Inloprttion 
wd Hisorie in Uberligerangen con Gidon, S, und Dacid (WMANT 38), Neukirchen. 

Viugn, 1970, pp. 152 f. 
M. Noth, “David und Tsracl in 2. Samucl 7" (1957), in Gesamnelte Stdien zum 

Alln Testaman, Miinchen, 1960, pp. 335 £3 H. Gese, “Der Davidsbund und die 
Zionserwablung”, ZTK 61 (196, p. 23 

M. Noth, The History of kracl, London, 1960, p. 169, n. | 
T.C.G. Thornton, *Charismatic Kingsip.in Isracl and Judah, 775 14 (1963), 

     
  

           

  

  

  

  

©E. Lipiski, “Nagid, der Kronpring”, VT 24 (1974), pp. 497-499; T.ND. 
Metinger, King and Messioh. The Gl end Sacral Liitinaton of e Loaclic Kigs (CBOTS 
8), Lund, 1976, pp. 151 184, 

R.A. Carlson, David th chosm Kig. A Traitio-Histrical Approach to the Secnd Book 
/ Somud, Stockholm/ Goteborg/Uppsala, 1964, pp. 52 I cf. T. Veijola, Di mige 

Dynastie. Dacid wnd i Entshung sever Dynasti nach der deseramistichen Darstling, 
Helsinki, 1975, pp. 52 fT, 120, 139, 141 

G.C. Machols, “NAGID—der Stthaler, ‘pracloctus™, in Sfir Rdonf 
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Since the etymology of the term has not yet been clarified satis-     factorily,” the validity of each theory can be confirmed only through     examination of its apiness to the context of the passages in which     the term s used as a royal title. The texts in question are as follows:    

  

Suul 
1) Now the day before Saul came, Yahweh had revealed to Samuel, 
Tomorrow about this time I will send (o you a man from the land 

of Benjamin, and you shall anoint him to be nagid over my people 
Isracl. He shall save my people from the hand of the Philistines’ 

1 Sam 9:15-16) 
3) Then Samuel took a vial of oil and poured it on his head, and 
Kissed him and said, “Has not Yahweh anointed you to be nagid over 
his people Isracl? And you shall reign over the people of Yahweh 
and you vill save them from the hand of their enemies round about 
10:1 LXX 

       

     

   
     

  

    

   

  

     

    
   

   

  

    

     

  

     

    

     

    

     

  

  

David 
3 And Samuel said to Saul, “You have done foolishly for now 
Yahweh would have established your kingdom over Israel for ever 
But now your kingdom shall not continue; Yahweh has sought ou 
man affer his own heart; and Yahweh has appointed him to be 
over his people” (13:13-14). 

) When Abigail saw David .. ... she fell at his fect and said, “Upon 
me alone, my lord, be the guilt and when Yahweh has done o 
my lord according to all the good that he has spoken concerning you, 
and has appointed you nigid over Isracl, my lord shall have no cause 

of grief 25:23-24, 30-31 
5) Then all the tribes of Isracl came to David at Hebron, and said, 

  

   

Pl (Diclheimer Bliter zum Alten Testament 1), Diclheim, 1975, pp. 59-72 
On the basis of an assumed connection with the preposition nged, the orig 

nal meaning of the term s generally esplained as “one who siands in front” (active 
front” (passive form: but we cannot even decide whether e        

    
    

form s active or passive; see Richter, BZ 9 (1963), p. 72, n. 6; ). Liver, “T2", in 
Enclopacda Bibia , Jerusalem, 1958, cal. 753 (Hebrew). An atempt 1o reate 
the term nigéd by J,J. Glick, “Nagid-Shepherd”, VT 13 (1963), pp. 144-150, has 
been judged unsuccessl, see Richtcr, B2 9 (1963), pp. 72 £, n. 7. Another sug- 
gestion was made by Metinger, King nd Mesiah, pp. 158-162, 182, according 

i is “understood as a Qal pasive partciple of the oot n-g-d 
o procaim (Phaggid). “The sense of the term is then ‘the one proclaime’, ‘the one 
designated™ (p. 162), As he observacd, there seems to be a word play beiween the 
word Phageid and the term nagid i the biblical narradives. Then s it a Vst 
i the biblical Gme? See B. Halpern, Te Enagae of Loel in Canaan (SBLM 29) 
Chico, 1983, p. 200, n. 50. 

The name David i implicit in this pasage; sce HW. Hertzber, / & 11 Soms 
(OTL), London, 1964, p. 105; PX. McCarter, I Somul, 4 Naw Translai 
Inodiction, Nots and Gonmentay’ (AB 8), Garden iy, N.Y., 1980, p. 

    

which the word 1     
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Behold, we are your bone and flesh. In times past, when Saul was 
King over us, it was you that led out and brought in Israch; and Yahweh 
said 10 you: You shall be shepherd of my people Isracl, and you shall 
be nagid over Isracl” (2 Sam 5:1-3; cf. | Chr 11:1 
6) And David said o Michal, “It was before Yahweh, who chose me 
above your father, and above all his house, to appoint me as nigid 
over Isracl, the people of Yahweh” (2 Sam 6:21 
7) Thus says Yahweh of hosts, *I took you from the pasture, from 
following the sheep, that you should be nagid over my people Isracl 
2 Sam 7:; cf. 1 Chr 17:7) 

8) And he said, “Blessed be Yahweh, the God of Isracl, who with his 
hand has fulfilled what he promised with his mouth to David my 
father, saying: Since the day that I brought my people out of the land 
of Egypt, I chose no city in all the tribes of Isracl in which to build 
a house, that my name might be there, and I chose no man as nagid 
over my people Isracl; but I have chosen Jerusalem that my name 

  

  

  

may be there and 1 have chosen David (o be over my people Isracl 
2 Chr 6:4-6)." 
Soloman 
9) King David said, “Call 0 me Zadok the priest, Nathan the prophet, 
and Benaiah the son of Jehoiada. So they came before the king. And 
the king said to them, “Take with you the servants of your lord, and 
cause Solomon my son (o ride on my own mule, and br 
t0 Gihon; and let Zadok the priest and Nathan the prophet there 
anoint_him king over Isracl; then blow the trumpet, and say: Long 
live King Solomon! You shall then come up aftcr him, and he shall 
come and sit upon my throne; for he shall be king in my stcad; and 
I have appointed him to be nagid over Isracl and over Judah” (I Kgs 

  

him down 

  

1:32-35 
10) And they made Solomon the son of David king the sccond time 
and they anointed him as nagid for Yahweh, and Zadok as priest 

1 Chr 20:22b) 
Abjah 
11) And Rehoboam appointed Abijah the son of Maacah as chief, as 
nagid among his brothers, for he intended to make him king (2 Chr 
11:22) 
Jeroboam the son_ of Nebat 
12) Thus says Yahweh, the God of Isracl, “Because I exalted you from 
among the people, and made you nigid over my people Isracl, and 

¥ The name David is implicit also in the following text: “Though Judah became 

  

strong among his brothers and a nigid was from him - * (1 Chr 5:2). In a smi- 
lar context the tibe Judah is called nagi: “Then King David rose to his feet and 
saic:.... Yahweh, the God of liracl, chose me from all my father's house to be 
King over Tsracl for ever; for he chose Judah s nggid...." (1 Chr 28: 2, 4  



    

60 CHAPTER THREE 

tore the kingdom away from the house of David and gave it to 
you 1 Kgs 147-8 
Baasha 
13) And the word of Yahweh came to Jehu the son of Hanani against 
Baasha, saying, “Since I exalted you out of the dust and made you 
nigid over my people Israel 16:1 

  

Hezkiah 
14) And before Isaiah had gone out of the middle court, the word of 
Yahweh came to him, “Turn back, and say to Hezekiah nagid of my 
people, thus says Yahuweh, the God of David your father: I hay 
your prayer behold, T will heal you 2 Kes 20:4-5 

  

Hereafier we will refer to these texts by the numbers given here. 

2. A Gritical Reconsideration of the Previous Theses 

Apparently, the first suggestion, which regards nagid as a sacral tide 
originating in pre-monarchical Isracl, has enjoyed the widest approval. 

    

This thesis is based mainly on the fact that the title nagid 
in most cases in connection with Yahweh’s designation of a future 
ruler over Isracl, his people. But diffculties arise for this thesis in 
the cases of both Solomon (no. 9) and Abijah (no. 11) who were 
appointed to be nagid not by Yahweh but by the reigning monarch. 

appears 

Accordingly, the advocates of this thesis dismiss these cases as excep- 
tional and setle the problem by speaking of a misuse of the term."* 

  

Even if this explanation were to be accepted, the thesis of the p 
monarchical Tsraclite origin of the tide is hardly convincing. The 
most serious argument against it is the complete absence of evidence 
of its attribution o anybody prior to Saul." 

As 10 the second thesis, it s not easy to apply the meaning “crown 
prince” or “heir apparent” to five monarchs (Saul, David, Jeroboa 
Baasha and Hezekiah) out of the seven kings whose designation as 
ngid is reported, since four of them were founders of their own dy- 
nasties and Hezekiah was by no means a future king, but had long 
been a reigning king when called “nagid of my people” (no. 14 

  

  

  

In text no. 10, Solomon was anointed as nagid by the people; this text must 
be dealt vith scparately, sce below p. 67 

Al in Kline Scrifen 1, p. 62, n. 1 cf. Richier, B2 9 (1963, p. 77 
Cf Liver, in Enyclypacdia Biica V, cols. 753 . (Hebrew); Lipitski, VT 24 

1974) p. 498; B. Halpem, The Constituion of the Monardy in Lael (HSM. 25, Chico, 
1981, pp. 3-. 
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Moreover, Jotham the son of Azariah really descrved the title “crown 
when he acted as regent for his leprous father, but he was   prince 

called simply “the king’s son” (2 Kgs 15 
less corresponds to mar Sami in Akkadian, which denotes “crown 
prince, designated successor”.'* The more general definiton “king 
designate” fits the whole situation better. Still, we can hardly cxplain 
Hezckiah's casc on the basis of this assumption. In addition, it is 

  

this expression doubt- 

      

worth asking why the tile nagid was bore by only seven monarchs 
out of the 42 kings of Isracl and Judah 

The third theory that takes the term nagid to be a Deuteronomistic 
synonym for the term melék seems unjustified. We should again draw 

  

our attention o the fact that the title was applicd to only one sixth 
of all the kings of Israel and Judah. If the term had been Deute 

omisic, this title would have been borne by every king, since the 
Deuteronomists wer 
of the Books of the Kings.'® Admittedy, it scems 0 be a synonym 
for the term meldk in many 
50 in the case of Solomon (no. 9) and Abijah (no. 11). In both the 

  

  

as is accepted, responsible for the compilation 

  

instances. However, it is definitely not 

  

cases, the term must have an implication other than melek. Otherwise 
these sentences do not make sense. 

In the opinion of Macholz, who has advanced the last theory, the 
d signifies the politico-administrative function of “prac 

tus” in Latin, i.c., the possessor of the ruling power. He derives it 
from the passages concerning David’s appointment of Solomon as 
nagid (no. 9), where, according to his in 
trusted the latter with the governance over Isracl and Judah. He 
maintains further 

       term na o 

jon, the former en-    

  

that in all the other instances, where Yahweh des- 
ignated a king as ng 
adapted 10 a theological explanation of the structure of the Israclite 
Kingship, which was actually Yahweh’s kingship entrusted to a human 
king.'” The thesis scems unwarranted, since it is preciscly in those 

  

the original implication of the term was 

5 A, p. 615b; CAD §/2 pp. 105-109. FM. Cross, “The Stele Dedicated 1o, 
Melcarth by Ben-Hadad of Damascus”, £4SOR 205 (1672, p. 4, reads 192 

 in the Melcarth Stele and transates the words as “crown prince of Aram bu 
his reading remains 2 tentatve suggestions cf. |.C.L. Gibson, Texthook of Syian Soiti 
Inscrptions 11 Aromaic Ineipins, Oxford, 1975, pp. 3 1. 

From the fact that a priest of the Temple in Jerusalem had the tile nagid in 
the last days of the kingdom of Judsh (Jer 20:1) we may suppose that this e was 
spplicd not only 1o royalty but also t6 any appointce as the head in the days of 
the Deutcronomists, 

Macholz, in Sbr Redof, pp. 65 I 
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texts where the relation between Yahweh's kingship and the Israclite 
monarchy s dealt with in the most serious manner, as in the nar- 
rative on Samuel’s choosing of Saul as king by lot at Mizpah (1 Sam 
10:17-27) and Samucl’s farewell speech (I Sam 12), that the term 
nagid is not used. On the other hand, it is unlikely, as T will discuss 
presently, that the problem of Yahweh's kingship is the main theme 

1 Sam 
9:1-10:16). Nor is it casy to assume that the same problem is dealt 

  

  

of the narrative about Samuel’s anointing of Saul as n 

  

with in “the History of David's Rise” in which the term n 

  

used most frequently.” We are also skeptical of Macholz’s method, 
according to which he sets as the starting-point Solomon’s designa- 
tion as nagid, by assuming the function of ragid in other instances 
to be sccondary.” The function of nagid must have been the same 
at least in contemporary sources. 

  3. The Situations in which the Title Nagid is mentioned   

From the observations of the fourteen texts cited above, together 
with the foregoing examination of the four theses on nagid, it scems 
possible to draw the following conclusions: 

     a) The tille nagid was introduced into ancient Isracl only with the 
establishment of Saul's monarchy 

b) It was applicd solely to the kings from the period of the carly 
monarchics, i.c., from Saul to Baasha, with the sole exception of 
Hezekiah. Accordingly, it scems justifiable to deal with Hezekiah's 
case separately 

¢ It was a royal title, but not an exact synonym for the term 
melek. 

d) It was mentioned in connection only with the designation as 
rulers of the following six kings: Saul, David, Solomon, Jeroboam, 
Baasha and Abijah. 

¢ Four kings from the same period did not bear the tide; they 
arc Tshbaal, Rehoboam, Nadab and Asa 

For “the History of David's Risc” see Mettinger, King and Messoh, pp. 33 Il 
T. shida, The Ropl Dymastis in Ancient Iyl A Study on the Formation and Deccopment 

of Royal-Dynastic ology (BZAW 142), Berlin/ New York, 1977, pp. 55 ff; McCarter, 
7 Samu, pp. 27 11 

Macholz, in &fer Rends 
in VT 24 (1974), pp. 197 

  

     

    

f, pp. 59 f, adopted this method from Lipifski’s study 
9; cf. also Mettinger, King ad Messioh, pp. 158-171 
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Under these circumstances, it appears important to make clear the 
situations in which these six monarchs were appointed to be nigi. 
In comparing them with the other four, who did not bear the tide 
one circumstance immediately stands out. All of the six monarchs 
had serious problems in one way or another, when they ascended 
the throne, whereas the other four kings succeeded to their own 
fathers' thrones without having any difficulty over the legitim: 

  

y of 
their kingship. To be specific, Saul, David, Jeroboam and Baasha 
were founders of their own dynasties; Solomon barely succeeded in 
getting the designation as 
sen as successor to the throne out of 

  

ing (1 Kgs 1:5-53); and Abijah was cho- 
6 brothers (2 Chr 11:21-2     

although he scems not to have been the cldest son 
This argument is supported by an examination of cach of the texis 

concerning the designation of these six kings as nagid (nos. 1-13). T 
have demonstrated clsewhere, that the theme of the n: 
Samuel’s anointing of Saul as 1z 

  rative about 
ad (nos. 1, 

  

should be regarded 
  

as Saul’s claim to the divine clect   on of his kingship, in order to 
limit the voice of the people of Isracl, who had originally clevated 
him to_the kingship.2' Then, the main concern of this narrative is 
t0 be found in Saul’s attempt to legitimatize his kingship. All the 
texts about David’s designation as nagid (nos. 3-8) are obviously con- 

of his king- 

  

nected with the theme of the defense of the legitmacy 
ship against the house of Saul by underlining Yahwely’s clection of 
him instead of Saul.?* Yahweh’s designation of Jeroboam, the son of 
Nebat, is told side by side with his election from among the people 
and his acquisition of part of the kingdom which had been ruled 
under the house of David (no. 12). We may assume that this pas- 

monarchy as against that of the house of David, although the pre- 
sent text was written in the form of a propl 
him. Similarly, Baasha’s appointment as nag 
divine election “out of the dust” (no. 13). It seems that the expres- 

  nally Jeroboam’s legitimization o the people of his 

  

ctic accusation against 
  is combined with his 

sion “out of the dust” corresponds to the Akkadian phrase mir li 
manmanin “son of nobody”, which denotes a usurper* Ther 

  

fore, 

The principle of primogeniture was findamental t the royal succession of the 
throne of David, but it was ofien overruled; sce Ishida, The Rypal Dynastic, pp. 
155 11 

Se ibid., pp. 49 1 
About the legitimization of the kingship of David, sce ibid., pp. 55 f 
AHie,p. 6013; CAD M/ pp. 200 £, W. Brucggemann, “From Dust o Kingship”      
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we can find here also the legitimization of a king who usurped the 
throne. 

In contrast to these dynastic founders, both Solomon (no. 9) and 
Abijah (no. 11) were appoinied to be nzgid not by Yahweh but by 
David and Rehoboam, respectively. This fact reflects a situation in 
which legitim the framework of the dyn 
based mainly on the authorization of the reigning monarch, while 
the founders of dynasties could derive their legitimization solely from 
their divine election.® It is also worth noting that, in the appoint- 
ment of both Solomon and Abijah, the appointment as nagid clearly 
took place prior to the accession to the throne. This order shows a 
logical procedure: first, the reigning king 
cessor, then, the latter’s enthronement. In other words, the desig- 

      

  

   
  

  s designation of his suc-     

nation as nagid was the precondition for enthronement. 
The situation was quite different in the case of the appointment 

by Yahweh. For them, it was 

  

of the founders of dynasties as nagi 
not an actual condition for their elevation to the kingship. The tra 
dition that Saul was oung man” (1 Sam 9:2) when 
designated as nigid shows that bis title nigid stemmed from a 

handsome     

  

rospective interpretation of the historical facts, which brought about 
his monarchy. David had other circumstances. The term nagid is not 
used in the story of Yahweh's election of David in his youth (16:1 
13) This story emphasizes that Yahweh had already chosen David 
as king instead of Saul while the latier was sl reigning. David was 
already king (cf. 5:1) while he was kecping the sheep (5:11). Accordingly, 
he had no need to be first designated as ndgid, at least in this highly 
ideological story, before he was anointed king. In all the 
about David’s designation as nigid (nos. 3-8), the title nagid has noth- 

  

   

    

  ZAW 84 (1972, pp. 2 1., maintains that this royal formula of cothroncment lics 
behind the creation formula in Gen 3:19 and finds a parallel between the down- 
Rl of Baasha and his house (1 Kgs 16:3) and Yahwelys sentence on Adam: “to 
dust you vl return”. I i unlkely, however, that the propheey about the destruc- 
tion of the royal house was included in the original formula of enthronement 

* Metinger, Aing and Mesioh, pp. 151 fF, maintained that the theological s of 
the term nagid 1o cxpress divine designation of the king derived from the secular 
use of the term of which the oldest occurrence is found in David's desigination of 
Solomon (1 Kgs 1:35). However, the divine clecion and the reigning kings desig: 
nation are not mutwally exclusive for the legitimization of the kings who succecded 
{0 their own fathers' thrones; cf. Ishids, The Roal Dynasti, pp. 6 1. 

There is  suggeston 10 emend neged THIVH (1 Sam 166) 1o gid YHIV, 
but it is not acceptable; see . H. Gronback, Dic Geahiche vom Aufsticg Davids (1.Som. 
15-2.8am.5). Toditin wd Kompostion, Copenhagen, 1971, p. 70. 
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ing to do with any precondition for his enthronement, but only 
  tesifies to the legitimac of his rule over Isracl. Similar circumstances 

      

0 be found in the short notes on the rise to power of Jeroboam 
d Baasha (nos. 12, 13 
From the above, we may assume that the term na   igid was origi- 

nally the tide of a person who was designated to be ruler cither by 
Yahweh or by the reigning monarch. If our assumption is correct, 
it is likely that the other kings of this period were also actually 
appointed as nagid by their fathers bel 

    

  re their accession to the 
throne, perhaps with the exception of Ishbaal be 
of emerger 

use of the state 
at his enthronement (I Sam 31:1-7; 2 Sam 2:8-9) 

although their appointment as nagid is not mentioned explicity 
However, when the legiimacy of the kingship was disputed, and 
only then, the kings expressly mentioned their designation as nigid 
in order to demonstrate that their 
legitimately confirmed by human or divine 

  

  

  

  

  

pointment as ruler had been 
uthority. A similar ph 

nomenon can be found in the specific mention of a king’s anoint- 
ing in the Hebrew Bible, which is made only in instances of founders 

  

      
  

of dynasties or of contested successions, although it is very likely that 

  

all the kings of Isracl and Judah were actually anointed at their 

  

enthron 

4. Later Development 

As to the expression “n 

  

of my people” in Yahweh’s words to 
Hezekiah through Tsaiah (no. 14), we must supposc a different situ- 
ation. Since it reminds us of the common expression “nagid over 
my/his people” referring to the kings from the carly monarchics 

  

mos. 1-3, 7, 8, 12, 13; cf. no. 6), it is certain, that this ttle of 
Hezekiah originated in the carly usag 
ignation of each king as the ruler of Isr 

  which showed Yahwehs des- 

  

the people of Yahwch, 
ial reason to emphasize his divine desig- 

nation as the ruler of Israel at this juncture. The whole story tells us 
about Heze 

  But Hezekiah had no spy 

  

ial’s miraculous recovery from a fatal sickness, which 
was connected with the deliv 

  

nce of Jerusalem from the Assyrian 
invasion “for my (i.c., Yahwe's) own sake and for my servant David’s 

® See A Malamat, “The Last Kings of Judah and the Fall of Jerusalem, 7E] 
18 (1968), p. 140.
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sake” (2 Kgs 206). Therefore, the central theme of this story is not 
the fate of Hezekiah himself, but the existence of Jerusalem and the 

t, Yahweh is called here “the God of David 
(20:5). This context shows that the expression “nagid of 

le 
of David’s house over the people of Isracl. (However, the term nigid 

  

    house of David. In 
  your fathe      

my people” scrves here as a sign of Yahweh's support of the 

is omitted from the parallel passage in Isa 38:5 
If our interpretation of Hezekiah's tide “nagid of my peopl 

acceptable, we can conclude that the original use of the tide nagil 
as a term for the legitimization of the kingship ceased with Baasha. 
Indirect but cle 

    

evidence for our assumption can be deduced from 
the narrative about Jehu's designation as king by a prophet. The 
text reads: “Thus says Yahweh the 
over the people of Yahweh, over Isracl. And you shall strike the 
house of Ahab your master ......” (2 Kgs 9: 6-7). If we compare 
this passage with text no. 2 (Saul), it becomes evident that the term 

  

30d of Israck: T anoint you melek 

meldk s here substituted for the term nagid 
Ther 

in the course of later development. The main uses of the term in 
later times may be grouped under the following three categories: 

a) A synonym for the te 
who is terrible to malké-ares” (Ps 76:13); “nigid of Tyre’ 
other passages in which the term seems to imply kin 
Isa 55:4; Job 29:10; 31:37; Prov 28:16; Dan 9:25-26; 11:22; 1 Chr 
5:2 (implicitly David); 28:4 (the tribe Judah). 

b) The title of the chief priests of the Temple of Jerusalem: “nagid 
in the temple of Yahweh” (Jer 20:1); “nagid of the temple of God 
Neh 11:1 = 1 Ghr 9:11; 2 Chr 31:13; 35:8 

¢ ‘The title of various chicf officals: those in charge of religious 
matters (I Chr 9:20; 26:24; 2 Chr 31:12) over the tribes (I Chr 
27:16), in charge of royal matters and the palace (2 Chr 19:11; 28:7) 
and of the army (I Chr 12:28; 13:1; 27:4; 2 Chr 11:11) 

In short, the tite nagid, in later times, came to stand for king, 

  fier, the implication of the term changed in various ways 

  m melek: “Who cuts off the spirit of 
(Ezck 2 

or ruler are 
   

        

  

  

ruler, chief p   sts and chief officials of the Temple, chief officers 
governors and military commanders. Although their functions are 
quite different one from another, we may give a common definition 
0 all the uses of the word: the appointce as the head of a certain 
group or organization. In this sense, the original meaning of the 

The meaning of #gidin in Prov 86 is unclear. Perhaps the. text s corrupt.   
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term as   
e who is designated as ruler of the people” was pre- 

served, but its use in legitimization of the kingship was completely 
lost. 

The various later uses of the term are found mostly in the Books 
of the Chronicles. We must assume, therefore, that most of them, 
particularly those under categories b) and c), stemmed from the 
Chronic 
we can include texts no. 8 (David), no. 10 (Solomon) and no. 11 
Abijal 

of the term, since th 

  

s special terminology. The question then arises, whether 

  

in the source material for our investigation of the carly use 
onocle     come from the s texts without 

  

paralles in any other books. In these cases, we may stll maintain 
that texts no. 8 and no. 11 can be ilized safely, since the original 
use of the term is obviously reflected in them. By contrast, text no. 
10 must be excluded from the source material for the early period. 
Solomon was anointed here a nagid, after he had already become 
king (I Chr 23:1). This order is the reverse of what the text in 
1 Kings (no. 9) indicates. Morcover, the expression “nagid for Yahweh™ 
stands isolated in the Hebrew Bible, and its implication is unclear 
We have the fecling that the Chronicler’s own distinctive outlook is 
mirrored in this text.” 

Thus we can come to the conclusion that the original use of the 
i as an expression for the legitimization of the kingship 

Northern Kingdom and with Abijah in the 
Kingdom of Judah. It scems that the firm establishment of the monar- 

  

  

ceased with Baash in th   

chy in both the kingdoms by dynastic succession made it unneces- 
sary to emphasize the designation as nagid prior to the 
the throne.” 

  cession to 

  

For a different interpretation sce Halpern, The Contittin, p. 7. 
Halpern, The Gonstation, pp. 1011, holds that the tde's fal into desuctude 

came from conceptual atrophy of the divine designation in the period afer the divi- 
Sion of the United Kingdom. We are of the opinion, however, that the tile nagid 
“was ot always connected with the deit’s designation in the early monarchics in 
racl  



  

  

     
CHAPTER FOUR 

THE PEOPLE UNDER ARMS IN THE STRUGGLES 
FOR THE THRONE*      

   
    

  

The Military Factors 

According to the biblical narrative in 1 Samucl 8:20, the monarchy 
was introduced into Israel when the people wanied to be like all the 
nations by having a king who would govern them and who would 
lead them in battle. There is a tacit understanding in this narrative 
that the police and military powers were inherent in kingship. Simi- 
larly, the biblical historiographers in the Books of Samuel and Kings 
gencrally do not omit to mention the military factors involved in the 
foundation of new dynasties or in irregular successions to the royal 
throne in the kingdoms of Israel and Judah, although they arc never 
cager (0 report on purely political matters. Tt was not casy for them 
10 explain the course of events without mentioning the military fa 
tors that had played the decisive role in the struggles for the throne 

In this chapter the characteristic features of these factors will be 
examined by classifying them into groups by formulary expressions 
In so doing, we shall reach the following two conclusions. First, the 
biblical historiographers used a definite technical term for king-making 
as a political action. Secondly, there was a contrasting development 
bewween the kingdoms of Isracl and Judah concerning the people 
under arms as a de ablishment of the royal 

  

  

  rmining factor at cs 

  

throne 

2. Two Types of Seizure of the Throne in the Northern Kingdom 

Apart from David’s accession, the throne of the Northern Kingdom 
of Isracl, including Saul’s monarchy, was scized ten times during its 
existence for about three centuries. In these dynastic foundations or 

  

* This esay s a revised version of the study which appeared in J.A. Emerton 
), Cagess Volane, Jerusalem 1986 (VTSup 40, Leiden, 1988, pp. 9-106,       
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ated one from the other 
While the first type was carried out by the 

changes, two types of seizure are di 
in the biblical source 
people who helped their wa 
exceuted by usurpers who conspired against their lords. Each type 
is expressed by its set formula, 

The first formula is formed by the expression wayamlik *iti: “And 
they made him king” or wayanliti *d-PN: “And they made so- 
and-so king”, with cither kol-a‘n: “all the people” or kl-yisrd’e: “all 
Isracl” as the subject. The second formula consists of the following 

  

leader to the throne, the sccond was   

  

  

four expressions. wayipir “alaw: “And he conspired against him”, 
wayakkihiz “And he struck him down”, waymiéhi: “And he killed 
him”, and wayyinldk tahtaw: “And he reigned in his stead”. We shall 
call the first the wayaniiki-type and the second the wayigiir-type. 

In addition, some biblical narratives tell us about the divine d 
ignation of several founders as future kings by prophets, when these 
founders were still commoners. These source materials are generally 
called prophetic narratives. Although they are stron 
a certain theological interpretation of the course of events, with 

  

ly coloured by 

  

proper analysis we are able to obtain important historical informa- 
tion from these materials t00. 

According to our sources, the wapanliki-type foundation s recorded 
in the casc of the following three kings: Saul in 1 Samuel 11:15, 
Jeroboam ben Nebat in 1 Kings 12:20 (cf. 2 Kgs 17:21), and Omri 
in 1 Kings 16:16. On the other hand, 
wayigiirype coup d’état by the following five usurpers: Baasha in 
1 Kings 15:27-28, Zimui in 16:9-10, Shallum in 2 Kings 15:10, Pekah 

, and Hoshea in 15:30. The dynastic changes made by Jehu 
and Menahem cannot be classified at once into cither of the two 
types because of the irregular condition of the source materials. W 
shall deal with the proble 

Among the three founders of the wyanliki-type, both Saul and 
Jeroboam ben Nebat have prophetic narratives, in which Samucl 
anointed Saul to be nigid (1 Sam 9:1-10:16) or took him by lot as 
king (10:17-27), while Ahijah the Shilonite told Jeroboam the latter’s 
designation as king over Isracl (I Kgs 11:26-40). In the meantime, 
the people remained passive according to the character 
prophetic narratives. It is striking, however, that the expression 
wayamlék/waanliki *its: “And he/they made him king” is missing 
i these narratives. In other words, the prophets anoint future kings 

ounce their divine designation, but the expression wayamlik/ 

  

    throne was seized in a 

    

   

  

in 1 

  

  s later   

    

    
     ic mode of 

  

  

and an    
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wayyanliki (3 is not used in connection with the prophets’ actions 

  

In d 
which the verb fimlik is used with God as the subject, i.c., in 

1 Samuel 15:11, 3 
3:7 in the narrative of Solomon’s dream. In both narratives the royal 

connection, mention must be made of two narratives in 

  

1 the narrative of Saul’s rejection and | Kings 

investiture is remembered as divine appointment. Evidenty, this is 
a theological reflection about a past event. Thercfore, it is legitimate 
for us to treat these cases separately.’ Accordingly, in the historical 
descriptions in the Books of Sa s the peo- 
ple who made someone king by the expression wayan 

he narrative about Saul’s enthronement at 
Gilgal tells us that they are the people called up for military service 
from kol-gbil yisza’ét: “all the territory of Israel” (I Sam 11:7). By 
contrast, kolyisi’at: “all Isracl” who assembled at Shechem o nego- 
tiate with Rehoboam on the conditions for their subordination to 

  

  nuel and Kings, it is ahv 
         

Who are the people? 

    

him in 1 Kings 12:1-15 were no doubt unarmed. However, as soon 

  

as the negotiations were broken off, they went back home and rose 

  

in rebellion (12:16, 18). At that stage, we can hardly imagine that 
there was no military confrontation (cf. 2 Chr 11:1). It is probable 
that “all Isracl” who made Jeroboam king (I Kes 12:20) were the 

  

people under arms. 
The brief report about Omrs accession tells us that those who 

made him king were the people who had been encamped against 
the Philistines at Gibbethon under his command (16:15-16). Pre- 
sumably, these troops, called cither were a part 
of the army of the kingdom. Another part was under Tibni's com- 
mand, and they also tried to “make him king” (Viamli 
Omri’s people did (16:21).* From the above it i clear that the peo- 

fam or holyisri     

  

just as 

    ple who acted as the driving force in the wapamiiki-type foundation   

were the people under arms from “all the territory of Isracl” or the 
  army called “all Isracl 

  

  

! T.N.D. Metinger finds a “synergism” in the fact that the verb i is used 
with both God and human beings as the subject, king and Messiah. The Gl and 
Sucral Legitimation of the Iaclte Kings (CBOTS 8), Lund, 1976, p. 107. This is @ 
@iferent approach from ours,    JA. Sogzin has suggested on the basis of the recensions of the LXX that Tibni 
was the king clcted by the popular assembly but Omri usurped the throne, “Tib, 
King of Isracl in the First Half of the Sth Century B.C.” (1972), in Old Testament 
and Oriatel St (BibOr 29), Rome, 1975, pp. 30-53; idem, A Hisory of ac 
Fiom the Beginings 0 the Bor Kochba Reol, AD’ 135, London, 1984, p. 202 However, 
itis not easy 10 aceept the view, since there is no reason to suspect that all Iracl 
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We come now to the wapigsir-type seizure of the throne, which 
was carried out by five usurpers. Unfortunately, the information about 
their deeds is so scanty and defective that it is extremely difficult to 
clarify the real state of affairs. Within this limitation, we shall sub- 
mit the following suggestions. The fact that Zimri (16:9-10) and 
Pekah (2 Kgs 15 
tal cities shows    

    

succeeded in attacking their lords in the capi- 
the former as “commander of half the chariots’ 

and the latter as king’s “aide-de-camp” took advantage of their high- 
ranking military positions at the court. By contrast, in the casc of 
Baasha and Shallum, who assassinated the 

  

cigning kings outside the 

  

capitals (1 Kgs 15:27; 2 Kgs 15:10), their titles as royal servants arc 
not given. Instead, the texts report thei 
the house of Issachar, and Shallum probably from Jabesh in Gilead. 
These picces of information point out that the supporters of Baasha 
and Shallum came from their own tribes, while Zimri and Pekah 

ir own soldicrs. I this assumption is 
tenable, “the fifty men of the Gileadites” with whom Pekah con- 
spired (15:25) arc to be understood as the king's bodyguard, like the 
Cherethites, the Pelethites, the Gittites, or the Carites in the Jerusalem 

  origins: Baasha was from 

recruited rebel forces from   

    

court! 
In 

mation about his supporters, except the fact that Tiglath-Pilescr’s 
5:29-30). But 

we can learn about the situation from Tiglath-Pileser’s text, 

he account of Hoshea’s usurpation we have virtually no infor-    

  

invasion of the country served as the background 
  cord- 

ing to which the change of regime was made not by Hoshea but   

by the Assyrian king.* It appears that Hoshea seized the throne with 

who made Omri king were the miliia of the kingdom of Isracl; see Mettinger, Kirg 
and Msiah, p. 117, E. Warthwein, Das Erse Buch der Kinige: Kapiel 1-16 (NTD 
11/1), Goingen, 1977, p. 196 

See R. Althann, “Shallum”, in ABD V, New York, 1992, p. 1154 
 This suggeston docs not exclude the thesis of the Gilacite involvement in the 

power strugeles in the Northern Kingdom; scc T. Ishida, The Royal Dynasies in 
Ancint I A Sudy o the Formtiom and Dxcopment of Ryal-Dynasc Tology (BZAW 142 
Berlin/New York, 1977, pp. 175 £; N. Nataman, “Historical and Chronological 
Notes on the Kingdoms of Isracl and Judah in the Eighth Century B, VT 3 
1986, pp. 78 . 

P. Ros, Dic Kelschiflexte Tigat-Pilecrs 11, nach den Poierablaschen und Oriinalen 
dis Bschen Museuns 1: Eleitng, Transcription wnd Udbersetzing, Wortemerzichnis mit 
Commaar, Leipzig, 1893, pp. 80 3 H. Tadmor, The nseiptions of Telath-Pilesr 11l 
Fing of Assyra. Critcal Edit, with Irodutions, Translatns and Commentapy, Jerusilem, 
1994, pp. 140 £, (Summary Inscription 4, 15-187; AL Oppenheim, “Babylonian and 
Assyrian Historical Texis, in ANET, Princeton, 1969, p. 284; cf. also R. Borger 
and H. Tadmor, *Zwei Beitrage zur altestamentichen Wissenschaft aufgrund der 
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Assyrian support. To sum up, the common denominator of all the 
five usurpers is that not one of them won broad support from ha%m 
or lolyisa 

We are now in a position to deal with the problem of Menahem. 
In the narrative about his seizure of the throne in 2 Kings 15:14 

  

ind all the expressions of the wayigi-type formula except the 
very expression wayigiir Gliw. A comparison of his action o that 
of Onri scems to help us to understand the situation. Hearing of 
Zimii’s coup d’éat, Omri immediately went up from Gibbethon to 
Tirzah, then the capital, and put an end to the usurper’s seven-day 
rule (1 Kgs 16:15-18). Similarly, Menahem marched from Tirzah 
against Samaria, the capital, and brought Shallum’s one-month reign 
t an end (2 Kgs 15:13-14). Menahem’s delay scems to have been 
caused by opponents with whom he had to fight before reaching 
Samaria (15:16) 

These actions of Omri and Menahem clear 
never existed a lord-servant relationship between Zimri and Omri 
or between Shallum and Menahem. It is then natural that there was 
no conspiracy on the part of Omri and Menahem. The fact that 
the formula i **er qasar: “the conspiracy which he made” is found 
in the stercotyped references only o Zimri (1 Kgs 16:20) and Shallum 
2 Kgs 15:15) but not to any other usurper shows that the biblical 
historiographers regarded Zimri and Shallum as conspirators to be 
punished. This also reminds us of 

Ts it peace, you 

    

  

  

      indicate that there 

  

crebel’s taunting words to Jehu 

  

Zimri, murderer of your lord?” (9:31 
However, there remains a significant difference between Omri and   

Menahem. Menahem's troops are never called kolyisri’al as against 
those who supported Omri. This can be understood as a sign tha 
Menahem's troops were not recognized as the regular army of the 

    

kingdom. Was he an independent warlord rather than a commander 
of the garrison at Tirzah? If so, such an assumption may cxplain 
the background of the atrocities which his troops committed against 
the inhabitants of Tappuah (15:16 LXX). On the other hand, the 
report. of Menahem's imposing a levy on gibbiré hahayil (15:19-20) 

  

  

shows that he succe   ded in gaining the support of the people of the 

  

kingdom during his reign.® But this can also be regarded as the cause 

  

Tnschriften Tiglaupilesers 11°, A 94 (1982), pp. 244-249; Na’aman, VT°36 (1986), P, 7174 
For gibir hahol sce H. Tadmor, ““The People’ and the Kingship in Ancient   
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of the dynastic change after the two-year rule of Pekahiah, his son 
15:23, 25)" In any case, Shallum’s coup d¥at and Menahem’s scizure 

of the throne inaugw 
Kingdom. The prophet Hosea also refused to recognize the legit 
macy of these last kings in the following words: “They made kings 
(hém himiiki), but ot through me. They set up princes, but without 
my knowledge” (Hos 8:4); “T have given you kings in my anger, and 
I have taken them away in my wrath” (13:11 

Finally, we shall deal with the problem of Jehu's seizure of the 
throne. Information about his revolt comes mostly from the prophetic 

    

d the rapid dissolution of the Northern 

  

narratives in 2 Kings 9-10, of which the beginning reminds us of 
the two accounts of Sauls designation as nagid and king in 1 Samucl 
9-10. They especially resemble cach other in the prophetic anoint- 

ch both the candidates received with a divine commission to 
destroy the cnemies. Another similarity may be scen i 

  ing wh 
  comparing 

jehu'’s ki   the acclamation given 1o Saul with the proclamation of 

  

ship after the announcement or disclosure of their divine designa- 
tion. It is important to note, however, that those who acclaimed Saul 

  

were the people from kol-iibié yisi@ét “all the tribes of Isracl” (1 Sam 
10:20), whereas those who proclaimed Jehu's kingship were the com- 
manders of the a 
2 Kgs 9:4 
legitimate action by all the people. Accordingly, dissenters were called 

  

y who had been stationed in Ramoth-gilead 
   Jndoubtedly, Saul's clevation was recognized as a 

   “worthless fellows” (1 Sam 10:27). Despite the prophe 
with a divine commission, however, there is no evidence to show that 
Jehu's revolt was accepted unanimously by “all the people” or “all 
Tsracl”. On the contrary d 
in a certain circle as a treacherous deed to be punished by God even 
about a century latg 
cate: “For yet a litde while, and T will punish the house of Jehu for 
the blood of Jezreel, and I will put an end to the kingdom of the 

cl” (Hos 1:4 
In fact, Jehu's revolt was nothing but a conspiracy against the 

  

c anointing 
  

  his wholesale massacre was remembe 
  

  

  
, as the prophet Hosea’s following words indi- 

house of Isra 

  

legitimate king, carricd out by a group of commanders under his 

  

srack: The Role of Poltical Tnstiutions in the Biblical Period”, 7WH 11 (1969 
b 63, n. 33; C. Schafer-Lichtenberger, Stdt und Eidgmossnschafl im Allen Testm. 

e Auscinandersizung mit Max Webers St <Das ansle Judetu> (BZAW 156), Berln/ 
New York, 1983, pp. 313-321; H. Eising, “>7", in' TWAT IL, Stuugart, 197477, 
cols. 905 

Sec Ihida, The Rowl Dmastie, pp. 
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leadership in co-operation with Elisha’s prophetic community and 
other Yahwistic zealots like Jehonadab ben Rechab. Therefore, the 
historiographer in 2 Kings 9:14 does not forget not only to mention 
the expression wayitgasiar yehi ... elyirim: 
Joram”, though in a slightly different wording from the wayigior- 
formula, but also to emphasize that kolyisri’é: “all Isracl”, were with 
Joram on guard at Ramoth-gilead.* 

  

          

  

chu .. . conspired against     
       

     

  

    

    

3. The People’s Role in the Kingdom of Judah 

   
Now we proceed to examine the problem of the royal succession in 
the kingdom of Judah. In contrast to the monarchies in the Northern 
Kingdom, the kingdom of Judah was ruled by the house of David 

s its sole dynasty throughout its existence, except for a short inter- 

    

        

                          

    

     
     

    

      
   

ruption during Athaliah’s usurpation. ‘The normal succession in this 
kingdom made it a condition that the reigning king designated his 
first-born or eldest surviving son as his successor.” Its procedure is 

ayinldk P.N. ¥ tahtia: *“And so-and-so 
his son reigned in his stead” (I Kgs 11:43; 14:31; 158, ctc). The 
reigning kings designation of the heir is specially mentioned only 

  

expressed by the formul 

  

when the principle of primoger 

  

ure o the priority of the surviving 
eldest son was overruled. The typical example is David’s announce- 
ment of Solomon’s designation (1:35). 

From the circumstances we can assume that Ahaziah, Amon, and 
Josiah were killed and Amaziah was taken captive before they had 
designated their successors.” In all these instances the political powers 
called cither kol-“am yhidak: “all the people of Judah® or ‘am ha'ares 
“the people of the land” intervencd in determining the succession 

M.C. Astour has suggested that Jehu's revol was a coup diat arranged by the 
pro-Assyrian faction in the Northern Kingdom, “841 B.C.: The First Assyrian 
Invasion of kracl”, 7405 91 (1971), pp. 383-389. I o, we can regard Jehu's scizure 
of the throne as a dynasic change supported by Asyria like Hoshea's usurpation, 
Tt s also worth noting that Menahem paid ibute o Tiglth-Pieser 11 to assurc 
His throne with Asyrian backing (2 Kgs 15:19-20] cf. H. Tadmor, “Azriyau of 
Yaud?, in . Rabin (cd), Sudis in te Bible (Scripta Hicrosolymitana 8), Jerusalem, 
961, pp. 251 £ For the Assyrian sources about Menahem's tibute see M. Weippert 
enahem von Isracl und seine Zei n in ciner Steleninschrif des assyrschen 

Konigs Tiglahpileser T1L. aus dem Tran”, ZDPY 89 (1973), pp. 26-53; Tadmor, The 
Inscriptions of Tltk-Piser 11, p. 68 T (An. 139,89 (Ann. 27, 105109 (Stele Tl A 

Sce Ishida, The Roal Dynasts, pp. 152, 169, 
See bid, pp. 162164 
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of the throne of David. Their actions are formulated by the expres- 
sion wayamliki *its." The expression kol-“am yhidah and ‘on ha'ares     are generally regarded as synonymous, and they represented “the 
whole body of citizens of Judah”, according to the currenty pre- 
vailing view." Without entering into this much-debated problem, we 
wish (0 focus our attention upon the fact that they were the people 
under arms at the time when they played the decisive role in the 

    

    

  

succession problems, i.c., they were the people who participated cither    in the coup d'tat against Athaliah (2 Kgs 11), in the warfare against 
Jehoash of Israel (14:11-14, 21 
conspirators against King Amon (21:23-24), or in the warfare against 
Pharaoh Neco (23:29-30) 

It is surprising, however, that the people who determined the suc- 

  

in the counter-revolt against. the     

     

cession problems in the last days of the kingdom played only a 

  

sive role in the carly monarchies. When the kingdom of Judah was 
founded in Hebron, “the men of Judah came, and there they anointed 
David king over the house of Judah” (2 Sam 2:4). Similarly, afer 
Ishbaal had been assassinated, “all the elders of Isracl came to the 
king at Hebron .. . and they anointed David king over Isracl” (5:3) 
It is striking that the expression wapanliki *id is missing in both the 
texts. Instead, royal anointing is mentioned.” 

Apart from prophetic anointing of Saul (I Sam 10:1), David 
16:1-13), and Jehu (2 Kgs 9:6), royal anointing is specially mentioned 

also in the historiographical sources in connection with the accessions 
  of David, as was mentioned above, Solomon (I Kgs 1:34, 39, 45; 

of. 5:15; cf. also 1 Chr 29:22), Joash (2 Kgs 11:12), and Jehoahaz 
23:30). Absalom’s anointing is also suggested (2 Sam 19:11). Now, 

  

  

In the account of the accession of Joash and Athaliah’s overthrow, the sub- 
ject of the expression wapaniki *# is unspecified (2 Kgs 11:12). Accordingly, on 

the basis of the LXX the emendation of the pl. of the verb into the sing, has been 
suggested to make the subject Jehoiach; sce B. Stade and F. Schwally, The Bosk 
King, Leipaig, 1904, p. 236; A. Sa o Fonge 1 (EHAT 9/2), Mnster 
i Westl, 1912, p. 1313 . Gray, 1 & Il Figs. 4 Commentay (OTL), London, 1977 

  

    

   

       

  

  

  

   
p. 571. However, in addition 1 the context of 
Sion wapanliki "3 requires that the pl. must remain by taking Ai‘am in v. 13 as 
the subject; see also E. Warthwein, Die Bicher de Kinig: 1Kon. 17-2.80n. 25 (ATD. 
11/2), Gotingen, 1984, pp. 344, $9 1 

T my opinion, “the people of Judah” has a broader connotation than “the 
people of the land™ sce below p. 90. For the discussions on “the people of the 
land” sce below pp. 81 T 

For discussions of royal anointing sce Metinger, King and Messiah, pp. 185-23%; 
B, Halpern, The Cstiation of the Monarly in Loael (HSM 25), Chico, 1981, pp 
13-19; K. Seybold, i TWAT V, Stutgart, 198486, cols, 46-59, esp. 49-55.           
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in these texts, Solomon, Joash, and Jehoahaz were given at the same 
time cither the reigning king’s designation (Solomon) or the people’s 
appointment indicated by the exprssion 

  

ypamliki it (Joash and   
Jehoahaz). But royal anointing stands alone in the texts about David 
and Absalom. This observation suggests that the expression wayanliki 
" is intentionally avoided for David and Absalom. 

According to   Samucl 2:3, the military factor that determincd 
the foundation of the dynasty of David was not the men of Judah 
but David’s men whom he brought up with him from Zikiag to 
Hebron. These soldiers called “ani? dauid: “David’s men” were, as 
their appellation suggests, his personal army which consisied of six 
hundred men, originally four hundred, who had been organized by 

  

David from those outside normal society (I Sam 22:1-2). Besides, 
Sherethites, the Pelethites, and the Gittites 

served as the king’s bodyguard. This army was loyal only o the per- 
son of David and had nothing to do with the tribal society of Isracl." 
In these circumstances, the only condition required for David to 
establish the kingdom was the consent of the men of Judah, and 

  

foreign mercenaries like the 

they showed it by the rite of anointing. Similarly, the anointing given 
to David by the elders of Isracl is understood as their acknowledge- 
ment of Davids rule over Isracl!* At that time the tribes of Isracl 
1o longer had any military power to compete with David’s army 
‘This time again the determining factor which made David king over 
Isral was his own personal army.* 

" The episode about Iuai the Gitite in Absalony's rebellon (2 Sam 13:19-22 well ilusrates the status of David's forcign mercenarics. For David's personal army 
see R de Vauy, Awient Lol I Lie and Insituions, London, 1961, pp. 218225 
LM. Muntingh, “The Kerethites and the Pelethites. A Historical and Sociological 
Discussion” in AH. van 7yl (cd), St on the Bools o Samuel, Pretoria, 1960, pp. 
#3-53; B. Mazar, “The Miltary Elic of King David” (1963), in The Earb Bibcal 
Poid. Hirial St Jerusolem, 1986, pp. 83-103; D.G. Schley, “David's Champions 
ABD 1, New York, 1992, pp. 19-52. 

* Pointing out that anointing has a contractual meaning, Metinger, King 
Messiah, p. 228, interprets the rites of anointing given (o David by the men of Judah 
and the clders of Iracl as “the people’s homage to the king’, in other words, “for- 
mal public acknowledgement of allcgiance 

1 We are told in | Kings 112324 that the kingdom of Aram Damascus was 
established in a similar way (0 the kingdom of Judah. In this narrative, the last 
verb i difficult because of the pL: wayinlki: “and they became kings” (v. 24) 
W. Rudolph, “Zum Text der Kenigsbicher”, A 63 (1951), p. 205, has suggested 
the reading wapaniihi “And they made him king", and Warthwcin, Das Ert 
Buch der Fonige, p. 138, Tollows him. Criiizing the cmendation, M. Noth, Konige T 
1 Kinige 1-16 (BKAT 9/1), Neukirchen-Viuyn, 1968, pp. 240, 242, rendered: “und 
Herrschten in Damasukus vie cin Kon 

  

    

  

   

  

        
  Tuis not & matural reading. If we apply 

  

  



  

   
  In his rebellion against David, Absalom finally succeeded in ral- 

ying kol yigraal: “all the men of lsracl” (2 Sam 16:18; 17:14, 25, 
) in Hebron 

  

  However, they were not present at his accessio 
It was carried out as a surprise by his initiative. Then they were 
told to recognize his kingship (15:10). Tt was a conspiracy which 
began in secrecy. Then it gathered strength rapidly, swallowed up 
all the men of Tsral, and finally swept them away like an avalanche 
15:11-13). In such a progress of the rebellion, the people had no 
opportunity to make Absalom king. Although we are not told on 
which occasion Absalom was anoi     ed, his anointing is also under- 
stood as the m 
kingship. 

  anifestation of the people’s acknowledgement of his   

4. King-Making by the People 

From the foregoing discussion it has emerged that the expression 
wayanliki *its stands for king-making by the people under arms 
either at the   foundation of new dynasties in the Northern Kingdom 
or at irregular successions in the Kingdom of Judah." In this conne 

  

tion, mention must be made of “all Isracl” who assembled at Shechem 

  

t© m Rehoboam king in 1 Kings 12:1. In this text the expres- 
is used with “all Tsracl” who   sion fhamlik “ifé: “to make him king 

  

were unarme 
expression can be explained by the situation that the objective of 

as we have noted above. This exceptional use of the 

  our analyss of the expression tapaniti ‘43 1 the text,the emendation wayan! 
is unaceeptable. It seems that the verb should be read in the sing. on the basi of 
the LXX; sec J.A. Montgomery and H.S. Gehman, A Crcal and Exegtical Corme 

o tie Books of Kings (1CC), Edinburgh, 1951, pp. 241, 246; cf. akso W.T. Piard, 
Ancient Damascus. A Hitorical Sudy of the ‘Srian Cit-Stte fm Earliet Tomes undl s Fall 

the Asgrians i 732 B.C.E, Winona Lake, 1987, p. 9, n. 50. 
For Absalom's supporters sce Tadmor, 7WH 11 (1968), pp. 49-57; idem, 

Traditional Institutions and the Monarchy: Social and Political Tensions in the 
Time of David and Solomon” in T. Ishid (ed), SPDS, Tokyo/Winona Lake, 1962, 

Metinger, King and Messioh, pp. 121 T F. Crisemann, Der 
un. Dic ntinigichen Tee dos Allen Testamentes . dr Fomp 

Jrihen imeliichen Stai (WMAN'T 49), Neukirchen-Vlayn, 1978, pp. 94-101 
According to 2 Chr 22:1,ii"sé yrialayim: “the inhabitants of Jerusalem” made 

Ahaziah king. Since he was the only surviving son of the late King (21:17; 22:1 

  

  

  

    
   

    

   

  

     
       

  

  

   
  

e cannot imagine that there was any succession problem, Yet it scems that there 
was a_political tensions cf. my analysis of this passage in shica, e Royal Dastis 
Pp- 159 £ AC the same time, we must note that the Chronicler’s use of the verl 

  

Ik docs ot always fit our analyis of the sume verb in the Books of Samucl 
and Kings, sce 1 Chr 11:10; 12:32, 59; 202 
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their assembly was neither founding a new dynasty nor determining 
a successor of the Davidic dynasty 

Now to elucidate this formulary expression in a broader context 

  

      
    
    

        

                
      
    

   
   

     

   

                

    

     

    

     

    
    
    

let us examine other texts in which it is found in slightly different 
forms: (a) after the catastrophe at Gilboa, Abner, the commander of 
Sauls army, took Ishbaal and “made him king (wayamlikehd) ... over 
all Isracl” (2 Sam 2:8-9); (b) in answer to Jehu's challenge, the royal 
officials of Samaria, the elders and the tutors said: “We will not 
make anyone king” (17° namiik *&) (2 Kgs 10:5; () Pharaoh Neco 

“dyigin) (23:34); (d) the king 
wayyanlék ... >ed-mattanyah) 

   

  

‘made Eliakim ... king” (wayanié 
of Babylon “made Mattaniah ... king’ 

17). In these texts those who acted as king-makers were a com- 
mander of the army, high officials and leading men of the capital 
city, though they did not exercise their authority, and forcign con- 
querors. These examples show that, if there was no normal succes- 

      

sion, whoever possessed the strongestpower, including the people 
under arms, could determine the royal successor. At the same time, 
we may conclude that the formulary expression wayamlék/wayan 
likii "6t was used as a definite technical term for king-making as a 
political action in the sources discussed.’” 

King-makers, the people under arms espe- 
cially deserve to receive attention as the representatives of the so- 
called democratic tradition of the Israclitc society.” Who, then, werc 
the people under arms? This is a big problem with which we can- 

Among these irregul 

  

not deal in detail in the scope of the present study. For the moment, 
we must be satisfied with pointing out the following three features 
as a clue to further studes, 

  

Judg 95 reads: “And kol-balé Fem and kbl 
went wapanlikd ‘o bindek I'mdik”. The text shows that the assembly, which con. 
sisted of the ba“lé kam and i mill?, possessed power o make Abimelech king 
The wording of the expression tayaniiti "a-“binels Pmdek is lightly different from 
he formula wapaniki "t P:N. in the Books of Samuel and Kings, but the prac- 
tice described i the same. For the nature of Abimelech's kingship sce H. Reviv 
“The Government of Shechem in the El-Amarna Period and in the Days 

Abimelech®, ZEJ 16 (1966), pp. 252-257 
= For the reationship between the popular assembly and the kingship in Isracl 

sec A Malamat, “Organs of Statceraft i the lsrackte Monarchy” (1965), in 7 
Biblcal Archacolgist Reader 111, New York, 1970, pp. 163-198; JA. Soggin, Das 
Kimigtan in_ Lo, Urpringe, Spannunge, niviclong (BZAW 104, Berin, 1967, p 
1820, 44 £, 69 £; Tadmor, JIH 11 (1968), pp. 46-68; idem, in'SPDS, pp. 2 
Metinger, Aing ad Mesioh, pp. 111-130; Criscrnann, Dir Widesond ggn das Koo, 
Pp. 94-101; Halpem, Te Constiatin, pp. 187-216. 

5 came together, and they 
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) We can clearly observe the structural change of kol-hatim or 
lolyiérdal according to the historical development. First, those who 
made Saul king at Gilgal were irregular tribal league organized ad 
hoc for saving Jabesh-gilead; secondly, those who made Jeroboam 
king at Shechem were a popular assembly, called Aolghal yisri’el 

1 Kgs 12:3) or hatidah (12:20), which seems a well-organized polit- 
ical body; thirdly, those who made Omri king in the military camp 
were the militia of the Northern Kingdom. 

    

b) Our historiographers emphasize the unity of sracl achieved on 
of king-making by the people, as the following words 

indicate: “They came out as one man” 
none that followed the house of David, but the tribe of Judah only” 

1 Kgs 12:20). Similarly, the people are called in these contexts kol 
@il Is this unity a fiction fabricated by the histori- 

ographers? We are of the opinion that the term fal- here is to be 

  

1 Sam 11:7); or “There was 

  

haam or kol 

  

understood not as quantitative but as qualitative. Omii's case gives 
a good example. Although kolyifri’él made him king (16:16), s 
ha‘am: “half the people” followed Tibni to make him king (16:21). 
The 1 

©) There was a contrasting development between the kingdoms 
of Isracl and Judah concerning the people’s involvement in king- 
making. In the Norther Kingdom the people even took the initia- 
tive twice to establish their monarchy, ic., with Saul and with 
Jeroboam ben Nebat. The continuation of this popular initiative can 
be found also in Omri’s elevation to the throne. But this was the 
last opportunity for the people of Isracl to play the active role as a 
united military factor i establishing their monarchy. This action 
may be regarded as a popular effort to recover the unity of Isracl 
which had been lost in consequence of the wayigiir-type usurpations 
of Baasha and Zimri. However, the people of Isracl could not alier 
the subsequent historical development in which the dynastic changes 

  

term kol- here sc 

  

ms to imply the legitimate representation. 

made by the wayigsir-type usurpation became the characteristic fea- 
tures of the Northern Kingdom. 

By contrast, the people of Judah were totally passive in the begin- 
ning. From the inception of the kingdom of Judah to the end of 
David’s reign the overwhelming military power of David’s per 
army acted as the decisive factor in ev 

onal      
  critical phase. The period 

of the people of 

  

of David and Solomon was the forma 

  

   

CE. Tadmor, in SPDS, p. 244
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Judah, centering around the Davidic Judahite ideology, they emerged 
for the first time as a significant factor to secure the dynasty of David 
against Athaliah’s usurpation. Their designation ‘an Ad'ares suggests 
that a solid unification of the people was achieved by this period. 
Finally, it was ‘n hares who acted as the decisive factor in detc 
mining the succession to the throne of David in the last days of the 
kingdom. 

The nucleus of this idcology s formed by the doctrine of the joint clection of 
David's house and of Zion, which originatcd in the covenant of Yahveh with David 
sec Ishida, The Roal Dynasis, pp. 147 1  



CHAPTER FIVE 

THE PEOPL 

  

2 OF THE LAND AND THE POLITICAL 
CRISES IN JUDAH* 

1. The Judaeans in the Monarcical Priod 

In his basic treatment of “the people of the land” (am hiare 
E. Wiirthwein defined the expression as “dic zu cinem bestimmien Teri- 
wrium gehirige Vollbingerschafi®, ic., the full citizens of a given teri- 
tory." He further maintained that the expression “people of the land” 
of Judah is synonymous with “the people of Judah” (am yhidih or 
“anié yhadat) as the designation of the Judacans in the monarchical 
period, excluding the inhabitants of Jerusalem.? This defin 
e 
the land” from the king or the ruler, his servants, the nobles, the priests, 
and the prophets, i.c., the monarchical and re 

don of the 

  

  m was confirmed by R. de Vaux by distinguishing “the people of 

  gious functionarics.’ 

* This essay is a revised version of the study which appeared in A7BI 1 (1975 
pp. 233 

E. Warthuwein, Der‘anm ha'aes in Alen Testanent (BWANT 66), Statigart, 1936 
p. 14 cf. L. Rost, “Dic Bezcichnungen fur Land und Volk im Alten Testa 
1984), in Das Heine Credo wnd andere Studien zim Alles Testament, Heidelberg, 1963, 

p. 92 
P Wirthwein, Der ‘i ez, pp. 15 1. According to 5. Talmon am he'aes G 
yehidah were the Judahites who followed David (o Jerusalem, the new capital, from 
Hebron, “The Judacan “n He'ars in Historical Perspective”,in Fouth World Congrss 

Jeuish Sudis (1965 1, Jerusalen, 1967, pp. 71-76; idem, in Engyelpac 
iblica VI, Jerusalemn, 1971, cols. 239-21 (Hebrew; cf. C. Schiler.Lichtenberger 
Sads nd Eidgnocsnsehft im Alen Testament. Eine Auinaderetang mit Mex Webers Sudic 

Das anike Judetum > (BZAW 156, Berlin/New York, 1983, p. 395. The lae 
Prof. B. Mazar suggested to me in his etier of March 8, 19: 
that both the Hitites in the story of Abraham's purchase of Machphelah (Gen 257, 
12-13) and the inhabitants of the land which Moses made spy out (Num 1£9) arc 
anachronisticall called “the people of the land", since they were also the inhabitants 
of “the land of Judah’ 

R. de Vaus, Ancint Loal, I Life ond Istitions, London, 1961, p. 71; idem, 
Le sens de Pexpression peuple du pays' dans IAncien Testament et le rdle poli- 

tique du peuple en Iracl’, R4 58 (1964), p. 168; cf. | L. McKenzie, “The ‘People 
of the Land' in the Old “Testament’, in' Aken des vieindsioansigten nkerntionalen 
Orietalisn- Konreses Minchens 28, Aug b 1. Spt. 1957, Wicsbadien, 1959, pp. 207 . 
H. Tadmor, ““The People’ and the Kinghip in Ancient Isral: The Rolc of Poliical 
Insittions i the Biblical Period”, JWH 11 (1968), p. 67. 
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While the thesis has been widely accepted as a working hypothesis, 
it was also disputed by not a few scholars.' It is not our intention 
to seck another definition of the expression “people of the land” by 
investigating into all the evidence for the term; rather, we shall re- 
examine cach historical situation of the political crises in the king- 
dom of Judah to shed light on the roles played by “the people of 
the land” In so doing, we will ry to make clear the intention of 

  

the historiographer who employed the expression ‘an hi'dres 

2. The Rebellion against Athaliah 

The expression “people of the land” appears, for the first time, in 
the account of the rebellion against Athaliah and the enthronement 
of Jehoash (2 Kgs 11; 2 Chr 23). The origin of this political crisis 
can be traced back to Jehoshaphat's alliance with the Omrides 

1 Kgs 22:2 fl; 2 Chr 18:1 ), which was sealed by the marriage 
of Jehoram, his son, and Athaliah, Omr’s daughter.® By making 

* EW. Nicholon, “The Meaning of the Expression %1 
755 10 (1965), pp. 39-66, rejects to regard “the people of the land” “as a techni. 
cal term designating a specific class or group within the population of Judah” and 
concludes that “the term has no fixed and rigid meaning but is used rather in 
purely general and fid manner and varies in meaning from context (© context 
T.N.DD. Mettnger maintains that the ‘un t'arss who had a role at the royal invesi. 
tures in the period. afier Solomon correspond to the ‘n as the popular asembly 
in the previous period, King and Mesiah. The Gl and Sacral Legitimaton of the Il 
Figs (CBOTS 8, Lund, 1976, pp. 124-130. B. Halpern holds that “the term the 
people of the fand' is not 4 technical expression for some fixed sub-group of the 
tibe or kingedom of Judal, The Contitation of the Monarchy in Loael (HSM. 25) 
Chico, 1981, p. 194, On the other hand, S. Talmon, in Fi 
Jauish Studies (1965) 1, pp. 71-76, argues tha “the ‘m heares of Judah cannot be 
Viewed as a democratic or otherwie constitutionaly cireumseribed insituton. Rather 
i it @ body of Judacans in Jerusalem that rose to some_power and importance 
which was ulfimately derived Trom their loyaly to the Davidic dynasty”. Morcover 
RAM. Good proposes that the expression “the people of the land” belongs 1o the 
Vacabulary of the time of the Deutcronomistic historian, i, the Exilc period, The 
Shap of His Pustu. A Sty of the Hebrw Noun “Am(m) and Iis Semitic Cognates (HSM 
29, Chico, 1983, pp. 109-122. C. Levin comes to the conclusion: “Den ‘um a‘ies 

im cingeschrankten Sinn hat es nicht gegeben. Ex ist cin exegetische Phantom’”, Der 
Stz dr Koniin Ataf. Ein Kapitel zur Gescichi Judas m 9. Jahohunden z. Chr. (SBS. 
105), Stutigart, 198, p. 69. For an exiensivé bibliography_and discussions see 
E. Lipifsk, in TIWAT VI, Stutigar, 1987-89, cols. 177-19% J.P. Healey, 

Am Ha'arez?, in ABD 1, New York, 1993, pp. 168 € 
CL. T. Ishida, The Roal Dmastes in Ancit Iacl. A Sty on the Fomnaton and 

Declopment of Reyal-Dymastc Tlogy (BZAW 143, Berln/New York, 1977, pp. 160 1. 
According to one tradition (2 Kgs 826 2 Chr 22:2), Athlish was Omris 
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peace with the Northern Kingdom, with which Judah had been in 
a state of war for half a century since the division of the United 
Kingdom, Jehoshaphat brought prosperity to his kingdom (2 Chr 
17). His foreign policy, however, was not completely accepted by his 
people (19:2) 

We learn of the critical condition int the 
reign by his tr 
his sons, “but gave the kingdom to Jehoram 

  

   
last years of Jehoshaphat’s 

wment of his sons. He bequeathed the property to 
  

   
  

first-born” (2 Chr 21:3). This note on Jehoram’s designation is co 
spicuous. It is absolutely sup 
ally the successor to the throne in Judah.” This reveals, therefore 
that Jehoshaphat had a special reason in defending his designation 
of Jehoram. I is likely that Jehoshaphat could appoint Jehoram as 
his successor only by suppressing the opposing power 

We can assume that Jehoram's purge of his brothers afier Jeho- 
shaphat's death (2 Chr 21:4) was caused by the confrontation be- 
tween his regime and the opposing power, with which his brothers 
were connected.? Undoubtedly, Athaliah, his wife, actively parti 

  

fluous, because the first-born was usu-   

  

pated in the oppression (cf. 2 Kgs 8:18; 2 Chr 21:6). When he died, 
Athaliah (2 Chr 

the inhabitants of 
Jerusalem” (22:1). The description of Ahaziah’s enthronement is also 

Ahaziah, the only surviving son of Jehoram an 

  

21:17), ascended the throne with the backing of 

remarkable because of the special mention of his supporters. Since 
we never hear of supporters of the new king at the normal acces   
sion, it must be assumed that there existed a conflict between the 
regime supported by “the inhabitants of Jerusalem” and the other 
Judacans. 

Ahaziah’s monarchy was actually Atha 

  

abs regime, since this 

daughter, while the other tradition (2 Kgs 8:18; 2 Chr 21:6) regards her as Ahab's 
daughter. But chronological studics show that she could ot be Ahabs daughter, 
sce J. Begrich, “Atalja, dic Tochter Omris”, ZAW 53 (1935), pp. 78 [ H,J. 
Katenstein, “Who Were the Parents of Athaliah", 157 5 (1953), 191-197; Levin, 
Der Surz de Kaniin Atals, p. 83, n. % W. Thicl, “Athaliah, in ABD 1, New York, 
1992, pp. 511 1; sce below pp. 99 

When the principle of the primogeniture was overruled, we frequentdy hear 
how and why the irregular succesion took place, This kind of additional ex. 
planation can b found concerning the succession of the fllowing kings: Salomon 

2 Sam 9-20 + 1 Kgs 1-2), Abijam (2 Chr 11:21-23), Ahaziah (21:17 22:1), Azariah 
s 1421; 2 Chr 26:1), Jehoahaz (2 Kes 23:30; 2 Chr 36:1), and Zedekiah 

2 Kgs 24:17: 2 Chr 36:10 
. W. Rudolph, Ghrnikbichr (HAT 21), Tabingen, 1955, p. 265; H. Tadmor 

in Engclopacdia Biblica 11, Jerusalem, 1958, col. 539 (Hebrew 
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young king, who was twent 
was under the strong influence of the ambitious queen-mother: gihiah® 
(ct. 2 Kgs 8:26-27; 2 Chr 22:2-4). However, Jehu’s revolution against 
the Omrides deprived Athaliah of all her support at one blow. The 
house of Omri, from which she came, was completely destroyed 
2 Kgs 9:21-26, 30-37; 10:1-11, 17). Morcover, Ahaziah, her son 
was killed during his involvement in the revolution (2 Kgs 9:27-28; 
2 Chr 22:7-9). Naturally, she had to prepare to defend herself and 
her regime from the counterattack of the opponents before they rose 
up under the impact of the Yahwistic revolution in the Northern 

Kingdom. ders to the 
Davidic throne and usurped it (2 Kgs 11:1-3; 2 Chr 22:10-12). This 
was her pre-emptive attack against the opposing power which had 
a long confrontation with the regime since Jehoshaphat allied him- 
self with the Omrides. 

Did she really seck the life of Jehoash, her infant grandson, as the 
biblical source relates? H.L. Ginsberg maintains that it is difficult to 
assume that she sought to destroy Jehoash, who “constitutes the sole 
claim of her rule to legitim: 

  two at his enthronement (2 Kgs 8:26)," 

    

    

       

    

he immediately annihilated all the pretes   
   

  

y".1 It seems that she only eliminated 
some adult members of the house of David who might seck the 
throne as rivals (o the infant Jehoash. It is likely that the biblical 
historiographer, out of his hatred for this forcign queen, distorted 
the account presenting her as a ruthless ruler who secks even the 
life of her own grandson. Tn 
that Jehoash was actually put in the custody of Jehosheba at Athaliahs 
request. This meant that Athal 
never usurping the throne.” It is clear that she could not esta 
her rule without some compromise with the priests of Yahweh headed 

  

  developing this thesis, H. Reviv argucd 

  

ah became the queen regent, although 

  

  According to 2 Chr 22:2, he ascended the throne at the age of forty-two. This 
gure is clearly corrupted, since Jehoram, his faher, died at the age of forty (2 Kgs 
17; 2 Chr 21:5), In the main texts of LXX stands here the number “twenty 

while “twenty-wo?” in minor texts. J.M. Myers, 11 Chuonices. Intoductin, Trnsltun, 
and Nots (AB 13), Garden Gity, N.Y., 1965, p. 125, assumes that the number “forty. 
two" resulied from the conflation of the two traditons. 

" About the office of quecn-mother (¢hidl) sce G. Molin, “Dic Stcllung der 
Gebira im Staate Juda”, T2 10 (1954), pp. 161-175; H. Donner, “Art und Herkunft 
des Amtes der Koniginmuter im Allen Testament”, i . Frrch Fschf, Heidelberg 
1950, pp. 105-145; de Vaus, dnient Lvad, pp. 117 1T; Ihida, The Ropal Dynacts, 
P, 156 fT; LS. Schearing, “Queen”, in ABD V, New York, 1992, pp. 383 . 

HL. Ginsberg, its Consequences”, in Fourth 
Wrd Cangus of 7, p. 92 

H. Reviv 50, B Aftza 16 (1970/71), pp. 541-548 (Hebrew) 
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Jehoiada. It is also probable that Jehoash was fostered by Jehosheba, 
Jehoram’s daughter and Jehoiada’s wife (2 Chr 22:11), with Athaliah’s 
consent. However, judging from the fact that Jehoiada eventually 
plotied against Athaliah claiming that the throne should belong to 
the house of David (23:3), we can hardly accept the view that she 
actually did not assume the throne 

The rebellion against Athaliah was organized by Jehoiada the 
priest and was ca 
addition, “the people of the land” participated in it.* Who were 
the people of the land”, who were differentiated from captains, the 

royal mercenarics, guards (2 Kgs 11:19), noble 
hr 23:20)7 From the course of history sketched above we can 

assume that they those who were allied with the group w 
opposed the regime because of s allia 
can also assume that the designation “people of the land” (an ha'are 
stemmed from classifying them as the opponents to “the inhabitants 
of Jerusalem” (yii*é yvisalaym), the supporters of the regime (22:1), 

  

ied out by the royal mercenaries and guards. In    

  

  and governors 
    

  

wer ich     
¢ with the Omrides. We   

  

However, it is misleading to regard these designations as a sign   

of the antagonism between Jerusalem and Judah. Among the oppo- 
nents o the regime are mentioned such people as a seer (19:2), 
Jehoram’s brothers, some nobles (21:4), and the royal family (2 Kgs 
11:1; 2 Chr 22:10). Most of them were J 
seems that those Jerusalemites who were suppressed by the regime 
acted as the leaders of “the people of the land”. " 

      
  

lemites. Morcover, it 

  

Since B. Stade, “Anmerkungen zu 2 K6.10-14", 241V 5 (1885), pp. 280 1 
it has been widely held that 2 Kgs 11 is resolved into two sources, 1., a pristly 
source (w. 112, 185-20) and a popular source (v 13-18a); cf. ].A. Monigomery 
and H.S. Gehman, A Crcal and Excgical Commeniry on the Boks of Kings (ICC 
Edinburgh, 1951, p. 418; . Gray, / & I Kigs. A Conmentay (OTL), London, 1977 
Pp. 566 IT According to the analysis of Levin, Der Stur der Kanigin Aaf, pp. 16 1. 
this chapter consists of the following four layers: an early text from the Book of 
the Chronicls of the Kings of Judah used by the Deuteronomisic historian, @ 
covenanctheological redaction in the late Deuteronomistic period, a pricsty redac 
tion, and an carly Chronicler redaction. Against the view of scparcie sources, 
W. Rudolph argucs for the unity of the chapter, “Dic Einheitichkeit der Erzihlung 
vom Sturz der Atalja 2 Kon. 11", in A. Bathlet Fetichifl, Tabingen, 1950, pp. 
473476, In_his view, however, all eferences to ‘m hi’ins before v. 20 are see. 
ondary (p. 477). Halpern points out that the scholars do not reckon with the prob- 
lem of smultaneity in this chaper, The Cistuion, . 276, n. 88; . also M. Liveran, 
Lhistoire de Joas”, VT 24 (1974), pp. 433453, 

W According to R, Gordis, “Sccional Rivalry in the Kingdom of Judah, 70 
25 (1934/33), pp. 237259, there was abways iction concerning the high places 
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The rebellion against Athaliah confirms this situation. It was 
Jehoiada the priest who took the initiative. Furthermore, he relied 

By contrast, “the people of the land” played only passive role in the 
rebellion such as the attendance at the ceremony of Jehoash’s en- 
thronement (2 Kgs 11:14, 19; 2 Chr 23:13, 20) and the participa 
in the covenant-making between Yahweh, the king, and the people 
through Jehoiada’s mediation (2 Kgs 11:17; 2 Chr 23:16). It is true 
that they destroyed the temple of Baal and slew its priest (2 Kgs 
11:18; 2 Chr 23:17). Yet, undoubtedly Jehoiada’s initiative was be- 
hind the banishment of Baalism from Jerusalem. Therefore, we can- 
not agree with the view that Athaliah’s regime was overthrown by 
“a national revolution”."" It was a court rebellion supported by the 

   nly on the royal mercenaries and guards to carry out his plot. 

    

    

    

people. Nor can we find any con   ast between “the rejoicing peo- 
ple of the land” and “the quict city” after the rebellion (2 Kgs 
11:20;2 Chr 23:21), as E. Wiirthwein and A. Alt maint 
that the implication of the sentence, ka‘% Sag'tah, s simply that “the city 

ained. " It seems      

became peaceful” after the rebellion successfully came to an end." 
It must be pointed out that “the people of the land” played an 

important role, though it was passive. The main purpose of the rebel- 
lion was the restoration of the Davidic line. From the ideological 
point of view, it was insepa 
since the restoration of the Davidic throne could be legitimatized 

ably connected with the purge of Baalism,    

    

solely by Yahweh who made a covenant with David by promising 
the eternal rule of the house of David over Isracl (2 Sam 7:5-16 

I Chr 17:4-14." On the other hand, the house of David was 

between the Jeruslemites and “the people of the land", who were the representa- 
tives of country; the coalition between them came into being only at the rebellion 
against Athaliah under the Ieadership of the Jerusalemites. 

' Warthwein, Do ‘amm he'aes, pp. 24 11; de Vauu, Ancet Lae, p. 71; Nicholson, 
785 10 (1965), p. 62. 

    

 Warthwein, Der ‘anm ha'aez, p. 25; A. All, “Das Kanigum in den Reichen 
srael und Juda® (1951), in Kleie Schifln ar Gehichie des Vokes Ioel 1, Minchen, 
1953, p. 1 

" CE. de Vaux, Ancint Jal, p. 71; G, Buceellat, Gies and Natins of Aciet Sy 
n Essay on Politcal Instiations sth Speal Refence to the Il Kingdoms (Studi Semitic 

26), Roma, 1967, pp. 168 . 
" For the covenant of David see M. Weinfeld, ‘72", in TWAT I, Stutigart, 

97073, cols, 799-801; idem, “Covenant, Davidic”, in IDBSyp, Nashville, 1976, 
pp. 188-192; Mettinger, King and Mesia, pp. 254 15 DJ. McCarthy, Ol Tesament 
Counant. A Sumey of Carent Opinios, Oxford, 1973, pp. 45-52; Ishida, The Ropal 
Dynasts, pp. 99 ; H. Kruse, “Davids Covenant’, VT 35 (1983), pp. 139-164 
G.E. Mendenhall and G.A. Herion, “Covenant”, in ABD 1, New York, 1992, pp. 

  

  

  

  

    

  

   
    

    



THE PEOPLE OF THE LAND 87 

acknowledged as the ruling dynasty over Judah by the covenant 
men of Judah wh 

kingdom of Judah at Hebron (2 Sam 
ture of the Davidic rule compelled Jehoiada to perform the renewal 
ceremony of both covenants in the midst of the rebellion Therefore, 
the Davidic rule over Judah could not have been restored without 
the support and participation of “the people of the land”. 

We must conclude that “the people of the land” who took part 
h were none other than the people 

from the situation, it is reasonable to suppose that 

which David made with the he established the   

    :4)."" This ideological struc- 

    

in the rebellion against Athal 
of Judah. Judging 
only a part of the people participated in it.* We do not know whether 

  

  

1188 £, 1191 £ They recommend the term “charter” instcad of “covenant’; M.D. 
Guina, “Davidic Covenant’, in ABD II, New York, 1992, pp. 69-7: 

" The term “covenant” is missing from the text, but we can hardly doub that 
a covenant was established between David and the men of Judah at that tme, just 
as betseen David and the people of Isracl, when they offercd the Kingship to David 

  

  

  

       at Hebron (2 Sam 5:3), scc A. Alt, “Dic Satcnbildung der liraclten in Palistna’ 
1930), in Kine Schrifen cur Gesciche des Voles Il 11, Miinchen, 1953, p. 415 cf. 

also . Fohrer, “Der Vertrag zvischen Konig und Volk in Israel” (1950, in Sadien 
cur altctamentichen Thedgie wnd Geskicie (1949-1966) (BZAW 113), Berlin, 1969, 
Pp. 332 

 Opinions are variously divided on the partics between whom Jehoiada made 
the covenant. A single covenant between Yahweh on the one side and the king 
and the people on the other is maintained by G. von Rad, St in Daermamy 
SBT 9, London, 1953, pp. 65 L., while M. Noth holds a single covenant betwcen 
the king and the people only, “Das aluestamentiche BundschiieBen im Lichte cines 
Mari-Textes” (1953), in Gesamnelie Stuien zun Allen Testament, Manchen, 1957, 
Pp. 151 £3 €€, also Levin, Der Sturz der Kavigin Al pp. 60 1. According to D) 
MMcCarthy, Treay and Coenant. A Sty in Form i the Avcint Oriental Documents and ‘s 
e Old Tetament (AnBibs 21x), Rome, 1978, p. 215, the covenant was twofold, e 

\ of the people and king with Yahweh and one of the people with the 
king. A double covenant between Yahweh and the king on the one side and between 
the king and the people on the other is suggested by K. Balzer, The Covnant 
Fornulay in OId Testament, Jeuish, and Eary Cristan Writings, Oxford, 1971, pp. 78 f. 
and A. Malamat, “Orguns of Statecrafl in the Israclite Monarchy” (1965, in 7 
Biblical Archaolgit Readr 111, New York, 1970, p. 166. A triple covenant between 
Yahweh and the king, between Yahweh and the people, and between the king and 
the people is argucd by Gray, / & I Kisgs, p. 579, and B. Mazar, 587 
in Types of Leadersip in Ve Biblical P, Jerusalemn, 1973, p. 32 (Hebrew). Tt scems 
10 us that this was a double covenant between Yabch and the king and between 
he king and the people, since the covenant of David gave the position of media. 

tor between Yahweh and the people to the Davidic kings; sce ako Halpern, The 
Consitution, p. 276, n. 87; M. Cogan and H, Tadmor, 1/ Kings. 4 Neo Trendation 
with Indictin and Comnentay (\B 11), New York, 1988, pp. 132 1. About paralll 
example for this sort of double covenant in the ancient Near East see Ishida, 
Ropal Dasties, pp. 15 I 

Mettinger, Fing and Mesial, p. 124, suggests the possbility that the rebelion 
took place at & new year feast connceted with the year of release of every seven 
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they were the formal representatives or not In any case, acting 
under the name of the whole people, out of loyalty to 
well as to the house of David, they opposed the regime under the 
foreign queen supported by “the inhabitants of Jerusalem”. The ini- 
tiative for this revolt was taken by Jehoiada the priest of the temple 
of Yahweh in | 

ahwism as   

rusalem.     

  

    

  

   

          

      

              

    
    

   

        

    

    

   

    
    
   
    

3. Regicides in the Kingdom of Judah 

   
Jehoash, who was enthroned by Jehoiada with the help of “the peo- 
ple of the land”, met a violent end as a result of a conspiracy of 
his servants (2 Kgs 12:20-21). This was the revenge of the priests 
who were enraged at the king’s violence against Zechariah the son 
of Jehoiada (2 Chr 24:2 
between the king and the priests caused by the king’s intervention 
in repairing of the temple (2 Kgs 12:4-16; 2 4:4-14) and his 
plundering of the temple treasury (2 Kgs 12:18)2 Amaziah, how- 

Kgs 14:1; 2 Chr 
24:271). There was no Judaean king but Amaziah, whose father died 

  

, which was the culmination of the conflict 

  

    ever, succeeded Jehoash in the normal way 

an unnatural death, however, he ascended the throne without any 
intervention. A. Malamat suggested that the intervention of “the peo- 
ple of the land” was not mentioned on this occasion due to the fact 
that Amaziah was already an adult, i.e., twenty-five years old, at his 
accession (2 Kgs 14:2; 2 Chr 25:1).% But Jehoahaz was also an adult 
of twenty-three, when “the people of the land” helped him ascend 
the throne (2 Kgs 23:30-31; 2 Chr 36:1-2). Therefore, Malamat 
regards Jehoahaz's case as exceptional on the basis of his assumption 
that a coup d¥éat had been carried out by “the people of the land” 

  

years when the people from the whole country came to Jerusalem (Deut 319 fF 
It scems a conjecture based on an indefnite evidence (cf. 2 Kes 1124 

M. Sulzberger argues that “the people of the land” were nothing but the 
national council which served as the representative body of the people in the p 
itcal as well as the judicial sphercs, Am ha-arez: the Ancient Hebreo Parlament, 
Philadclphia, 19107 idem, “The Polity of the Ancient Hebrews”, 70R 3 (1912/13) 
pp. 1-81; i N. Sloush, “Representative Government among the Hebrews and 

  

  

      

  

  Phocnicians”, 7GR 4 (1913/14), pp. 303-310. On the other hand, de Vaux, &4 58 
1961), p. 171, is of the opinion that the clders (nin) acted as the representa   

tives of “the people of the land 
Cf. de Vaux, Anciat foad p. 3775 Gray, [ & Il Kigs, p. 590; Reviv, Beth 

Mila 16 (1970/71), pp. 545 
* A Malamat, “The Last Kings of Judah and the Fall of Jerusalem”, ] 18 

1968) p. 140, 1. 6.
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We may assume, howeve 
had been designated as th 
murdered, so that his suc 

building on this suggestion, that Amaziah 
heir apparent long before Jehoash was 

  

   

  

  

tion which 

  

ssion lefi no room for a qu   

would bring about intervention. On the other hand, the interven- 
tion of “the people of the land” in Jehoahaz’s succession to Josiah 
was caused by lack of the official designation of the successor at 
Josiah's unexpected death. Josiah was still a young, ambitious king 
of thirty-nine, when killed in battle (2 Kgs 22:1; 2 Chr 34:1). Apart 
from his relatively young age, it appears that the political antagonism 

igyptian 
faction postponed his decision about the appointment of the heir 
apparent.® 

Tt must be mentioned, howeve 
haps felt no need to intervene in Amaziah’s succession because this 
polic 
king and the priests of Yahweh) did not affect cither Davidic suc- 
cession or Yahwism. Morcover, “the people of the land”, whose power 
was not strong enough to take the initiative in the political change 

  

at the court between the pro-Egyptian party and the ani- 

  , that “the people of the land” per- 

al crisis (which resulted from the conflict between the Davidic   

at that period, could not intervene in Amaziahs succession without 
an invitation from one of the parties in the capital city 

Amaziah also fell a victim to a conspiracy (2 Kgs 14:19; 2 Chr 
25:27). Owing to lack of dircct information, the motive of this con- 
spiracy is very obscure. Some scholars assume that the same conflict 
between the royal and the sacerdotal authorities caused the conspir- 

ion of the biblical sources indicates a different   acy™ A closer examin: 
situation, however. Amaziah ook revenge for his father's death upon 
the conspirators, when he consolidated his rule (2 Kgs 14:5; 2 Chr 
25:3). Yet, we do not hear of this sort of revenge taken by Azariah,    
who succeeded Amaziah, his father. It has becn suggested, on the 
grounds of chronological studies, that Azariah ascended the throne 
not afier Amaziah was killed but when Amaziah was taken capiive 
by Jehoash king of Israel at Beth-shemesh (2 Kgs 14:13; 2 Chr 

3). This took place at least fifteen years before Amaziah’s assas- 
sination (cf. 2 Kgs 14:17; 2 Chr 25:25)7 On the basis of these obser- 
vations we may suppose, as H. Frumstein (Tadmor) has suggested, 

      

About the poliical confit at Josiah's court se ibid., p. 140, 
See de Vau, Ancint Lrad, p’ 377; Reviv, Btk Mika 16 (1970/71), p. 348, 

However, Gray, [ @ 11 Kigs, p. 613, prefers 2 miliary uprising, 
See ). Lewy, Die Chrnologc dr Kinige oon Lval und Juds, 

11173 H. Frumstein (Tadmor 
  

Giessen, 1927, pp. 
W, in Engelopardia       
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that Amaziah’s assassination was caused by a conflict between Azariah, 
the regent, and Amaziah, the deposed king. 

If this is the case, we should reconsider the identity of “all the 
people of Judah” (tal ‘am-yhadat) who helped Azariah ascend the 
throne instcad of Amaziah (2 Kgs 14:21; 
widely held that “all the people of Judah”, who intervened in Azariah’s 
enthronement, were none other than “the people of the land 
However, if Azariah was made king to fill the 
the defeated king who was taken captive, those who elevated him 
to the throne must have been all the men who were fighting against 

people of Judah”, 
who supported Azariah, included not only “the people of the land” 
but also the royal officials, the noble men, the military people, and 
other men of rank and influence. We can conclude, therefore, that 

    

Chr 26:1). It has been 

   
vacant throne lefi by   

  

the enemy. Thus, we must assume that “all th 

the design: 
of the land”, but it was used in the wider sense as the designation 

   n “people of Judah does not always signify “the people 

of the whole nation of Judah including the officials in Jerus 
When Azariah became a leper, Jotham, his son, administered pub- 

lic aff over the palace 
and governing the people of the land” (2 Kgs 15:5; 2 Chr 26:21 
“The people of the land” are contrasted here with “the palace”. In a 
similar way, the offering of “the people of the land” is distinguished 

Ahaz (2 Kgs 16:15; cf. Ezek 45:22; 46:9-10). In 
both cases, it appears that the expression “people of the land” is used 

the people of Judah” under the monar- 
chical rule. Accordingly, it is difficult to deduce from these passages 

  

  rs as the regent. His office is described as   

  

from that of kin     

  

  simply as a synonym for 

any specific political role assigned to “the people of the land” in that 
period.® This means we have virtually no information at all on the 
political activity of “the people of the land” during the two hundred 
year period from Athaliah’s overthrow to Josiah's enthronement 

     Bitlca, Jeruslem, 1950, col. 439 (Hebrew; H. Tadm 
Bitlca IV, Jerusalem, 1962, col. 262 (Hebrew) ER. Thic 
of the Hebrew Fings, Grand Rapids, 1985, p. 190, 

Frumstein (Tadmor), in Eneycbpaadia Biblica 1, col. 439 (Hebrew) of. also Cogan 
and Tadmor, 1f King, p. 159. 

Wirdiweein, Der ‘mm ez, p. 15; de Naw, Avcient sac p. 71; Al in Klne 
Schiftn 11, p. 127; Malamat, 157 18 (1968), p. 140; Tadmor, 7WH 11 (196) 
p. 6. According to Talmon, in Fourth Wirld Congres of Jeuish St 1, p. 74, the 

Wians and ‘am y'hiddh are two diflrent ‘abbreviations of the same 
Tl designation of a polical body: ‘am Aares i y'hidih 

I Nicholson, 785 10 (1965), pp. 62 f 

  ” in Enocpactia 
e, The Mysterious Numbers         
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+. The Last Days of the Kingdom of Judah 

  

e long reign of Manasseh was followed by Amon’s short-lived 
rule. When Amon was murdered by his servants in the sccond year 
of his reign, “the people of the land” slew all the conspirators and 
clevated Josiah o the throne (2 Kgs 21:19, 23-24; 2 Chr 3321, 
24-25). Since we have only this terse report, it is extremely difficult 
0 clarify the situation.” 

Both international and domestic conditions must be considered as 

  

the background of this political change. As for the international polit- 
ical sphere, it was the time of dramatic changes. About 656 B.C. 
the Egyptians succeeded in expelling the Assyrians from Egypt.” This 

g of the rapid decline of the Assyrian empire. At 
ame time, the Egyptians, as an ambitious heir to the Assyrians, 

began to influence Syria-Palestine. This situation seems to be reflected 
in Manasseh’s change of religious policy and his fortification of the 
city of David and the citadels in Judah (2 Chr 33:14-16). This was 
an attempt to recover the sovercignty from the Assyrian rule. The 
time was not yet ripe, however. Because of this rebellious attempt 
Manassch was punished by the Assyrians (33:11).* We can assume 
that the Judacan king was caught between the 
ment supported by the awakening people and the Assyrian pressure 
in the last years of his reign. 

A. Malamat once argued that Amon was assassinated by an anti- 
Assyrian party, but a counter-revolution was achicved by “the people 

  

   
was the beginn   

  

the   

  

    

nt-Assyrian move- 

  

** Scholars once regarded the conspirators 3 the pricsis of Yahweh who tred 
10 reform the forcign cult supported by Manassch and Aman, sce E. Scllin, Geschite 
e ialitischdichen Volkes 1, Leipeig, 1924, 1935°, p. 282; R. Kittl, Gechicht des 
Valkes Tal 11, Stutgart, 1995°, pp. 401 £ But it i difficult to assume that “the 
peopie of the fand”, who opposed the conspirators, were anti-Yahwist. 

About the historical vicisitude in this period sce K. Kienitz, Die poliiche 
Gescicte Agypins vom 7. bis zum 4. Jabhundert zor der itwend, Berlin, 1953, pp. 
11 1F; idem, “Dic Satische Renaissance”, in Fisdr Welgechicte V. Die Aloriatalicien 
Reiche 1L Die exste Halfe des 1. Jariausends, Frankfurt /M., 1967, pp. 256 T, 265 £ 
KA. Kichen, The Third fntomadiae Peiod in Eppt (1100-650B.C), Warminser 
1973, pp. 400 1 

" Sec . Liver, “7an", in Engdpardia Bibia V, Jerusalem, 1968, col. 43 (Hebrew 
o Y. Aharoni, The Land of the Bibe. A Hisbrical Geography, London, 1966, p. 346, 
However, some scholars argue that the fortfication was made against Egypt with 
the Assyran consent, sec W. Rudolph, Cirmikbicha, p. 317; J. Bright, 4 Hitoy of 
Inad (OTL), London, 1972, p. 31% <. ako JA. Soggin, A" Hisory o Israd. Fom 
he Beinings 1o the Bor Kockba Reolt, AD 135, London, 1984, p. 2. 
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of the land”, who were afraid of Assyrian punitive action.* Then, 
by slightly modifying this theory, he has put the stress on the Egyptian 

  

instigation behind the courtier’s revolt against Amon.* It is very 
likely that around 640 B.C., when Amon’s assassination took place, 
there was a conflict between a pro-Assyrian group and a pro-Egyptian 
party at the Judacan court, because in that period the Egyptians 

n domination in Western Asia.* On    tried to take over the Assy 
the other hand, Amon’s yielding to the foreign cult (2 Kgs 21:20-22; 
2 Chr 33:22-23) would show his submissiveness to the Assyrian rule. 
Thercfore, it is possible o assume that the Egyptians urged con- 
spirators to murder their pro-Assyrian king. 

    

It scems, however, that this political conflict was interwoven with 
domestic antagonism. When Manasseh died at sixty-seven, Amon 
was a young prince of twenty-two (2 Kgs 21:1, 19; 2 Chr 33:1, 21 
Amon was bor to Manasseh when he was forty-five. Judging from 
the fact that almost all the Judacan kings were bom when their 
fathers were about twenty,” it is likely that Amon was neither the 
first-born nor the eldest surviving son. If this is the case, we can 
assume that some court intrigue helped Amon ascend the throne, as 

  

  

  

  is usually the case when the principle of primogeniture is overruled 

* A. Malamat, “The Historical Background of the Assassination of Amon, King 
of Judah”, IEJ 3 (1953), pp. 26-29; cf. idem, “The Last Wars of the Kingdom of 
Judah, JNES 9 (1950, p. 218; cf. akso M. Noth, The Hisry of Iacl, Londion, 
19607, p. 272 FM. Cross & DN, Freedman, “Josiah's Revolt against Assyria 
JNES 12 (1953), p. 56; Bright, A Histoy of I, p. 315. According to K. Gall 
Die iraditiche Staatwerfossmng in iher vordeienialischon Unell (AQ' XXV 3/4 
Leipsig, 1929, pp. 33 £, 50 £, an ultra-pro-Assyrian party, which doubted Amon’s 
proAsyrian stance and tried 10 replace him by a forcigner, was responsible for his 

      

  

  

  

  

  

Malamat, “Josiah's Bid for Armageddon, The Background of the Judean- 
Egyptian Encountes in 609 B.C.", in The Gastr Fesschif, JANES 5 (1973) p. 271 
The identity of Amon's assassing with Egyptian agents had been suggested by 
NM. Nicolky, “Pascha im Kulte des jerusalemischen Tempels”, ZAIW 45 (1927) 
pp. 241 1 E. Auerbach, Wite wid gibbier Land 1, Berln, 1936, . 150; cf. also 
Gray, 1 & I Kigs, pp. 711 1. 

According 1o the study of Malamat, in The Gastr Fatschrf, JAVES 5 (1979), 
pp. 270 T, sp. p. 273, while cxpulsion of the Assyrian rule from Egype took place 
between 656 and 652 B.C., the alliance between Egypt and Assyria against the 
Chaldeans came into being between 622 and 617 B.C:; thus, the Egyptian activity 
of taking over the Asyrian rule in Palestine. must have been limited (o the years 
between 652 and 622 B.C. 

CL. Tadmor, in Englpacdia Biblca 1V, cols. 303 £, (Hebrew; Thicle, The 
Myserious Nembers, p. 206 

® Sec above p. 83, n. 7. 
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On the other hand, the biblical source testifies to a bloody antago- 

  

nism among the inhabitants of Jerusalem under Manassch (2 Kgs 
21:16; cf. 24:4). Although we are not informed of the situation, it is 
not unlikely that it was the beginning of the clash between the pro- 
Assy 

  an party and the pro-Egyptian faction. The former backed 
Manassch’s rule and Amon’s succession, while the latter tried to over- 

  

throw the pro-Assyrian regime by supporting Amon’s clder brothers 
under Egyptian instigation 

It appears that “the people of the land” avoided this struggle in 
Jerusalem. Judging from the political development under Josiah and 
his successors, it is clear that “the people of the land” belonged nei- 

nor to the pro-Egyptian faction. But 
when Jerusalem fell into chaos at Amon’s assassi 

  

ther to the pro-Assyrian pary 

  

ation, they inter- 
  

vened in the conflict on their own accord. By taking advantage of 
the confusion among the people of the ruling class in the capital 
city, they we 
bring about nationalistic reform under a Davidic king, 

In contrast to the rebellion against Atha 

  able to carry out “a national revolution”, in order to   

  

h, it is remarkable that 
“the people of the land” played the leading role in this political 
change. We do not know exactly how they came to dominate in this 
period. Possibly, the collapse of the military power as a result of 
the Assyrian invasion at Hezekiah's time weakened the authority of 

the central government” The severe domestic struggle in Jerusalem 

  

  

under Manassch and Amon also undermined the control of the cen-   

wal authority. In addition, we can assume that the northern tribes, 
who took refuge in Judah from the 
B.C. and the subsequent disturbances, brought with them the strong 

nty and strengthened the people’s 
in political affairs. In any case, “the people of the land” are 

mentioned most frequen 

    astrophe of Samaria in 722 

tradition of the popular sover 

  

  

  

in the Hebrew Bible in the last days of 
Judah. Moreover, the fact that they are mentioned side by side with 
people of the ruling class, such as the kings, the royal scrvants, the 
nobles, the priests, and the prophets (Jer 1:18; 34:19; 37:2; 44:21 
Eack 7:27; 22:24-29), testifies to the influential position the   

pied in this period. 
Evidently, “the pe 

Josiah's policy of 
ple of the land” acted as the driving force of 

dence from forcign rule in the 

    

* L E. Junge, Der Wiedaaufha de Hoerwesns des Reiches Juda untr Josia (BWANT 
73), Stugart, 1957, pp. 24     
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    political as well as religious spheres. “All the men of Judah” men- 
tioned first together with the inhabitants of Jerusalem and the reli 
gious functionarics, who participated in the covenant-making of 
Josial's reform (2 Kgs 23:2; 2 Chr 34:30), were doubiless the same 
“people of the land” who enthroned Josiah.*” When Josiah was killed 
during a battle at Megiddo in 609 B.C., “the people of the land” 
intervened again in the question of the succession to the throne and 
elevated Jehoahaz, the second son of Josiah, to the throne by over- 
ruling the principle of primogeniture (2 Kgs 23:30; 2 Chr 36:1 
Apparently, Jehoahaz was connected with the nationalistic party sup- 
ported by “the people of the land”, while Jehoiakim, his elder brother 

ked by the pro- that by this inter- 
he people of the land” attempted to continue their nation- 

    
       

       
      

  

   
     

   

      

     

     

   

                    

    

      

  

  

    was ba   igyplian faction. Tt is c 
vention 

  

alistic policy which started with their enthronement of Josiah." 
However, Neco, the Egyptian king, who killed Josiah, deposed 

Jehoahaz and appointed Jehoiakim as his puppet king (2 Kgs 23:33 
34; 2 Chr 36:3-4). As Neco's royal vassal, Jehoiakim imposed a heavy 
tax on “the people of the land” to send wibute to Egypt (2 Kes 
23:35). Naturally, “the people of the land” refused to co-operate with 
this Egyptian puppet regime. Even when Jehoiakim rebelled against 
Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylon, most of “the people of the land” 

    

  ayed away from besicged Jerusalem, except “the poorest people of 
the land” (2 Kgs 24:14). Under Zedekiah, “the people of the land” 
changed this negative attitude towards the regime into the positive 
support.* 

Nebuchadnezzar designated Zedekiah, the third son of Josiah, as 
the king of Judah (2 Kgs 24:17; 2 Chr 36:10). He was Jehoahaz's 
brother by blood (cf. 2 Kgs 23:31; 24:18), whom “the people of the 
land” once vainly supported. Although Zedekiah was Nebuchadnez- 
zar's appointe, it is understandable that “the people of the land” 

set their hope on him to restore their nationalistic policy which was 

    

  

A clos relationship between “the people of the land” and the Deutcronomistic 
reform under Josiah i argued by von Rad, Sudis in Devteonony, pp. 60 fl; cf 
J-A- Soggin, “Der judaische ‘an heares und das Koniguum in Juda”, 17 13 (1963) 
bp. 187-195 

4 Cf. Malama, ZE 18 (1968), pp. 139 £ 
M. Sckine, “Beobachtungen 21 der Josianischen Reform”, VT 22 (1972), pp. 

367 £, regards the co-operation of “the people of the land” with Zedekial's regime 
&5 o sign of the decadence of their ethos, which took place afer the fustration of 
Josia's reform. 
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frustrated by Neco. We learn of this situation from the impressive 
presence of “the people of the land” in Jerusalem, when it was 
besieged again by the Babylonians in the time of Zedekiah (2 Kgs 
25:3, 19; Jer 3419; cf. 2 Kgs 25:12 

zekiel also mentions the gathering of “the people of the land” 
    

  

  

in Jerusalem at that time. However, according to his view, they were 
gathered to Jerusalem by Yahweh to be punished (Ezck 22:19-22) 
His cquation of “the people of the land” with “the inhabitants of 
Jerusalem” (12:19) shows that “the people of the land” finally became 
the dominant_power in the capital city. But both Jercmiah 
and Ezckicl (7:27; 22:23-31) directed their severest attacks against 
the people of the land” as well as the other national leaders. These 

prophetic words tesify to the tragic fact that the fanatical pursuit of 

  

  

    
     

  

nationalism by “the people of the land” in the last days of the king- 
dom of Judah only served to contribute to the disastrous end of their 
country 

5. Summap 

From the foregoing examination of the historiographical reports and 
prophetic sayings in which “the people of the land” (am h’ares) arc 
mentioned we can come to the following conclusions: 

a) We cannot but admit that there are texts in which the expres- 
sion “the people of the land” of Judah scems to be used as synony- 
mous with “the people of Juda® (am yhidah or ansé yhidf), c.g 
And Jotham the king’s son was over the houschold, governing the 
people of the land” (2 Kgs 15:5; cf. 2 Chr 26:21); “And King Ahaz 
commanded upon the great altar burn the king’s burnt 
offering with the burnt offering of all the people of the land 
2 Kgs 16:15). Therefore, we can hardly accept the view that the 

  

  

  

  

  

expression “people of the land” stands for any social class or a small 

  

number of the political power 
b) However, 

  

here are also other texts which tell about “the peo- 
ple of the land”. In all the texts in question “the people of the land” 
play a certain role in determinig the succession of the Davidic throne 
i.e., the overthrow of Athaliah and the enthronment of Joash (2 Kgs 
115 2 Chr 23); the execution of the conspirators against King Amon 
and the investiture of Josiah (2 Kgs 21:23-2%; 2 Chr 33:24-25); the 
enthronement of Jehoahaz after Josiah’ s death in batle (2 Kgs 23:30; 

  

  

  



   
   

    

   96 CHAPTER FIVE, 
  

  

2 Chr 36:1). It is not easy to regard the expression “people of the 
land” in these texts as a simple synonym for “the people of Juda”. 
Otherwise, it is difficult to answer the question why the historiog- 
rapher employed the very expression “people of the land” in these 
texts instead of * ce, since 
all the texts report on the same theme: the intervention of “the peo- 
ple of the land” in the political crises to secure the succession of 

  

he people of Juda™. It cannot be by cha 

  

David’s throne. 
    ¢ It scems legitimate to assume, therefore, that the historiogra- 

pher indicated by the expression “people of the land” that the peo- 
ple of Judah who took part in determining Judaean kings from the 
Davidic family acted under the name of the whole people. We can 
find a similar implication in the expressions kol-ha‘an: “all the people” 
or kolyisia’at “all Tsracl” who took the initiative to designate kings 
in the Northern Kingdom from Saul to Omri. What the historiog- 
raphers emphasized in both the expressions was the unity of the peo- 
ple or the legitmate representation of the people who determined 

   

  

  

  

their kings.* 
d) Judging from the situation, kol-m yhidak: “all the people of 

Judah” who helped Azariah ascend the throne (2 Kgs 14:21; 2 Chr 
26:1) are regarded as the whole nation who included not only “the 
people of the land” but also all the royal servants. On the other 
hand, the whole nation who supported Josiah’s reform consisted of 
Kol yhidatk: “all the men of Judah”, all the inhabitants of Jerusalem, 
i.c., the royal servants, and religious functionaries (2 Kgs 23:2 
2 Chr 34:30). This distinction of the members of the whole nation 
cormesponds (o the dichotomy of the kingdom as “Judah and Jerusalem™ 
(2 Kgs 23:1; 2 Chr 34:20) 

¢ Tt is very likely that the expression “people of the land” has, 
at least, double meanings in Judah in the monarchical period: cither 
the people of Judah in general or the people who held power over 
det ic throne in cooperation with or 
in opposition to the inhabitants of Jerusalem, i.c., the royal servants 
and religious functionaries. 

        

nining successors to the Da      

¥ Sece above p. 79. 
“ CE. Clogan and Tadmor, I Fings, pp. 284 © 

   
   

  

   



    
  
    

  

      

    
     
     

  

     

    

   
   

    

    

    

  

      

  

   
   

GHAPTER SIX 

THE HOUSE OF AHAB* 

1. The Prophetic Attack agains! Ahab     
    

The royal dyna 
founder's hous: 

es of Isracl and Judah are usually designated as 
”, iie., Saul’s house (2 Sam 3:1, 6, 10, ctc.), David’s 

house (3:1, 6; 1 Kgs 12:19, etc), Jeroboam's house (I Kgs 13:34; 
15:29; 21:22 etc 
house (Hos 1:4). Yet the name Omr’s house is conspicuously missing 

  , Baasha's house (16:3, 7; 21:22 etc), and Jehws 

from the Hebrew Bible. Instead, the same dynasty is always called 
Ahabs house, although Omri was the dynastic founder and Ahab 
was his successor 

Ahab’s house (3878 173) is mentioned eighteen times in the Hebrew 
Bible under three categories. First, as a royal house destroyed at 
Yahweh's command (2 Kgs 9:7-9; 10:10-11, 30; 21:13; 2 Chr 22:7-8); 
second, as an example of an evil royal house which committed a 
grave sin against Yahweh (2 Kgs 8:18 = 2 Chr 2 Kgs 8:27a0 = 
2 Chr 22:3a; 2 Kgs 8:27ap = 2 Chr 22:4a; 2 Chr 21:13; Mic 6:16); 
third, as the relatives of Ahaziah, the king of Judah (2 Kgs 8:27b). 

Since it is legitimate to asume that Ahab’s house became an 

  

  

   

  

       
    

example of a sinful royal dynasty only after it had been overthrown, 
the second category would derive from the first. In the first category, 
Ahab’s hous   , with only one exception (2 Kgs 21:13), mentioned 
in direct connection with Jehu’s rebellion. J.M. Miller assumed that 

count of Jehu’s rebellion, in which Ahab’s house appe:     
the target of the rebellion, was composed by an author who, according 
to the principle of the charismatic monarchy, accepted Omri as a 
legitimate ruler but attacked Ahab and his sons for ascending the 
throne without charismatic credentials’ This is the reason for the extra 
ordinary reference to “Ahab’s house”, and never to “Omri’s house”. 

  

However, it appears that the ideology of the so-called charismatic 

* This essay is a revised version of the study which appeared in 157 25 (1975), 
pp. 1357137 

JM. Miller, “The Fall of the House of Ahab”, VT 17 (1967), pp. 318-321      
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kingship has nothing to do with this phenomenon, and a closer exam- 
       

    

    
    

         

        
      
      

   

  

     

   

  

    

     

   
    
    

   
    

    

ination of the biblical texts scems to indicate a different source 
The origin of Jehu's rebellion lies in Elisha’s confrontation with 

Ahab. Tn condemning Ahab, Elisha assc 
Isracl; but you, and your father’s house” (1 Kgs 18:18). He also pr 
dicted Ahab’s doom: “And T will make your house like the house 
of Jeroboam the son of Nebat, and like the house of Baasha the son 
of Ahijah” (21 idently, both 
house” in these words of Elisha refer not to Omri’s but to Ahab’s 
house. Although some scholars interpret “your father’s house” here 
as Omi’s house,? since a “father’s house™ is a terminus technicus for 
a fundamental unit in the patriarchal society which disintegrates on 

father’s 

  

d: “I have not troubled     
  

    ‘your father’s house” and “your 

  

the death of the father as the head of the family,’ the 
of Ahab cannot be Omri’s house. The same usage of “house 

can be found in the prophet Amos’ prediction of the doom of 
Jeroboam’s house (Amos 7:9). This Jeroboam was the fourth king of 

the Jehu dynasty, but Amos speaks of the fall of Jeroboam’s rather 
ed the threat of 

  

house 

  

than Jehu's house. Both Eljah and Amos intensi 
the attack against the reigning kings by calling their dynasties directly 
after their own instead of the founde 

that the designation “Ahab’s house”, first coined by Elijah, was trans- 
mitted together with the other Yahwistic traditions to the historiog- 
rapher of Jehu's rebellion, 

However, the historiographer may have had another reason for 
adopting this designation for the Omrides. Jehu's rebellion was a 

volution against the Baalism which prevailed in the 
Northern Kingdom under Jezebel, Ahab's queen consort (I Kgs 
16:31). After Ahab’s death she exercised authority over the kingdom 
as the queen-mother: gk (2 Kgs 10:13; of. 1 Kgs 22:52; 2 Kes 
9:99):* The whole account clearly leaves the impression that the arch- 

horam, king 
of the Omrides, who even carried out a reform agaisnt Baalism 
2 Kes 3:2), but Jezebel and her regime. It is clear that he called 
actually Jezcbel's regime by her husband’s name: Ahab’s house. 

s names. I appears, therefore    

  Yahwistic 

   

  

cnemy against whom Jehu directed his attack was not 

    

. ‘Tinm, Die Dynastic Onri. Qullen wnd Uniasuchungen zar Geshichie Isadls im 9. 
Juhrhundart vr Christas (FRLANT 124), Govingen, 1983, p. 63 

*Sec . Pedersen, Laael. Is L and Gulte 11T, London/Copenhagen, 1926, pp. 
51-54; R. de Vaux, Ancen Isal. Is Life and Insiaions, London, 1961, pp. 7 I 

+ About the queen-mother’s authority in the kingdoms of Isracl and Judah scc 
above p. 84, n. 10. 
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   2. The Symbolic Name of the Most Evil Dynasty 

   
    

        

  

      
       

  

   

      

     

   

        

    

  

   
    

     

    
    

          

It appears that Ahab’s house became the symbolic name of Israel’s 
most evil dynasty soon after its destruction. In the words of the 
prophet Micah, who was active about a century after the downfall 
of the dy 
Ahab” are parallcled with “the statutes of Omri® (Mic 6:16). From 
these words we see how quickly the tradition became rooted in Isracl. 

  ty of Omri, we find that “all the works of the house of 

Micah must have known this dynasty under the name “Omi’s house”, 
  as the Assyrians contemporary with him called it Bit-Humri* But he 

could no longer change the fixed connotation of Ahab’s house as 
the most sinful dynasty even when mentioning both Omri and Ahab 
side by side 

As for Ahab’s “scventy sons in Samaria” (2 Kgs 10:1), scholars 
cither regard this as a later addition,® or interpret “sons” i 
eral sensc as all the family of Ahab, including sons and grandsons. 
However, because of the expression “his father’s throne” in Jehu's 
letter (2 Kgs 10:3) it is clear that they were Jeho 
Ahab’s grandsons. Then why are they not called the 
of Jehoram? Perhaps the name Ahab here denotes Ahab's house as 

a gen- 
  

    

  

  seventy sons 

the royal dynasty to be destroyed and suggests the anticipated doom 
of these princes. 

The crux of Athaliah’s double paternity is also to be solved by 
the same interpretation of “Ahab’s house”. A biblical tradition refers 
to Athaliah as Ahabs daughter (2 Kgs 18 = 2 Chr 21:6), while 
another calls her Omii’s daughter (2 Kgs 8:26 = 2 Chr 22:2). This 

emitic idiom 

  

  

   
   

  

inconsistency can scemingly be solved by the use of 
in which the terms son and daughter express not only this precise 
family relationship, but also membership of a family. Accordingly, 

S. Parpola, Neo-Asprian Topanyms (AOAT 6), Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1970, pp. 82 £ 
ANET, pp. 280 £, 284 f. Oddy cnough the name Bi-Humri in Assyrian soures, 

in all cases known 10 me, never indicates the Omride dynasty but refers to the 
Kingdom of Isracl under the rule of Jehu and his successors. But there is no rea- 
son to doubt that the Assyrians began to call Israel Bit-Hunsi, perhaps under the 
influence of the Aramacans, when they first encountered her in Abab’s time; cf. 
also KAI 181:4-85 ANET, p. 320 (the Moabite sto 

© B, Stade, “Anmerkungen zu 2 Ko. 10-14 
p. 574 

J:A. Montgomery and H.S. Gehman, A Gl and Escgtcal Commentary on th 
Boks of Kings (1CC), Edinburgh, 1951, p. 408; J. Gray, 1 & Il Kings. A Commentay 
(OTL), London, 1977, p. 553 

  

  

  

   

  

    W5 (1885), p. 275 BHK, 
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CHAP! 
  

in order to smooth over the contradiction, she is generally regarded 
d Omri's granddaughter.’ However, chrono- 

logical studies have shown that Athaliah was Omii's daughter and 
  as Ahab’s daughter a 

could not have been Ahab's child.* 
It s worth noting that Athaliah is called Omri’s daughter in the 

stercotyped introductory formula of the Judacan kings (2 Kgs 8:24 
while the epithet Ahab’s daughter is mentioned in a Deuteronomistic 
verdict on Jehoram, king of Judah (8:18). Undoubtedly, the former 
information, which is believed to originate in official royal records, 
is more authentic and historically reliable than the latier. Therefore, 
we can regard the epithet “Ahab’s daughter” as a sccondary tradi- 
tion. However, it secms as though this stemmed neither from wrong 

  

information'® nor from her relationship as foster-daughter to Ahab.'t 
From the beginning the historiographer’s intention was not 1o usc 
her father’s   ne but to show her membership of “Ahab’s hous”, 
ic., the most sinful dynasty in Isracl.”? 

A similar Deuteronom 

  

tic verdict follows the introductory formula 
for Abaziah’s reign (2 Kgs 8:25-27; cf. 2 Chr 22:2-4). In the for- 
mula, as has been mentioned above, Ahaziah’s mother Athali 
called Omri's daughter (2 Kgs 8:26). In the verdict, however, Ahaziah 

is referred 0 as “the son-in-law of the house of Ahab” (2 Kgs 
If we press the literal meaning of Ahab’s house hen 

  

  

    

       
Ahaziah’s 

mother must be a daughter of Ahab. But it is unlikely that such an 

  

obvious inconsistency was allowed between the formula and the ver- 
dict, both of which are directly connected. We must conclude that 
Ahab’s house stands here also for the name of the most sinful royal 
house in Isracl as the q   idesignation of the dynasty of Omri.*    

M. Noth, Tie Hisory of I, London, 1960%, p. 236, n. % M. Cogan and 
H. Tadmor, If Kings. A New Translatim with Inodiction and Gommentary (AB 11), New 
Yok, 1988, p. 98, 

"), Begrich, “Aulja, die Tochter Omris”, ZAW 53 (1935), pp. 78 [ H. 
Katzenstcin, “Who Were the Parents of Athaliah?™, 167 5 (1953), pp. 194-197; see 
above pp. 82 £ 

1 Begrich, ZAW 53 (1933), p. 79. He also proposes o read 723 instead of 73 
and TN instead of TN in 3 Kgs B:18, i, “denn aus dan Hause Ahabs hatte er eine Fra” my ialicy) 

" Kaenstin, 1E7 5 (1953), p. 197. 
= GL W. Thicl, “Athaliah”, in ABD 1, New York, 1992, p. 511, 
" The usage of “Ahaby's house™ in the frst half of the Same verse: “And he 

walked in the way of tie house of Ahab, and did el in the sight of Yahweb, as did 
the howse of Abab” (2 Kegs B:27a; my italics), also supports this inerpretation 
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THE SUCCESSION NARRATIVE IN 
HISTORIOGRAPHICAL PERSPECTIVE 

 



    

CHAPTER SEVEN 

SOLOMON’S SUCCE; 
THRONE O 

  

SSION TO THE 
DAVID* 

  

1. Methodological Problems 

Appreciation of a large literary complex in most of 2 Samucl and 
1 Kings 1-2, usually designated the “Succession Narrativ 
Court History”, 

historical works in the Hebrew Bible, composed by an eyewitness or 
witnesses 10 events and episodes reported in it, was once established 

in the scholarly world! Especially the thesis of L. Rost concerning 
the Succession Narrative, the purpose of which was Solomon’s legit- 
imation of his kingship,’ was widely accepted by the great majority 
of scholars.' But since the 1960’s, and especially in the 1970's, this 
thesis has been attacked by many scholars with different approaches.’ 

> or the 

  

  as one of the carliest, as well as one of the finest, 
  

    

* This escay is a revised verion of the studies which appeared in T. Ishida ed. SPDS, Tokyo/Winona Lake, 1982, pp. 175-187; Bilical Stuic 19 (1985), pp. 543 
Japanesc); RE. Friedman and H.GM. Willamson ds., The Future of Biblital Suic 

The Hebraw Sarptars, Alania, 1987, pp. 165187, 
! [ prefer the designation “Succesion Narrative” to “Court History” based on my analyss of the literary complex according o which the theme of the narrative i 10 be regarded as the legitimation of Solomon's succession to the throne of David. 

For different opinions sce H.O. Forshey, “Court Narative (2 Samael 9.1 Kings 2 
in ABD 1, New York, 1992, pp. 1176.1179, 

J. Wellhausen, Die Compositon des Hesatuchs und der hisorichen Bicher des Al Testanents, Bertin, 199", 1963, pp. 259 € E. Meyer, Die Il nd e Nchbarstanme 
Altestametle Untersichngen, Hille an dier Sale, 1906, p. 455, 

           

  

  

  

  

  

L. Rost, “Die Uberlcferung von der Thronnachfoige Davids” (1926), in Das 
ieine Credo s ande Studien zum Alen Testamens, Heidelberg, 1965, pp. 119-253, 
Rost regards the contents of the Succession Narratve as cluding: 2 Sam 616, 

  

M. T11b, 16, %1105, (10:6-1 L) 11:2-12:75; 12:13 
14201817, 1819209, | Kgs 1-2:1; 3:5-10; 2:12-27a, 2846, ibid, pp. 214 1 

¥ Eg., M. Noth, Uligfrunggeschichtiche Studien. Dic sanmenden und barbeteden 
Guchihtseerke im Al Testoment, Tibingen, 1943, 1957, pp. 61-7% G. von Rad, 
“Der Anfang der Geschichtsschreibung i alen lsracl” (1940, in Gesammele Sudie 
zm Alln Tatament, Minchen, 1958, pp. 148-188; R.N. Whybray, The Sucesion 
Naratise. A Study of 1 Samul 9-20; 1 Kings 1 and 2 (SBTS 9), Loncion, 1968; J.A. 
Soagin, ntrductn (0 the O Testament, From it orgis (0 he cloing of the Aleanibian 
canon, London, 1981, pp. 192 [ cf. idem, 4 Histoy of . From the Beginnings (s 
the B Kichba Recll, AD 135, London, 1984, pp. 43 © 

For bibliographics and various opinions sec C. Conroy, Absalom Absalom! Narative 

26-51; 131 1424   
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Despite criticisms, however, the thesis of Rost is still held as valid 
in principle in studics in which historical approaches are employed.” 

  

In contrast, scholars who take either redaction-criticism’ or literary-     
structural analysis® as their method assume a critical aitude toward 

  

  the inding thesis about the narrative. The redaction-criticism     longsta 
approach postulates doublets or triplets in the narrative and solves    
textual difficulties by an assumption of two- or three-fold redactions. 

  

In contrast to this diachronic analysis, those who take a literary- 
structural approach argue for a synchronic understanding of the nar- 
rative, describing such patterns as inclusio, chiasmus, concentric 

  

    

  

and Language in 2 Sam 13-20 (AnBib 1), Rome, 1978, pp. 1-4; DM. Gunn, The 
Son of fing David, Gee and Inprettion (JSOTSup 6), Sheffiel, 1978, pp. 19-34 
E. Ball, “Inroduction”, in L. Rost, The ‘Sucesson 1o the Throne of David, Shefficld, 

  

1982, pp. xv-I; R.C. Baley, David in Lve and War. The Pasuit of Pucr in 2 Somel 
10-12'(JSOTSup 75), Sheffield, 1990, pp. 7-31, 131-142; G.H. Jones, The Nathan 
Narutie (JSOTSup 80), Shefficd, 1990, pp. 17915, 

E.g, TN.D. Mettinger, King ond Messah. The il and Sacral Legtinatin of t 
Iaditc Kings (CBOTS ), Lund, 1976, pp. 27-32; F. Grussemann, Dor Widertand 
g dos Kiigtan. Die anikiighchen Tevie des Al Testaments wnd dr Kampf um den 
Jiihen inaclischn Saat (WMANT 49), Newkirchen-Viuyn, 1978, pp. 180-195 KW 
Whitclam, The Just King: Monardical Jusicial Autoriy in Ancent Torae (JSOTSup 12 
Sheffcld, 1979, pp. 123-166; idem, “The Defence of David”, 70T 29 (1984), pp. 
61-87; PK. McCarte, “*Plots, True or False". The Succession Narrative as Court 
Apologetic”, I 35 (1981), pp. 355367: idem, 1 Samuel A New Translaon with ntr 
dution, Nots and Conmentary (\B 9), Garden Gity, N.Y., 1984, pp. 9-16; . Zalewski 
Soman's Ascension ‘0 the Thioe. Studies in the Bosks of Kings and Chronicls, Jeruslem, 
981, pp. 11-144 (Heb 

E.ir, E. Wiirthwein, Die Ercilng son der Thrnflge Davids—thlogiche oder ol 
lische Geshichtshribung? (TS 115), Ziich, 1974; idem, Das Fiste Buch der Konig 
Fapiel 116 (ATD 11/1), Gottingen, 1977, pp. 1-28; T Veijola, Dic avige Dynasti 
Datid wd i Enistang siner Dyastic rach der devionomistichen Darselag, Helsinki 
1973; F. Langlamet, “Pour ou contre Salomon? Le rédaction prosalomonicnne de 
1 Rois, 111", RB 83 (1976), pp. 321-379, 481-528; idem, “Absalom ct les concu 

bines de son pére. Recherches sur 11 Sam. XVI, 21-22", B 84 (1977), pp. 161-20% 
idem, “Ahitofel ¢t Houshai. Rédaction prosalomonicnne en 2 Sam 15-172", in 
. Avishur and J. Blau (cds), Sudics in Bible and the Ancen Near East. Prsened o S.E 
Locvensiamm on His Seenieth Brthday, Jerusalem, 1978, pp. 57-90; idem, “David et 
Ia maison de Sal”, RB 86 (1979), pp. 194-213, 385436, 481-513; Rf 87 (1980, 
pp. 161-210; RB 88 (1981), pp. 321-332; idem, “Affnités sacerdotales, deuté 
Fonomiques, lohistes dans PHistire de la succession (2 S 9-20; 1 R 127 in 

A. Caquot and M. Delcor (eds), Malanes hibliges ot rientawe o Uhonnear de M. Heri 
Caxdlle (\OAT 212), Neukirchen-Vluyn, 1981, pp. 233-246; idem, “David, fis de 
Jesé. Une édition prédeutéronomise de I'<histoire de la succession>", RE 89 (1982 
. 5-47. 

% g, Contoy, Absalom Absalot, 1978; Gun, The Sopy of King Dacid, 1978; ].P. 
Fokkelman, Narate Art and Py i the Books of Samsel, A ful iieprtation based o 
sblstc and suctral anabses 1: King David (1l Sam 9-20 & 1 Kings 1-2), Assen, 1981; 
KXK. Sacon, “A Study of the Litcrary Structure of The Succession Narrative”™, 
in T, ihida (ed), SPDS, Tokyo/Winona Lake, 1982, pp. 27-54. 
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  structure and so forth. Oddly enough, however, there is a 

  

feature 
that is common between these contradictory approaches: that is, a 
skepticism concerning the historicity of the narrative. As a result, 
without regard to the supposition of a contemporary or n 
temporary original, the received text is regarded as having been 
composed cither at a time “long afier the United Kingdom had 
ceased to be” (D.M. Gunn)? or in the days between Hezekiah and 
Josiah (F. Langlamet)” or during the exilic (T. Veijola)'! or the post- 
exlic period (J. van Seters).” Tnasmuch as we have no cffective 
method for controlling these anarchic postulations, histori 
of the Hebrew Bible will remain nihilistic, or at best, agn 

Our point of departure will be the historical fact that the Hebrew 
Bible is a collection of compositions from the ancient Near East that 
were mostly composed in the first millennium B.C. OF course, dis- 
reg: 
with other literature, for example, with the works of William Shak 
spear, to gain valuable insight into human nature. This sort of con 

  

  

    

  ding any historical consideration, we may compare 2 Samuel 

    
parison is valid for comparative literature, but is hardly appropriate 
for historical res 

  

ch, since the cultural milieu of cach composi- 
tion is entirely different from each of the others. Historians also deal 
with human beings and with human nature, but it is vital i their 
rescarch to make clear to which definite time and what space the 
human beings in question were confined. 

This method of historical rescarch comes from our empirical under- 
standing that every culture has its own sense of values. Sometimes 
there is a cultural phenomenon that scems so universal that it must 
prevail all ov 

  

the world. But observation of such a phenomenon 
always remains superficial. In my view, knowledge about foreign cul- 
tures s highly abstract even in our present age when all comers of 
the world are closely connected by a dense network of moder com-   

munication. I am very doubtful of the ability of Western socicty to 
understand the sense of values of Oriental countries, and vice versa. 
If we feel difficulties in understanding foreign cultures in our modern 

  

   > The Stoy of King David, p. 33, 
© Langlamet, RB 83 (1976), p. 379 
" His thesis of uiple redactions by DirG, DuP and DirN suggests that the text in | Kgs 1-2 was composed in the exilic period; see Veijola, Die avige Dynastie "% . van Seters, “Histories and Historians of the Ancient Near East. The Tachies’ 0r 50 (1981), p. 16; idem, In Search of Histny. Histerigrphy in the Ancent World anl the Orgins of Bifical Hisy, New Haven/London, 1983, pp. 289291 
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world, how can we correetly interpret the compositions from  the 
ancient Near East which came to us not only from different cultures 

  

but from distant times? 
It seems to me that a naive application of modern Western logic 

r Eastern source   and judgement to the interpretation of ancient N 
including biblical litcrature, has led us into error. First it is neces- 
sary that we establish a set of criteria for interpretation that is frec 

  

cty. In other words, the criteria 
neutral but sympathetic, 

here, various peoples lived 

from the prejudices of our modern soc   

must be established on an understanding    
of the cultures of the ancient Near East 
cach with their own rhetoric, customs, outlooks, senses of values and 
50 forth, which were undoubtedly distinct from those of other cul- 

. Naturally, we must 
ices among the peoples of the ancient Near 

tures and, of course, from those of our own tim     
     be careful about d 

East, but cqually we must guard against the illusion that owing to 
our inheritance of the Judeo-Christian culture we can understand 
the ancient Israclites better than their neighbouring peoples. For 
instance, the concept of the ban (kéram) in a holy war in ancient 
Isracl (c.g., Num 21:2-3; Deut 2:3; Josh 6:18; Jud 21:11; 1 Sam 
15:3, etc) s quite alien to our society, but it was familiar to the 
people of Mari in the 18th century B.C. as well as to the Moabites 
in the 9th century B.C." 

Unfortunately, this historical approach does not seem to be popular 
among biblical scholars of today. Neither those who have employed 
redaction-criticism nor those who have used literary-structural analy- 

  

    

    

sis as their method have cver made a serious comparison of the 
Succession Narrative with any extra-biblical sources from the ancient 
Near East* Since their argment is essentially based on the internal 

  

analysis of the narrative without any tangible support from contem- 
rclusions are t, their ¢   porary sources from the ancient Near E:   

  

often inconclusive and remain hypothetical. This is especially 
the problem of the date of the narrative. As a result, every scholar 
suggests any date he likes, as we have observed above 

Schweich 
s . hnth”  For Mari see A. Malamat, Mari and the Eurly Ioalite Experene (T 

Lectures 1984), Oxford, 1989, pp. 70 ff. For the Mosbites sce “l 
i the Moabite stone (A7 181:17) 

' Mention must be made of Whybray's study on the Succession Narative in 
which he dedicated a chaptr to the comparison of the narrative with Egyptian lit: 

. “The Sucessim Narwtic, pp. 96-116; <f. Gunn, The Sty of King Devid, pp- 
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On the surface 

  

van Seters’ studies'® look like an exception. On 
the basis of comparative studies of biblical history writings with those 
of Grece that the first his- 
torian of Isracl was the Deuteronomist whose work rescmbles the 
Gr 
the themes treated. As for the Court History (i.c., the Succession 

nation story” added to the 
s the product of an antimessianic tendency in certain 
in the post-exilic period " It is strange, however, that 

he does not make any attempt to examine the literary character of 
the Court History itself in the light of Greck or ancient Near Eastern 
sources which he has collected, but draws his radical conclusion sim- 
ply from his arbit 
and its view of David to the Deuteronomistic History. A good cxam- 

and the ancient Near East he maintai     
  k prose histories in terms of the scope of subject mater and 

   
Narrative), he regards it as 
Dur history 
Jewish circles    

  

  ry judgement on the relation of the Court History 

ple of his dogmatic argument is found in his failure to produce any 
evidence 1o show that there was “an antimessianic tendency in cer- 

tain Jewish circles” in the post-exilic period, which was, in his view, 
responsible for the composition of the Court History. All in all, so 

sion Narrative is concerned, we can 
hardly regard his approach as historical. 

On the other hand, PR. Ackroyd has raised a ques 
the relationship of the Succession Narrative to the lar 

far as the study of the Succe   

fon about 

  

  er context and 
has come to the negative conclusion that it should not be separated 
from the rest of Samuel-Kings, which makes part of the Deutero- 
nomistic History. Admittedly, it is worthwhile (o reconsider the prob- 
lems of the place of the narrative in the Deuteronomistic History 
together with the extent of the Deuteronomistic cditing. Tt was once 
widely accepted that the Deuteronomist’s contributions to the present 

ry complexes like the History of David's Rise or 
the Succession Narrative which were supposed to be at his disposal 
when composing the Books of Samucl-Kings were very limited or 
minimal.'® In contrast, there have been also scholars who find in the 

texts of large I 

  

present texts a heavy Deuteronomistic revision of the older narrative 
sources.™ It scems to me, however, that we still have good prospects 

J. van Seters, Or 50 (1981), pp. 137-185; idem, In Search of Hisory 
J. van Seters, Or 50 (1981), p. 166; idem, In Sarch o Histry, p. 200, 
PR Adkroyd, “The Succession Narratve (so-called”, n 35 (1981, pp. 383-396, 

" Rost, in D e Cred, pp. 119-253; Noth, Ubilgfnggesichiiche Studien, 
P, 63-66. 

"RA. Carlson, Daid, the choen King 

  

A Traditio-Hisrical Approsch o the Scond 
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for rescarch in proceeding with the thesis of a Succession Narrative 
as a working hypothesis, before marking it with a Deuteronomistic 
composition. Morcover, in view of mounting skepticism about the 
historicity of the narrative, T feel it necessary first to undertake a re- 
examination of the possibiliies of understanding the narrative in its 
present historical setting, ic., in the period of David and Solomon. 
In my opinion, the problem of the relationship of the narrative to 
the larger context of the Deutcronomisiic History is to be dealt with 
afier examining the coherence of the literary complex generally called 
the Succession Narrative 

2. Ropal Hisorical Writings of an Apologetic Nature 

When we employ historical approaches as our method, the interpre- 
tation of biblical sources has to be done afier setling the question 
of the literary genre 10 which they belong. And, once again, we must 
look for criteria for the definition of literary genres of biblical sources 
by comparison with compositions from other areas in the ancient 
Near East. As such comparative material to the Succession Narrative, 
I would like to suggest a genre called “Royal historical writings of an 

  

apologetic nature in the ancient Near East”; for instance, the Telepinu 
Proclamation® and the Apology of Hatwsili IIF" from the Hitite 
archives and the Neo-Assyrian documents of Samsi-Adad V,* Esa 
haddon and H. Tadmor® 
classify under this category. In addition, T will suggest later that the 

    
    ind Ashurbanipal® which H.A. Hoffier 

Book of Samel, Stockholm/Gteborg/Uppsala, 1964; G.N. Knoppers, Tioo N 
under God. The Dot istory of Slomm and the Dual Monarchiss 1 The Re 
Soliman and the Rise of Jeroboam (HSM 52), Adanta, 1993, pp. 57-77. 

1. Hoffmann, Do Blaf Teipins (TH 11), Heidelbers, 1984 
A. Gotze, Hanils, Der Berict sber siné Thrombestiging nebst den Paalleiten 

MVAG 29/3, Hethitsche Texte, Hefi 1) Leiprig, 1924, pp. 6-41; CI. A. Unal, 
ot 11,1 Halal bis e sine Thrmbesige 1: Hitoricher Abrip (TH 3, Hidelberg, 
1974, pp. 20-35 

AK. Grayson, Asprian Rls of the Ealy First Millawiom BC 11 (358745 BC 
RIMA 3), Toronto/Bufflo/London, 1996, pp. 182 £. (O 103.1, i 1-5%) 

R. Borger, Dic Inshrifin Asaraddns. Fomige on Asgrien (O Beib. 9), Graz, 
1956, pp. 3945 (Nin. A EITELL 

M. Strcck, Assrbanipal wnd die tzen asyrichen Kinie bis zum Untergonge Niieh 
11 (VAB 7/2), Leipaig, 1916, pp. 252-271 (K3050 + K2694 

HLA. Holfver, “Propaganda and Poltical Justficaton in Hitte Historiography 
in H. Goedicke and JJM. Roberts (cds.), Uniy and Diesity. Escays in the Hso 
Liuraiur, and Reigion o/ the Ancint Ne Easi, Balimore/London, 1975, pp. 49-62. 

H. Tadmor, “Autobiographical Apology in the Royal Assyrian Literature’, in 
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inscription of Kilamuwa, king of Y’DY-Sam’al in the ninth century 
B.C., also belongs to this category 

The Succession Narrative is not writien in the autobiographical 
style of these other historical writings, but it is clearly similar (o them 
in its essential character. Hoffner™ finds the following outline common 
t0 the fundamental structure of the Telepinu Proclamation (T) and 
the Apology of Hatusili III (H| 

a) Introduction: T § 1, H §§ 1-2 
b) Historical survey—noble antecedents: T § 1-9, H §§ 3-10. 

22 

  

  

©) Historical survey—the unworthy predecessor: T §§ 10 
H §§ 10-12 

d) The coup déat: T § 22b, H § 12-13, 
€ The merciful victor: T §§ 23 and 26, H § 12-13 
1) The edict: T §§ 27-50, H §§ 13-15 
In my opinion, the apology of Esarhaddon (Nin. A L1-IL11 

the most detailed composition among the Assyrian royal apologetic 
historical writings, is comparable with these Hitite compositions in 

  

  

its general outline in many respects 
a) Introduction: I:1-7. 
b) Historical survey—the divine election and appointment by his 

father: 1:8-2 
) Historical survey—the rival princes’ acts against the divine will: 

1:23-40. 
d) Rebellion: 1:41-52. 
€ Esarhaddon’s counter-atiack and victory: 1:53-79. 
) The establishment of the kingship: 1:80-1L7. 
© The punishment of the rebels: T8-11 

  

With reference to these outlines of the Assyrian and Hittite his- 
torical writings together with those of the Kilamuwa inscription and 
the Succession Narrative we may find the following six clements as 
common items in all the apologetic historical writings 

  

  

4) The royal ancestry of the king designate. 
b) The unworthiness of his predecessor(s) and/or rival princefs). 
) The rivals’ rebellious attempt to gain the crown 
d) The counter-attack of the king designate and his victory   

H. Tadmor and M. Weinfeld (cds), Histp, Hisorisgraphy and hiepreaton. Sudies in 
Biblial and Cuncfor Litratures, Jerusalem, 1983, pp. 36-51. 

See below pp. 16 11 
Hoffaer, in nd Diesiy, p. 51 
Borger, Dic o Asarhaddons, pp. 3935 
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€) His magnanimous pardon and/or purge of his enemies. 
) The establishment of a just kingship. 
In addition, one of the most important features common to all is 

that the kings, who were not usurpers from outside the royal family 
ascended the throne cither by overruling primogeniture or by taking 

  

the place of someone who belonged to the direct royal line. Needless 
0 say, this establishment of the kings connection with the royal 
family was the fundamental motivation behind the composition of 
th   ¢ narratives. 

I have no intention in the present chapter of making a detailed 
comparative study between the Succession Narrative and the apolo- 
getic r 
to maki 

  

yal histories from the ancient Near East,® but will limit myself 
  

g some obscrvations of significant points. The fundamental 
  

  

idea in these historiographics is nothing less than the royal ideology 
in the ancient Near East, according to which the legitimacy of the 
king was proved by his royal lineage and divine election as well as 
by his competence to rule.” It is one of the striking features of the 
apologetic histories that the present king’s competency as a ruler is 
put in sharp contrast to the ineffective rule of his predecessor’s or   

the rival prince’s incompetent character as a ruler. This observation 
will provide us with eriteria for the tendencies of the apologetic his- 
torical writings. 

Scholars have disagreed on the character of the Succession Narrative 
as to whether it s pro-David/Solomonic or anti-David/Solomonic and 
some scholars have found pro- as well as anti-Solomonic polemics ™ 
None of these arguments is conclusive, since they have been made 
mainly with the biases of the moral judgement of our modern society 

 For a comparative study between the Succession Narrative and Esarhaddon's 
apology sce below pp. 175 11 

For divine_clection and royal lincage as the foundation of royal legitimaton 
in the ancient Near East sce T. Ishida, The Roal Dynaties in Ancint Lol A Stdy 

n the Fomation and Deseloment of Royal-Dynastc Ideoogy (BZAW 142), Berlin/New 
York, 1977, pp. 6-25; cf. also Mettinger, kg . pp. 107-297. The com- 
petence of rule of a king can be regarded as confirmation of his divine clection. A 
Similar situation i found in charismatic leaders called 5 in the pre-monarchical 

     
    

period who could establish their charismatc ordination only through victories in 
the field; sce above pp. 50 11 

L. Delekat, “Tendens und Theologie der David-Salomo-Ezallung”, in F. Maass 
(ed.), Das fome wnd nale Wort. L. Rost Fsischft (BZAW 105), Berlin, 1967, pp. 26-36; 
M. Noth, Kanige I: 1. Fomige 116 (BKAT 9/1), Neukirchen-Vuyn, 1968, pp. 1-41 
Wrthwein, Die £ lr Thfole Dais, 1975; Langlamet, RE 83 (1976) 
pp. 321379, 481528; idem, RB 89 (1982), pp. 5-47; ct. McCarter, 11 Samue, pp. 
1516, 
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the Succession Narrative 
was composed as a legitimation of Solomon in which David is crit- 
icized as the incompetent predecessor but, at the same 
the throne of David is regarded as the foundation of the legitimacy 
of Solomon’s kingship.* Therefore, though anti-Davidic polemics are 

olomonic clement 

Against these arguments, T will show tha   

time, in which   

    obvious in some scctions, there is neither an an 
nor any criticism against David’s dynasty. Neither should the report 

  

on the court intriguc nor the story of 
interpreted as an 
torical writings, the court intrigue was the legitimate kings counter- 
attack ag 

Solomon’s political murder be 

    

olomonic. In the structure of the apologetic his- 

  

  st an unlawful attempt by an incompetent rival prince 

  

to gain the crown. As in these historical writings, Solon   on’s purge 
of his enemies shows his competence as a ruler. 

In d that, in the Succession 
Narrative, Solomon plays the role of a legitimate successor to the 
throne, while David an 

  

following study T will demonst 

    

Adonijah play the roles of an incompetent 
al prince, respectively, in the apolo-   predecessor and an unworthy r 

getic historical writings, 

  

3. Solomon’s Supporiers 

1 vill begin with an analysis of the political situation in the last days 
of David, as described in 1 Kgs 1-2. The narrative tells us that, at 
that time, the leaing courtiers were divided into two parties revolv- 
ing about the two rival candidates for the royal throne: Adonijah 
the son of Haggith and Solomon the son of Bathsheba. The former 
was supported by Joab, commander-in-chief of the army, and Abiathar 
the pricst, while the latter was backed by Zadok the priest, Nathan 
the prophet, Benaiah, the leader of the royal bodyguard called the 
‘Cherethites and the Pelethites”, and David’s heroes (1:7-8, 10; cf 

1:19, 25-26, 32, 38, 44; 28) 

  

    

  

There are scholars who hold tha the namative was composed as a Davidic 
apology; sce McCarter, Jut 35 (1981), pp. 355367 idem, 11 Samu, pp. 9-16; 
Whitclam, JSOT 29 (1984), pp. 61-87. By this assumption it s diffcul o cxplain 
the nature of the descriptions of David's shortcomings in the 

* In addition, “Shimei and Rei” are found among Solomon's supporters (1) 
However, we do not know exactly who or what they were. Since no mention it 
made about them clewhere, we cannot assume anything about their roles in the 
siruggle for the throne of David; for various conjectural readings see Noth, Kanige 
pp- 16 6;.). Gray, 1 & I Kings. London, 1977, p. 79. 
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What was the root cause of the antagonism between the two 

parties? Some scholars have suggested that it was a conflict between 
Yahwism and the Jebusite-Canaanite religion, represented by Abiathar 
and Zadok respectively.” It is not easy to accept this view, howeve 
since there is no clear evidence for the Jebusite origin of Solomon’s 
supporters. As is well known, Zadoks origins have been a vexing 
question, but, so far as I know, arguments for his Jebusite origin 

  

rely solely on indirect or circumstantial cvidence. Even if he had 
been a Jebusite pries, it seems misleading to consider him the leader 
of Solomon’s party. The fact that Abiathar, the rival of Zadok, was 
not put to death but just banished from Jerusalem after the estab- 
lishment of Solomon’s kingship (2: 
both the priests played rather a secondary role in the struggle for 
the throne of David from the political point of view. On the con- 
trary, Na 
Although no information is available at all about his provenance, 

  

) would seem to show that 

  than must be regarded as the ideologue of Solomon’s party 

there is no reason to doubt that Nathan, who spoke by Yahweh's 
name (2 Sam 7:3-4, 8, 11; 121, 7, 11) and gave th 
element “Jedidiah” to Solomon (12:25 
1f Nathan, the father of Azariah 

1 Kgs 4:5) was identical with Nathan the prophet, we have another 

me with Yah-   

  

was a prophet of Yahweh." 
  one of the high officials of Solomon 

Yah-name which he gave 
Ttis clear that Uriah the Hitite, Bathsheba’s former husband, was 

a foreigner, but I am skeptical about the view that he was of Jebusite 

G.W. Ablstrom, “Der Prophet Nathan und der Tempelbau”, V7 11 (1961 
PP 113-127; Jones, The Nathan Naraties pp. 31 fF, 119 1 

% For a summary of various views of Zadok's jebusite and other origins, sce 
A. Gody, A Histy of Ol Tetament Priestood (AnBib 35), Rome, 1969, pp. 88-93; 
GW. Ramscy, “Zadok”, in ABD V1, New York, 1992, pp. 1034-1036. The Jebusic 
ypohesi was defended by e, A. Tsukimoto, “‘Der Mensch ist geworden wic un- 
sereiner’. Untersuchungen zum zeitgeschichiichen Hintergrund von Gen. 3,22-24 
und 6,147, A7BI 5 (1979), pp. 20-31; Jones, The Nathan Namaties, pp. 0-2 
10-42, 1317135, According o' G.W. Ahisuom, David himself was 2 non-Jsrac 
coming from Bethlehem, a ity under Jebusit rule, Roal Adninisaton and Natioal 
Religim in Ancint Palstne (SHANE 1), Leicen, 1982, p. 29. However, the Jebusie 
hypohesis has been refuted by FM. Cross, Canaanie Myth and Hebreo Epic. Esays 
in the Hitry o the Rligion of Liad, Cambridge, Mass./London, 1973, pp. 209 

Jones who argues in detal for Nathan's Jebusit orgin concludes that “in view 
of the colmulatve evidence ... and the analyis of the Nathan wradition, the Jebusic- 
ypothesis’ does provide for Nathan a background for a comprehensive understand- 
ing of his lfe and contribution”, The Natian Namaties, p. 141. In other words, the 
Jebusite-hypothesis is based solcy on circumstantial evidence. It seems diffcult for 
me 1o accept it 
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stock.* Some scholars assume Bathsheba’s non-Israclite origin because 
  of her foreign husband.” 

clear, but it is most likely to 
the son of Ahithophel of Gilo 
of Judah (Josh 15:51).% By contrast, we are well informed about the 

Admittedly her provenance is also not so 
qard her as the daughter of Eliam, 
Sam 11:3; 23:34) in the mountains 

    

origins of Benaiah and David's heroes. Benaiah came from Kabzeel, 
or Jekabzeel, one of the towns of Judah in the Negev (2 Sam 23:20; 
o Josh 15:21; 1 Chr 11:22; Neh 11:25), and Da 
mostly from Judah and Benjamin, though some of them were from 
the mountains of Ephraim, on the east side of the Jordan, or some 
foreign countries (2 Sam 23:8-39; 1 Chr 11:10-47)." As these data 
show, Solomon’s supporters were mixed in their provenance and eth- 
nic origins, but the Judahites and Israclites clearly accounted for the 
great majority of them. I can hardly assume that they were adherents 
of the Jebusite- 
population in Jerusalem. 

It has been observed that Adonijah and his supporters were men 

  

    s heroes were 

    

  

  

anaanite religion or the representatives of the Jebusit   

  

who had held positions at the court already in the days of David’s 
reign at Hebron, whereas the members of Solomon’s party appeared 
for the first time afier David transferred his capital from Hebron to 
Jerusalem.* It s interesting to note that members of these rival par- 

ties were opposed (0 cach other in contesting for the same positions, 
i.c., Adonijah vs. Solomon for the royal throne, Haggith vs. Bathsheba 
as the mother of the heir apparent, Abiathar vs. Zadok as the chief 
priest, and Joab vs. Benaiah as the commander of the army. Judging 
from the fact that Solomon replaced Joab by Benaiah as the com- 

Against A, Malamat, “Aspects of the Forcign Policies of David and Solomon 
JNES 22 (1963), p. 9 B. Mazar, “King David's Scribe and the High Officialdom 
of the United Monarchy of lsracl®, in The Eary Biblcal Perid, Histrical Stue 
Jerusalem, 1986, p. 129. It is diffcult to regard the Jebusites as a branch of the 
Hittes; scc above p. 31, . 64 

Jones, The Nathan Nomaies, pp. 43 € 
It secms that the narrator resricied himself 1o suggest indirect cvidence on 

Bathsheba's relationship o Ahithopel, Absalom’s counseler in his rebellion against 
David. CLJD. Levenson and B. Halpern, “The Politial Import of Davids Marriages”, 
JBL 99 (1980), p. 514. Baile, David in Lice and War, pp. §7-90, argues that David's 
marriage to Bathsheba, the granddaughtcr of Aithophl, should be viewed as one 

the political marriages of David to_ recementing his tie to the southern trbes 
afer the delection of Ahithophel to Absalom 

1 For David's heroes and their origin see B. Mazar, “The Miliary Elite of King 
David® (1963, in The Early Bibcal Prod, pp. 83-103; NicCarter, 1 Samel, pp. 499 
5015 D.G. Schley, “David's Champions®, in ABD I, New York, 1992, pp. 49-52. 

See Ishida, 7e Ryal Dynasts, pp. 157 £ 

  

  

   
  

       
 



           

  

        

       
    

        

         

       

    
         

   

    

    
    

     

   
   
    

    

  

   
   
   

   
    

13     SOLOMON'S SUGCESSION TO THE THRONE OF DAVID 

    
mander of the army, and Abiathar by Zadok as the chief pricst 
after the purge of his opponenis (I Kgs 2:35), it is legitimate to 
assume that both Benaiah and Zadok were upstarts. The conflict 
scems 10 have been caused by the newcomers’ challenge to the old 
authority. 

  An exception 1o the above analysis is presented by David's herocs. 
They were, for the most part, soldiers who had followed David since 
the days of his wandering in the wilderness (1 Sam 22:1-2; 1 Chr 
12:8, 16), like Joab and Abiathar, or the days of his staying at Ziklag 

1 Chr 12:1, 20) and came up to Hebron with David when he was 
made the first king of the kingdom of Judah (2 Sam 2:1—4a 
Nevertheless, they did not join Adonijah’s party together with Joab 
and Abiathar but took sides with € 
their associating themselves with Solomon’s party is not stated explic- 

    
   

  

on for   olomon. Although the re:   

itly, it is possible to assume that animosity towards Joab had been 
growing among them, as their importance had been diminishing with 
the establishment of the national army under Joab." 

There is reason to believe that the rivalry between Joab and Be- 
naiah originated with the situation in which the latter was appoinied 
0 be leader of the     Sam   oyal bodyguard Although Benaiah 

  

is mentioned as “over the Cherethites and the Pelethites” in the first 
list of David's high officials (8:18), I am inclined to assume that his 
appointment was actually made some me after Sheba’s revolt 
Otherwise, it is extremely difficult to explain the reason for his 
absence at the time of both Absalom’s and Sheba’s revolts, in both 
of which the Cherethites and the Pelethites served as foreign mer- 

20:7). The leaders of David’s army 
at the time of Absalom’s rebellion were Joab, Abishai, and Iitai (18:1, 
12), and those during Sheba’s revolt were Joab and Abishai (20:6-7, 
10b). It is clear that Joab and Abishai, the sons of Zeruiah, held the 
first and second places, respectively, in the hierarchy of David’s army 
after Sheba’s revolt had been suppressed. Oddly enough, however, 
while Joab regained the position of commander-in-chief of the 

cenaries loyal to David (15:18; 
  

  

  

Abishai disappeared from the scenc forever. Instcad, Benaiah ranked 
next to Joab as the leader of the Cherethites and the Pelethites 
20:23b). Owing to lack of information, we do not know anything 

. however, that Abishai 
the commander of David’s heroes (23:18-19), was opposed to Joab, 
certain about Abishai’s final fate. It is unli 

  

© CL. Mazar, in The Ear Bilical Peiod, pp. 102 €
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his brothe 
always 

in the struggle for the throne of David, since he had 
rved David as Joab’s right-hand man from the days of the 

cave of Adullam (I Sam 26:6, etc) up to Sheba’s revolt. Perhaps, 
aral death after Sheba’s revolt, and in his pl 

aiah became a military leader, sharing with Joab the exercise of 

    

Abishai died a na 
B 
power in the kingdom. It is not difficult to imagine that Joab felt 

y about Benaiah from the beginning. Probably, Benaiah’s ap- 
pointment was backed by a circle which was interested in checking 
the growing power of Joab at the court. In other words, it was Joab 

    
  

     

against whom Solomon’s supporters made common cause. 

4. The Presentation of Adonijah 

Folloy 
1:1-4), which provides a general by 
the Abishag episod (2:13-25), the narrative mentions the name 
“Adonijah the son of Haggith” without any other introduction (1:5 

g the episode of Abishag and the aging King David (1 Kgs 
ckground as well as a motif for 

  

  

Evidently, the readers are expected to know about Adonijah, originally 
the fourth son, but now the eldest surviving son of David (2 Sam 

  d by the   3:4). According to the narrative, Adonijah was recogni 
general public as the first candidate for succeeding David, probably 

9 

  

based on the priority of the eldest living son (1 Kgs 2:15, 22). The 
principle of primogeniture had been accepted in the royal succes- 
sion since the inception of the Hebrew monarchy. While Saul expected 
that Jonathan’s kingdom would be established (I Sam 20:31), David 
“loved Amnon because he was his firstborn” (2 Sam 13:21b LXX, 
4Q Sam)." 

However, Adonijah’s attempt o ¢ 

   

in the crown is commented 

  

upon here as an act of “exalting himself (mitnaiie). Though the 
term hina$s# does not always have a negative connotation, here it 
clearly denotes one who exaggerates his own importance.** Undoubt- 

iic., Solo- 
mon. The comment is followed by a direct quotation of Adonijah’s 
edly, this s a biased judgement on Adonijah by his enen     

words: “I will be king” (“nf *emlak). There is no reason to doubt that 

imogenitue i the royal succession in the kingdoms of 
racl and Judah see Ishida, The Royal Dyastics, p. 152, 

A positive use: g, whdart yinaiia’ (Num 
waleltih Whitnaii® (Prov 30:32), sce HALOT I, p. 

“ For the principle of   
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they were his true words, but it is difficult o regard them as his 
manifesto of a rebellion against David. Judging from the political sit- 
uation at that time, he had no reason to be in a hurry to scize the 
throne by force. He was expected by the people o succeed David, 
and David's remaining days were numbered. We may assume, there- 
fore, that this declaration was originally made to Solomon and his 
supporters in order to demonstrate Adonijah’s determination 1o be 

  

  

king after David. In that case, a temporal condition such as “aficr 
the demise of my father” (a'é mit ‘abi) should have been included 
in the original (cf. 1 

  

55 1:24). We submit that the conditional phrase 
was omitted to give the reader the false impression that Adonijah 
had attempted to attain the throne without David’s consent. The 
supposed omission is further evidence for the Solomonic character 
of the composition 

The effect of the distortion of Adonijah’s words is intensificd by 
the report of his preparation of a rdkeb and pirasin® with fifty out- 
runners. It im   diately reminds us of a similar arrangement made 

m 15:1). An impor- 
ports is found in the 

by Absalom when he had schemed to rebel (2 
tnt difference between these almost identical r 
terms used for the items which the two princes prepared. While 
Absalom provided himself with a mer 
pared a rekeh and parasin. Conceming the merkibah, examples in the 
Manner of the King (I Sam 8:11b), the Joscph story (Gen #1:43) 
and many other sources from the ancient Near East, show that 
Absalom’s merka 

  

   

  

ak and sisim, Adonijah pre- 

  

ah was an imitation of a royal display chariot and 
that his sisin were horses for it thus, his merkabah and sisin do 
not stand for chariotry and cavalry. In other words, they formed a 
ceremonial troop o proce 
preparation of a merkabih and sisin was not regarded as a rebellious 

  n but not a rebel army. Indeed, his 

act until he raised the standard in Hebron; otherwise, David would 
have dealt with Absalom before the latter “stole the hearts of the 
men of Isracl” (2 Sam 15:6b) 

It seems justified to assume that Adonijah’s rekeb and parasim were 
synonymous with the merkabah and sisin of Absalom. Mention must 

“ Commentators suggest reading rain for MT pirasim, a lost form of the plural 
of pirds horse”; see J M. Montgornery and H.S. Gehman, 4 Crial and Evgetcal 
Commentary on the Bools of Kings (ICC, Edinburgh, 1951, p. 83; Gray, 1 & 11 King, 
P78, 

See Y. keda, “Solomon's Trade in Horses and Chasiots in Tts International 
in T, Ishida (ed), SPDS, Tokyo/Winona Lake, 1962, pp. 223 225, 
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be made, however, that the pair of terms rkeb and parasin stands, 
except in the Adonijah passage, for the chariotry and cavalry of 
Solomon’s army (I Kgs 9:19; 10:26; cf. 5:6; cf. also KAI 202B 
2 [Zakir]). Since the use of this set of terms rather than the other 
does not seem incidental, we cannot but suppose that these exag- 
gerated terms were used here to mislead the reader with the false 
idea that Adonijah not only had followed in the footsteps of Absalom 
but also had made the decisive step toward a rebellion by gathering 
a military force. Undoubtedly, the distortion came from the Solomonic 
historiographer 

The portrayal of the character of Adonijah is completed by three 
explanatory notes about him (1 Kgs 1:6). The fist tells about David's 
laxity toward Adonijah: “His father had never displeased him” (i5* 
“sify). Tt cals to mind David's similar attitude toward Amnon (2 Sam 
13:21 LXX, 4Q Sam?) and Absalom (18:5, 12). It is worth noting 
that the same verb 352 is used in the report of David’s lament over 

(néesal) (19:3) and in the reconstructed 
text about David’s indulgence towards Amnon: *“He has never harmed 
mnon’s humor” (a5 ‘sab el rik ‘amnin) (13:21b LXX).® Since 

David had displeased (@sab) neither Amnon nor Absalom, they even- 
tually hurt (') him. Thus the implication becomes clear that it 
is now Adonijah’s turn to hurt David as had Amnon and Absalom. 

      
   

    

  

    
  

     
  

  Absalom’s death: “He s grieving 

  

At the same time, we can hardly dismiss a critical tone toward David 
according to which Adonijah’s audacious behaviour is understood as 
a consequence of David’s own failure in his patemal duty 

jah is a comment on his handsome 

  

¢ second note on Adon   

appearance: “He was also (wgam-hi?) a very handsome man”. The 
d with someone el   word “also” indicates that he is being compar 

Although we have been informed about the beautiful figure of Saul 
1 Sam 9:2) as well as that of David (16:12, 18), it is most probable 

that Adonijah is being compared with Absalom (2 Sam 14:25), for 
this comment is made here not as a compliment, but as a reason 
why David had spoiled Adonijah. 

The third note reads: “And she bore (yal'déf) him after Absalor 
Commentators have generally felt a difficulty with the verb yal'da, 

They hold that 

    

  

  

    ¢ no subject is found for it in the sentence. 

© . the text-critical notes on the verse in Conroy, Abalom Absaon, pp. 152 
© Noth, Kirige I, pp. 1, 6, holds that an indefinitc subject i to be supposed, while 

Gray, I & IT hings p. 76, n.g, suggesis that ‘immd has dropped out after the verb,     
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Haggith in v 
‘ verb. There is an opinion that the phrase “Ador 

a s 100 remote to be taken as the subject of the 
jah the son of 

Haggith” in v. 5a makes an inclusio with the sentence “And she 
bore 

  

  Stil, this literary.-structural analysis does not exphain the 
omission of the subject of the verb. In my opinion, 

  

       

  

   
     

    

   

  

    

   
    

    

  

      

    

   
    

    

  

    

  

reason for th 
the name of Adonijah’s mother was omitted from v. 6b intention- 
ally. If it had been repeated here, the name of Absalom’s mother 
would also have to be mentioned. Otherwise, Haggith would be 
taken for the mother of both Absalom and Adonij 

| of the name Haggith indicates the aim of the third note. The m 
‘ sage of the note is not to provide the 

h. The omission   

    
ame of Adonijah’s mother   

but the fact that he was bom aflr Absalom. 
Indeed, the third note is not added here to provide general infor- 

‘ mation. The narrative presupposes the reader's awarencss of Absalom 

  

and his frustrated rebellion. Up to this point, the historiographer has 
accumulated parallel action and character traits between Adonfjah 
and Absalom without mentioning the latter’s name, i.c., arrogance   

| (mitnas?), pretension to the throne (*ai enlak), preparation of a royal 
chariot with horses and outrunners, lack of paternal discipline and 
a handsome appearance. After having read these parallels, every 

| reader must have had   n impression that Adonijah was really a sec- 
ond Absalom. At this juncture, by finally mentioning the name 

| Absalom, the third note confirms the reader’s impression and serves 
| as the proper conclusion of the portrayal of Adonijah 

For the above reasons, 1 am convinced that the portrayal of 
| Adonijah in 1 Kgs 1:5-6 was made from the consistently inimical 
[ viewpoint of the party opposing Adonijah. 

  

    

5. The Alleged Rebellion of Adonijah 

Judging from the political sitation in the narrative in 1 Kgs 1, it 
s fairly evident that Adonijah was not under the pressure of raising 
the standard of a coup détal in the last days of David. As David was 

| near death (1:1-4), and Adonijah was expected to become David’s 
successor by everybody but Solomon’s supporters (2:15, 22), he had 
10 reason (0 be in a hurry to usurp the throne. Moreover, it scems 

  

 See Montgomery and Gehman, The Books of Kings, p. 85. 
Fokkelman, Naratie rt and Pot, p. 349.
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that David himself had given Adonijah his tacit approval (cf. 1:16) 
Nevertheless, the narrativ   s strikingly ambiguous about a crucial 

question: What was the purpose of the feast at En Rogel to which 
Adonijah invited all his brothers and all the royal officials, except 
Solomon and his supporters? Two possible answers are: a) Adonijah, 

  

like Absalom, called a meeting to revolt against David and o per- 
form his coronation ite; b) Adonijah held the feast only for the pur- 
pose of strengthening the unity of his party and of demonstrating 
his determination to gain the crown. According to my analysis, the 

  latter was the reason. 
As those who supported Adonijah, the following people are men- 

tioned: Joab the son of Zeruiah the commander of the army, Abiathar 
the pricst, Jonathan the son of Abiathar the priest, all the sons of 
the king except Solomon, and all the royal offcials of Judah except 
Solomon's supporters. They are also called “the guests of Adonijah™ 
1:41, 49). In addition, Adonijah regarded “all Isracl”, i.c., the peo- 

ple of the kingdom, as his supporters (2:13). In contrast to Solomon's 
faction, Adonijah’s group of supporters certainly was the dominant 
party. It is entirely conceivable that they did not feel it necessary to 
preparc for an armed rebellion when they met at En Rogel 

We also have some support within our text for this argument: a 
In her plea to David, Bathsheba says: “Otherwise it will come to 
pass, when my lord the king sleeps with his fathers, that T and my 
son Solomon will be counted offenders” (1:21; cf. 1:12). If Adonijah 
had already become king without David’s consent, why should he 
wait for Davids death before executing Solomon and Bathsheba? b 
As soon as a report of Solomon’s accession arrived, Adonijah and 
his supporters at En Rogel dispersed (1:49). This easy collapse of 

ion for revolt 

  

Adonijah’s party shows that they had made no prepar 
and were taken by surprise by the court intrigue of Solomon’s fac- 
tion. Otherwise, they would have offered armed resistance to David 
and Solomon. ¢) If Joab and Abiathar had conspired with Adonijah 
against David, how could they have kept their high position at the 

ency of David and Solomon (cf. 2:357 We 
19 

court under the co-r 
can see other evidence as well in the Testament of David 
with which T will deal later 

    

I Gray, 1 & Il Kings, p. 81 
Ci. Warthwein, Das Erste Buch der Kovige, pp. 12 £; Whitclam, The Just King, 

pp. 150 £
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   Next, how can we interpret the allegation of Nathan and Bathsheba 
that reports repeatedly about Adonijah’s accession at En Rogel, i.c. 
Nathan says to Bathsheba: “Have you heard that Adoni 
of Haggith has become king?” (I:11; cf. 1:13, 24-25), and Bathshcba 
1o David: “And now, behold, Adonijah is king” (1:18)? It is instruc- 

    

tive that a scrutiny of the narrative makes it clear that the credibil- 
ity of the allegation is problematic: a) Although the alleged coronation 
of Adonijah is reported soley through the direct quotations of the 
words of Nathan and Bathsheba, it is also suggested that neither 
Nathan nor Bathsheba can stand as eyewitness for their allegation, 
since they were not invited to the feast (18, 10, 26). b) Since it was 
not until Nathan came to her that Bathsheba learned of Adonijah’s 

  

accession (1:11), her claim obviously had no foundation. ¢) We cannot 
expect Nathan's words to be credible, either. He told her the siory 

wing her and Solomon (1:12 
The term %k implies here “stratagem” or “scheme”, as in the coun- 
sel of Ahithophel or that of Hushai (2 Sam 15:31; 16:20, 23; 17:7, 
11, 14). Nathan’s words must be interpreted in the context of his 

agem 
Now we may reconstruct Nathan’s stratagem as follows: a) To 

alarm Bathsheba by telling her of the alleged coronation of Adonijah, 

in the context of his counsel (%) for 

    

  

  

based on an exaggeration of the details of the feast at En Rogel 
1 Kgs 1:11). b) To make David resent Adonijah wh 

on this report to him (1:18-19). ¢) To take advantage of David’s 
senility by inducing him to believe that he had once sworn to 
Bathsheba that Solomon would be his successor (1:13, 17, 30; cf 
1:24)% However, when Bathsheba says: “And now, my lord the king, 
the eyes of all Isracl are upon you, o tell them who shall sit on the 
throne of my lord the king afier him” (1:20), and Nathan adds: “You 
have not told your servas 

1 
Solomon was a fabrication. Evidently 

  n she passed 

s who should sit on the throne of my lord 

    

the king after hin 

  

7), their words betray that David's pledge to 
there was neither pledge nor 

designation, but the indecision of a senile king who was vaguely 
expecting that the cldest surviving son would be designated as his 
successor. d) While confirming her story, Nathan asks David a leading 

  

Gf. Noth, Kinige 1, p. 20; Gray, 1 & I Kings, p. 88; Gunn, The Stoy of King 
David, pp. 105 £; Whitclarn, The Ju King, pp. 150 1. Bailey, David in Loe and War 
p. 89, regards Bathsheba's words to David: “1 am pregnant” (2 Sam 11:5) 1 a sign 
of an arrangement concluded between David and Bathsheba, 
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question in order to clicit a negative response to Adonijah’s adventure 

1 
tion, instigation, auto-suggestion and a leading question in order to 

  

27). In short, Nathan’s stratagem consisted of the use of decep- 
  

extract Solomon’s designation as royal successor from the senile king. 
It s truc, however, that the narrative gives us the impression that 

Adonijah did ascend the throne at En Rogel without David's consent 
This false impression comes, in addition to the allegations of Nathan 

  

  and Bathsheba, from suggestive references to episodes which remind 
us of similar incidents dur 
) The counscling with Joab and Abiathar (1 Kgs 1:7) and that with 
Ahithophel (2 Sam 15:12). b) The feast at En Rogel (I Kgs 1:9, 19, 

g Absalom’s rebellion and its aftermath:   

  
n 15:12). ¢) The acclamation 

of royalty given to Adonijah (1 Kgs 1:25) and to Absalom (2 Sam 
16:16). ) Adonijah, who expected good news, was informed of 
Solomon’s accession (1 Kgs 1:41-48) and David, who had waited to 
hear of Absalom’s safet 
18:24-32) ¢) The dispersion of Adonijah’s supporters (I Kgs 1:49) 
and the dispersion of Isracl after Absalom’s rebellion failed (2 Sam 
19:9by). f) Solomon’s pardon given to Adonijah (1 Kgs 1:50 
David’s amnesty granied to Shimei and Mephibaal (2 Sam 19:17-31 

d the sacrifices at Hebron (2 S:        

, was instead told of his death (2 Sam 

    

and 

  

Exidently, in these references the literary scheme is reflected for mak- 
ing an impression that Adonijah was a second Absalom 

Both the recounting of the alleged rebellion of Adonijah and 
Solomon’s snatching of the designation as royal successor by maneu- 
vering David reflect irregular situations. The best explanation scems 
t0 be that the ambiguity in the story stems from an apologetic atiitude 
toward the court intrigue on behalf of Solomon. Since the fact that 
Solomon received the designation from David as his successor was 
of fundamental importance for the Solomonic legitimation, it 
unavoidable that the historiographer should tell how it came about 
Therefore, he tried to describe the court intrigue by which Solomon 
received the designation in a manner that would further his aim. The 
historiographer had Nathan and Bathsheba tell the story of Ado- 
nijah’s rebellion and bolstered the allegation by implicit references to 
Absalom’s rebellion. Still, he avoided making up an outright fabri- 

  

   

Rost, in Das Keine Creds, pp. 222-225, analyses all the messenger-reports 
i the Succession Narmative (2 Sam 13:30 T 15:13 fT; 17:15 ff; 1819 73 | Kas 
1:42 f1) in comparison with the messenger-report in the Ark Narative (1 Sam 
12 A 
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cation to keep his narrative plausible. As a result, though some 
ambiguous impressions remain, he succeeded in persuading the reader 
10 believe that Solomon and his party were compelled to resort to 
an intrigue in order to over 
tender o the throne. In other words, what the narrative trics to tell 
us is that if Solomon’s supporters had stood idle, Adonijah would 
have been king. The one who changed the current was not Adonijah 
but Solomon by challenging the existing order supported by the 

  ome the ambitions of an unworthy con- 

  

regime, whose nominal ruler was doting David, and whose strong- 
man was Joab, commander-in-chicf of the army 

From the foregoing we may conclude that the feast which Adonijah 
gave at En Rogel was nothing but another demonstration of his 
intention (o be king as the legitimate successor to David afier the 
latter’s demise, just as was his preparation of “chariots and horse- 
men, and fifty men to run before him” (I Kgs 1:5) 

  

  

6. The Structure of the Solomanic Apology 

   Royal lincage and divine election served as the fundamental principles 
for the legitimation of kingship in the ancient Near East, incluci 
Tsrael.* Both principles ¢ 
1-2 for legitimatizing the kingship of Solomon. It is striking, how- 
ever, that the fact that Solomon sat upon the throne of David is 

olomon himself (2:24; 
48; cf. 113, 17; 2:4), while the 

ngship is mentioned just a few times 
ah (136-37; cf. 1:4 

and confirmation by David (1:48) and Adonijah (2:15). This phe 
nomenon has nothing to do with the so-called non-charismatic char- 

olomon’s kingship.” The narrator of the Succession Narrative 
-ady dealt with the divine legitimation of Solomon’s kingship 

arrative of Nathan’s prophecy (2 Sam 7:1-17) and the 

     
  n be found also in the narrative in 1 Kgs 

  

repeatedly told by either the narrator (2:12) 
of. 2:33, 45) or David (1:30, 35 
divine approval of Solomon’s ki 

  

    
  

in an indirect way, ie., in a prayer of Be 
    

  acter of     
   

  

has alre. 
in the   

Sc Ishida, The Roal Dynastcs, pp. 6-25. 
Against A.'Alt, “Die Staatenbildung der Israclten in Palastina” (1930), in Rline 

Sirifien <ur Geshiche des Volls Il 11, Minchen, 1933, pp. 61 ; idem, “Das 
Koniguum in den Reichen Il und Juda” (1951), in Kiine Schifn zur Gulihte 
de Talles Iyl 11, pp. 120 ; cf. also J. Bright, A Histy of Lrael (OTL, London, 
1972, p. 206 

Sec below pp. 137 1 
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cpisode of Solomon’s birth (12:24-25). In the present narrative, the 
wphasis on the throne of David on which Solomon sat derived 

from certain problems with which our narrator was concered. 
Undoubtedly, our narrator knew that Solomon had actually usurped 

the throne of David by a court intrigue, though he described it with 

  

ingenious obscurity. However, I can hardly agree with the view that 
he composed the narrative with the intention of denouncing either 
Solomon or the dynasty of David, let alone monarchy as such 
From his point of view, in spite of the 

  

rigue and usurpation, 
Solomon is the legitimate king. The court intrigue by which Solomon 
outmaneuvered Adonijah and seized the throne of David reminds 

  

us of the story of Jacob in Gen 27" By exploiting the blindness of 
his old father, Jacob snatched away the blessing of Isaac, his fathe 
from Esau, his clder brother, with a trick devised by Rebecca, his 
mother. Although the acts of Jacob and Rebecca were dlearly immoral, 

. does not mind telling 
he was most concerned with was not a moral judge- 

     

  

the narrator, who was interested in Jacob’s 
the story. Wha 
ment on Jacob's acts but the fact that the blessing of Isaac was 
diverted from Esau to Jacob, the ancestor of the people of Isracl. 
The same spirit scems to be found in the narrative of the court 
intrigue which set Solomon on the throne. What was important for 
our narrator was not the process by which Solomon established his 
kingship but its cstablishment. Therefore he could insist without 
embarrassment that it came “from Yahweh” (1 Kgs 2:15). This does 

  

not mean that he did not care about the defence of the legitimacy 
of Solomon’s kingship. On the contrary, he was very sensitive about 
it, since when Solomon’s kingship was established it had neither pop- 
ular support nor the consent of the majority of senior officials but 
only the backing of his faction which consisted of part of the courtiers 
and professional soldicrs. The styles of royal legitimation correspond 
0 the situations in which the kingship is established. If Solomon had 
been a genuine usurper from another house than the Davidides or 
an Absalom who had seized the throne of his father by force with 
popular support, our narrator could have simply underlined the divine 

See below pp. 151 11 
st Delekat, in Rist Festshif, p. 26-36; Warthwein, Die Ereihlung von der 

Thonfolge Dasids, pp. 11-17, 49; Langlamet, RB 83 (1976), pp. 321-379, 481 
van Seters, In Search of Histo, pp. 289-201. 

CI. Mettinger, Aing and Messiah, p. 20. H. Hagan, “Deceprion as Modf and 
Theme in 2 Sam 9-20; 1 Kgs 1-2", Bib 60 (1979), p. 302. 
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election. But the sitation was more complicated. Solomon gained 
designation as the successor from his father, but he gained it by a 
court intrigue. Under these circumstances, the regim 
had to Ia 
throne of David was the sole foundation of his kingship when it was 

of Solomon   

  emphasis first on the continuity of the dynasty, sincc the 

  

established. At the same time, it was necessary to legitimatize the 
drastic measure which Solomon’s supporters took to sceure the King- 
ship for him, for Solomon became king contrary to general expec- 
tation (cf. 2:15 

In my opinion, these two elemens of the Solomonic le 

  

  timation 
are blended in the words of congratulation offered by Benaiah (1:37) 
and David's servants (1:47): “May your God make the name of 
Solomon more famous than yours, and make his throne greater than 
your throne”. I have tried to exphin these words clsewhere as a 

This interpreta- 
at. 1 am now inclined to think that 

these words imply not only the growth of the Davidic dynasty but 
real wish on the part of Solomon’s supporters that the name 

and throne of Solomon should literally become superior to those of 
David. ‘This wish originated in their judgement that the regim 
David had long been deteriorating and had to be taken over by 
Solomon, even though this meant resorting (o a court 
order o establish the dynasty of David in the truc sense.’ 

  

  

blessing to David, symbolizing a dynastic growd 
  tion seems correct but insuff   

  

of   

  

7. David as a Disqualifd King 

It has been noted that the figure of David as described in the 
Succession Narrative presents a stiking contrast to that in the History 
of David’s Rise.” In the latter, he is described as a blessed person 

Ishida, The Ropal Dyas 
IF we ‘accept B. Mazar's Suggestion that Ps 72 originated in the days of co- 

regency of David and Solomon, “The Phocnicians in the Levant”, (1965), in The 
Ealy Biblical Perid. Histrical Stis, Jerusalem, 1986, p. 228, we may find in the 
pralm a development of the theme of the congraulation offered to David on the oc 
casion of Solomon’s accession 1o the throne, especially compare v. 17: “May his 
mame endure for cver, his fame continue as long as the sun® with | Kgs 147, 

“ For the History of David’s Rise scc J.H. Gronback, Die Gachichie com Auficg 
Davids (1.5am.15-2.Sam.3). Trditin 1 Kompositin, Copenhagen, 19715 Ishida, The 
Royal Dynastis, pp. 55-80; Mettinger, Kisg ond Messia, pp. 33-47; PX. McGarter, 
1 Samue, A Nw Tronslaton it Inodsction, Notes and Commenary (AB 8), Garden ity 
N.Y,, 1980, pp. 27-30. According to R.A. Garlson, in 2 Sam 2-7 David i describect 

  pp. 105 € 

  

  

  

      

  

    
   

  



   

     

124 CHAPTER SEVEN 

chosen by Yahweh as king, while David in the former is an object 
ndal and a man of indecision and finally a dotard. Scholars   of sc 

  

  have puzzled over the intention of the narrator of the Sucees 
Narr 
his decadence. The answers propounded to the question differ mainly 
according to the way the critics define the purpose of the narrative 
From the viewpoint of finding a Solomonic legitimation in it, I am 

  

ive who persisiently discloses the weak points of David and     

convinced that the purpose of the description of David's shortcom- 

  

ings in the Succession Narrative can be elucidated solely from the 

  

political standpoint of those with a critical attitude towards the re 
of David, who assisted Solomon in establishing his kingship. 

It is important to note that the criticism is leveled against David 
not as a private person but as a king®® For instance, David is de- 
scribed with much sympathy when he, as a father, wept over the 
death of his rebellious son (2 Sam 19:1). But, what the narrator 
intends to show by this moving description is that David is disqualificd 
from bei  of a military leader, as Joab’s remon- 
strance indicates (19:6-8). This is a typical example of a description 
of David's disqualification to be king, in which Joab’s influence over 
the regime increases in inverse proportion to the decline of David’s 
control over the kingship. The key to unders 
the narrator of the Succession Narrative lies in this interrelation be- 
tween David and Joab.” 

When the people of Isracl demanded that Samucl installs a king 
over them, they expected the king to be i, ic., the ruler and 
supreme judge, as well as the war-leader of the kingdom (I Sam 
8:20; of. 8:5; 
the fundamental duties of a king in the ancient Near East.” David, 

  

g king in the s   

  

inding the purpose of    

12:12; Ps 72). These two functions were regarded as 

  

a person under the blessing, while in 2 Sam 9-21 he is described as a man 
et the curs, see. Dacid, the chsen King: A Traditio-Hisorcal Approach 1o the Second 
ook of Samue, Stockholm/Gteborg/ Uppsala, 196+ 

KRR, Gros Louis finds in the narrative many conficts between David's per- 
sonal desies and his public obligations as king, “The Diffcult of Ruling Well: 
King David of Isracl”, Seneia 8 (1977), pp. 15-33, 

“H. Schulte has pointed out that Joab dominates the narrative from the begin 
ning 10 the end, Die Entstehung dr Gischichsshribung im alin Liael (BZAW 128) 
Berlin/New York, 1972, pp. 141-143, 

Sec H. Franklort, Aingship and the Gods. A Sty of Ancint Near Eastes Religion as 
e Inigraion o Swiey & Naure, Chicago, 1948, pp. 51-60; T. Jacobsen, *Early 
Polical Development in Mesopotamia” (1957), in W.L. Moran'(ed.), Toward the 
Image of Tammz and Other Essays on Mepotamian’ Histoy and Cule (HSS 21), Cam- 
bridge, Mass, 1970, p. 154 idem, “Ancient Mesopotamian Religion: The Central 
Goncerns” (1963), in Toward the Inage of Temmz, p. 43; cf. aso above pp. 43 I, 68 
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while he was stll competent to perform the task of being ruler a 
supreme judge of the kingdom, is n 
high officials as follows: “So David reigned over all Isracl; and David 
administered justice and equity o all his people” (2 Sam 8:15)% By 
contrast, he puts on a very poor performance or gets just failing 
marks for this duty in the Succession Narrative 

David betrayed the people’s confidence in him as a just judge by 
his adultery with Bathsheba and his murder of Uriah the Hitie, 
her husband, to cover up his crime (11:2-27). It was Joab who first 

n David (11:14-21). We do not know how the 
affair came to Nathan’s knowledge. It is possible to assume that, by 
informing Nathan of the fact, Joab vindicated himsclf in the mater 
of Uriah’s death in batle. In the disclosure of the affair through 
Nathan’s prophetic reproach (12:7-15), David was disgraccd, but 
Joab cscaped from having his reputation ruined as the commander 

  

ioned in the first list of his 
    

                

        
    

     

    

   

  

      

     

   

      

    

    

  

    

    

    

learned the secret fro   

  

of the army 
No action was taken by David as a judge concerning Amnon’s rape 

of Tamar. “When King David heard of all these things, he was very 
angry; but he did nothing to harm Amnon, his son, for he loved 
him, because he was his firsthorn” (13:21 LXX). This unjust treat- 
ment of the affair caused Absalom, Tamar's brother, to kil 

    

in revenge. This time David once again did nothing but we 
his sons and all his servants (13:36). Moreover, in the storics of 
Amnon'’s rape of Tamar and Absalom’s revenge on Amnon, by stu- 
pidly granting the respective requests of Amnor 
out penetrating into their hearts (13:6-7, 

and Absalom with- 
of. 15:7-9), David 

indirectly helped them realize their evil designs. These mistakes also 

  

  

cll into question his competence as a wise ruler. 
Though David wanted to pardon Absalom, he hesitated to take any 

initiative towards healing the breach between himself and Absalom. 
In the meantime, Joab took an active hand in the problem by send- 
ing a woman of Tekoa to David (14:1-3). We are not explicidy told 
the reason for Joab’s intervention. But the conversation between 
David and the woman from Tekoa indicates that Joab was concerned 
about the problem of the royal succession (14:4-20). Since Absalom 
was the first ca 

  

  

didate for the throne at that time, we 

  

an assume 
that Joab also expected Absalom to become king in the future. Tt is 
quite possible, therefore, that by mediating a settlement between 

    

“ For the list of David's high officials s below pp. 128 1.   
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   an obliga- David and Absalom, Joab wanted to place Absalom unde   

tion to himself and o cxert influence on him when he should become 
king. However, contrary to his expectation, Absalom kept aloof from 
Joab (cf. 1 Kgs 2:28b), and appointed / 
army instead of Joab (2 Sam 1 Absalom undoubtedly felt much 
more at casc with Amasa than with Joab, since the former was much 
less brilliant than the latter (cf. 20:4-5). But, this appointment proved 
fatal to Absalom. He was not only defeated at the batde in the for- 
est of Ephraim (18:6-8) but also killed by Joab (18:9-15), who was 
a man of vengeful character (cf. 3:27). In any case, as the woman 
from Tekoa told David, “in order to change the course of affairs”, 

n and succeeded in reconciling David 

  

masa commander of the 

      

Joab intervened in the probl 
with Absalom (14:33). The fact that the course of events v 
mined not by David but by Joab testifies to the existence of a situ- 
ation in which David was not active enough to exercise the office 

  

s deter- 

  

  

of ruler, while Joab actually conducted the affairs of state. 
  According to the Succession Narrative, the direct cause of Absalom’s 

rebellion was David’s negligence in his duty as the supreme judge 
of the kingdom. Absalom said to any person who “had a suit to come 
before the king for judgement. .. . See, your claims are good and 

;5 but there is no man deputed by the king 10 hear you.... Oh 

  

   
that T were judge in the land! Then every man with a suit or cause 
might come to me, and I would give him justice” (1:2-4). By these 
words, “Absalom stole the hearts of the men of Isracl” (15:6), and 
succeeded in rising in revolt with them against the regime of David. 
Then, the people dethroned David and elevated Absalom to the 
position of king (cf. 15:10; 19:10-11). This episode is one of the 
dlearest picees of evidence for David’s disqualification for the offic 
of ruler 

mply because of Absalom’s death, David was restored to the 

  

throne, contrary to the people’s original intention (cf. 19:23). David 
tried to save a difficult situation after the rebellion but eventually 
sowed the sceds of new trouble. Resenting David’s one-sided deal- 
ing with the tribe of Judah (19:42-44), the norther tribes decided 
o dissolve their covenant with David, according to which he had 

ed over them (5:1-3), by the instigation of Sheba, the son of 
chri (20:1-2). By calling Sheba “a worthless fellow” (20:1), the nar- 

rator shows b 

  

     
     

    pro-Davidic stance, but he does not hesitate to tell 
about David’s mismanagement of the affair. After Absalom’s defeat, 
David appointed Amasa commander of the army in place of Joab 
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19:14). Although this change was made to appease the people of 
Judah who had taken part in Absalom’s rebellion, it was clearly 
an unjust action, for Amasa had served as the commander of the 
rebel army, while Joab had rendered the most distinguished service 
0 David in suppressing the rebellion, though he had killed Absalom 
in disobedience to David’s order (18:10-13). To make matters worse   

Amasa was an incompetent commander. He was not able o call up 
the people of Judah in time to quell Sheba’s revolt (20:4-5). David 
was obliged to ask Abishai and his sol 

  

s, among whom Joab was 
included, to deal with the trouble. While going on an cxpedition 
against Sheba, Joab assassinated Amasa and scized command of the 
expeditionary force (20:8-13). When Joab returned triumphant from 
the campaign, D: 
of the army (20:22-23). The unmistakable message of the story is 

  id was compelled to restore him to the command 

that David was only a nominal ruler, and Joab had become the 
strong-man holding sway over the kingdom. 

Also in the performance of his duty as the war-leader of the kin 
dom, David in the Succession Narrative is a thoroughly incompetent 
person. During the Ammonite war David committed adultery with 
Bathsheba. His behaviour is described in sharp contrast to that of 

  

Uriah the Hittite, who refused 10 go down to his house because of 
his strict self-control (11:11). Itis clear that the story implicidy accuscs 
David of negligence in his duty as the wareader by his adultery 
with Bathsheba and murder of Uriah during the war® Morcover 
Joal's urging to David to capture the city of Rabbath Ammon him- 
self, “lest 1 take the city, and it be called by my name” (12:28) 
shows that the war was virtually conducted by Joab under the nom- 

  

inal supervision of David 
In the baule against Absalom, David fist tried to assume his 

responsibility as war-leader by mustering the men who were with 
him (18:1). But being dissuaded by the people from going out with 

eded and said o them: “Whatever scems best 
10 you T will do” (18:4). These words arc nothing but a dercliction 
them, he easily co   

* Although there are some scholars who maintain that Judah was not involved 
in the rebellion, we can hardly exphin the stuation by that assumption, sce Ishida, 
The Ryl Dynastis, pp. 69 1, n. 61 

" ILis probable that Uriah kept confinence in accordance with the obligations 
of dleanliness which the holy war imposcd on him, sce R. de Vaus, Ancint I, 
s Lif ond Istitions, London, 1961, pp. 258 £, 263; f. also Baily, Davd in Lo 
and War, pp. 96-95,
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of his duty as war-leader. In addition, he could not restrain himself 
from giving such an order, improper o troops going to the front 

the leader of the enemy (18:5). 
Judging from the consequences, it is likely that Joab prevented David 
from going into batde. David’s leniency towards Absalom must have 
been an obstacle t0 Joab, who had determined to eliminate Absalom, 
most probably since Absalom had appointed Amasa commander of 
the army instead of Joab. He ignored David’s command and killed 
Absalom (18:14-15). As for the story of David as a father in a frenzy 

., T have already dealt 
with the narrator’s intention. In fact, no one can deny that the 
episode tells us that the real commander in the batle against Absalom 
was not David but Joab. 

In the campaign against Sheba the son of Bichri, Joab murdered 
Amasa, the commander of the army appointed by David, and usurped 

, David 
could not help giving his consent to Joab’s selfappointment as com- 

  

as to deal gently with Absalon     
    

    

of gricf at the death of his rebellious son (19: 

  

the position of commander of the expeditionary force 

mander of the army. As I have suggested above, if Benaiah was 
appointed commander of the royal bodyguard at the same time, thi 
appointment was made, most probably, with the intention of counte    
balancing Joab’s growing power. Those who were loyal to the dynasty 
of David must have been alarmed at Joab’s self 

nd David’s impotent rule. In any case, there 
is no reason to doubt that Joab was then at the zenith of his power 
It cannot be an accident that David as the ruler of the land is omit- 
ted from the second list of his high officials (20:23-26), which is 
placed immediately after the story of Joab's victorious campaign 
against Sheba. There are three such lists; two of David’s high officials 
and one of Solomon’s. Except for the second list of David's, cither 
David or Solomon is mentioned at the top of the list as the ruler 
reigning over all Isracl (2 Sam 8:15 = 1 Chr 18:14; 1 Kgs 1) Ac- 
cordingly, we may assume that by omitting David’s name from it 
the second list of David’s high officials tells us, though implicitly 

   ppointment as com- 
     mander of the army 

    
  

    

' T.ND. Mettinger regards 2 Sam 8:15 as cditorial, Soomonic Sate Offcials, A 
Sty of the il Gocerumen Offcils of the Lvalte Monarchy (CBOTS 5), Lund, 1971 
p. 7.n. 4. He scems right from the styistc point of view. However, T cannot but 
find'in’ this verse an intentional adeiion of the author of the narratve (o the orig- 
inal lis. For various views on the two lists of David's high offcials see Bailey, Darid 
in Lice and War, pp. 149 L. n. 83 
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   that the de facto ruler was then Joab, who ranked at the top of the 
list (2 Sam 20:23 

The episode concerning Abishag the Shunamite (1 Kgs 1:1-4) tells 
us that David had lost his physical strength, especially his virility, in 

  

  

his last days. This episode adds another proof of his disqualification 
as king. It is unlikel 

  

, however, that the narrator found in David’s 
impotence his inability in the royal duty in fertility culis like in the 
neighbou ¢ we have no   g countries in the ancient Near East, s 

  

evidence for such royal ceremonies in the kingdom of Judah. What 
the narrator tells in the passage is David’s impotence in the literal 
sense of the word. This episode implies that a king who cannot beget 
his successor is not a king any longer 

However, in the present context, the cpisode of Abishag the royal 
nurse rather serves as an introduction to the narrative of the court 
intrigue, by which Solomon gained David’s designation as his suc- 
cessor (1:5-53), as well as a preparation for the narrative of Solomon’s 
execution of Adonijah (2:13-25). In the narrative of the court intriguc 
David is portrayed as a king who became not only too senile to 
bring the ambitions of Joab and Adonijah under his control but also 
100 hesitant to decide upon his successor by himsclf. David is described 
here as a completely disqualified king who can perform no royal 
duty any more. In portraying David in this way, the narrator skill- 
fully provids a reason for the intrigue. According to his analysis of 

  

the situation, the de facto ruler of the regime was Joab; if Joab had 
succeeded in making Adonijah king, the | 
former's puppet, just like Ishbaal, who was placed on the throne by 

army (2 Sam 2:8-9). In his opinion, 
this was a sort of usurpation to be prevented. However, David had 

  ter would have been the 

      

Abner, the commander of Sa 

10 power to administer justice as a king. Under these circumstances, 
it was legit   te, 50 asserts the narrator, (0 take all possible sieps to 
interfere with the plan of Joab and Adonijah. This was the reason 
for the 

  

rigue by which Sclomon’s supporters secured his designa- 
tion as the heir apparent by tuming the tables on Adonijah’s party 
at the last moment 

See Wirthwein, Das Erte Buch der Kiige p. 10, . 6.
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8. The Abishag Episade 

After several years of co-regency with David, Solomon became the 
sole sovereign afier his father's death. Judging from his passive role   

in the court intrigue, we may assume that Solomon was under adult 
age at the time of his accession.” Besides, in contrast to broad sup- 
port from important courtiers and the general public which Adonijah 
enjoyed (I Kgs 17, 9, 19, 25; 2:15, 22), Solomon was helped by 
nobody but a few newcomers who enlisted David’s mercenarics as 
their allies (18, 10, 26)* Undoubtedly, the main purpose of the co- 
regency was to protect young Solomon against Adonijah and his 

  

supporters. The fact that no purge was made in the days of the 
co-regency suggests that the foundation of Solomon’s regime was 
shaky at the beginning, while Adonijah’s party remained intact. Espe- 
cially, Joab was threatening who continued o have influence with 
the coutiers and the people. Under these circumstances, the demise 
of David doubiless brought Selomon’s regime to a crisis (cf. 2:22 

Against the background of this political crisis, the Abishag affair 
must be elucidated. The narrative begins with Adonijah visiting 
Bathsheba (2:13). The names of Adonijah’s mother and of Bathsheba’s 
son are pointedly mentioned again, in order to show that this visit 
was made in the framework of a confrontation between the two rival 

  

  

parties. Indeed, Bathsheba entered into conversation with Adonijah 
asked: “Do you come salin?” and he 

  

in a tense amosphere. S| 
answered: “Salin” (2:13). The identical question and answer were 
exchanged between the elders of Bethlehem and Samuel, wh 
Samuel visited Bethlehem to find a future king as a substitute for 
Saul (1 Sam 16:4-5). The report on the clders’ “trembling” (wayeherdi 
when coming to meet Samuel tells that they felt misgiving about the 
purpose of his visit. Similarly, Bathsheba’s question signifies her grave 
suspicion about Adonijah’s real intention. 

However, hefore disclosing the purpose of his visit, Adonijah skill- 
fully relaxed her tension by telling her of his resignation of political 

  

  

" According o S. Yeivin's calcultion, Solomon was 16 years old at his acces- 
sion, “T50", in Excydapacdia Biblza VL Jeruslem, 1976, col. 693 (Hebrew; cf 
also T Ishida, “Solomon”, in ABD VI, New York, 1992, p. 105. 

Sce above pp. 110 11 
For the insituton of co-regency in the kingdom of Judah, sec Ishida, The Reyal 

p. 170 

  

Dynasi      
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ambition (1 Kgs 2:15 
for Abishag had nothing o do with a claim upon the throne. It is 
a well-known fact, however, that one way royal legitimacy was 
acquired was by the appropriation of the previous kings’ harem, both 

ast”® In that case, 

This was done to convince her that his request 

  

in Isracl and in the rest of the ancient Near 
why did Adonijah make such a request which might endanger his 
life? The answer is bound up with the ambiguous status of Abishag 
at the court 

It is by no means clear exactly what her tide sikeel stood for 
er of the tide in the Hel 1 Kgs 1:2, 4), since she is the only be ew 

      Bible.”” Her task was “to lic in the king’s bosom to make him w 
1:2). As such she “stood before the king” (1:2) and served him (1:4, 

15). But the king “had no intercourse with her” (1:4b). Owing to 
the last remark it is on the one hand possible to regard her not as 
a concubine of David but as a mere nurse. However, on the other 
hand, we may contend that though no intercourse occurred between 
David and her because of his impotence, she was certainly included 
among David’s concubines since her task was “to lie in the king's 
bosom” 

Evidenty, there were differences of opinion about the status of 
Abishag at Solomon’s court and it appears that Adonijah attempted 
0 take advantage of the ambiguity of the sitation. First, he approached 

      

Bathshba to use her as a backdoor to Solomon. He knew well that 
Solomon would hardly refuse her request (2:17a). After making her 
lower her guard by stating his resignation of the kingship (2:15), he 
induced her to believe that his request for Abishag was innocent 
She was willing to intercede with Solomon for Adonijah (2:18, 20-21 
When hearin 
with Adonijah and ordered the latter's execution 
t0 a common interpretation, whatever motivation Adonijah might 

‘of Adonijal’s request, however, Solomon was enraged 

    

). According 

have had, whether romantic or political, Solomon seized the request 
as a legal pretext 1o exccute him, and most commentators discover 

  

de Vaux, Ancint Lrad, pp. 116 €3 M. Tsevat, “Marriage and Monarchical 
dmacy in Ugarit and Istacl”, JSS 3 (1958), pp. 237-243; lhida, The Royal     

    Dynastis, p. 74, There are several sholars who have tried to refute the thesis, ¢.¢ 
Warthvein, Di Erzahug von der Thronfolge Davids, pp. 37-30; Gunn, The Sty of Kog 
Daid, p. 157, n. 4 but their argument docs not seem convincing enough   

ervitres”, BDB, p. 698 “nurse, (maickkcrvant”, KB, p. 636; “nurse, female 
"HALOT 11, p. 755, 

  

overnment offcial responsible o particular duties 
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some sympathetic tones for Adonijah in the narrative. I would like 
1o suggest a different interpretation, however. 

Solomon’s answer 1o Bathsheba reveals the problem involved: 
‘Why do you ask Abishag the Shunamite for Adonijah? Ask for him 

the kingdom alsol 
Abishag is regarded as the equivalent of scizing the kingship, if he 
had granted Adonijah’s request for Abishag, Adonijah would have 
exploited he 
had been deceived by Adonijah. Although no mention is made of 
Adonijah’s plot, it s clear for the reader who has knowledge about 
Solomon’s critical situation that he made the correct judgement of 
the problem and penetrated Adonijah’s plot. Besides, the request for 

  

In his view, wherein the appropriation of 

  

  as a pretext for pretending again (o the throne; Bathsheba 

Abishag should remind the reader of Absalon’s taking possession of 
David's harem (2 Sam 16:21-22). Tn any ca 
warned Adonijah, when “wickedness” was fo h (1 Kgs 
1:52), Solomon did not hesitate to kill him. The execution was lici. 
The opinion that the narrative of the Abishag affair was com 

  

Solomon had once 

  

  nd in Adon      

    

led Solomon’s 
xample of the 

misunderstanding of a biblical passage based on the humanistic sen- 
nd the original me: 

sage of the narrative in light of the royal idcology of the ancient 
Near 

posed as an anti-Solomonic propaganda since it reve 

  

cruel action toward his innocent brother” is a good 
  

derst   st   timent of our modern socicty. We n 

    t, as praise of Solomon who was wise cnough to prevent 

  

W's cunning plot*” In so doing, Solomon succecded in estab- 
lishing his kingship in the kingdom. 

9. The Testament of David and Solomon’s Purge 

  

The Testament of David (1 Kgs 2:1-9)" provides us with additio 
evidence for the argument that there was no prising against David 
at En Rogel. In his final words to Solomon on his death-bed, David 

  Delekat, in Rost Fetsf, p. 
Ezabung von der Thnfolge Dasids, pp. 11-17; La 
Mettinger, King and Messah, pp. 37 2. 

See above p. 105. 
Whitclam, The Just King, p. 152, argues that Solomon’s exceution of Adonijah 

was “a_contived judicial murder” by the monarchical authoriy 
The Testament of David (1 Kes 21-9) is generally regarded as a composite 

work consisting of an original source (w. 5-9) and Deuteronomisic materil, sec 
Gray, I & Il Kings, pp. 15 £, 97-104. However, W.T. Koopmans reads the peri- 

; Noth, Kanige 1, pp. 32-34; Waithwwein, Die 
damet, RB 83 (1976), p. 335; 
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and accused   charged Joab with the assassination of Abner and Am 
Shimei of cursing David at the time of Absalom’s rebellion. Some 
commentators are puzzled over the fact that there is no charge 
against Adonijah and Abiathar in the testament® This is not sur- 
prising, however, since the crimes with which Joab and Shimei were 
charged have nothing to do with Adonijah’s attempt to gain the 
crown. In other words, David did not find any offence in Adonijah 
and his supporters in connection with their struggle with Solomon’s 
party over the kingship. 

However, Adonijah was ex 
plotted against Solomon’s regime. Likewise, Abiathar was condemned 

  cuted by Solomon as a rebel who had 

solely for taking sides with Adonijah. Indeed, his loyalty toward David 
is even mentioned as grounds for commuting a death sentence to 
banishment from Jerusalem to Anathoth, his home village (2:26). At 

s that Abiathar did not play a significant 
role in the strugle for the throne from the political point of view. 
the same time, this fact sugge 

  

By contrast, Solomon had to get rid of Joab by any possible means, 
since it was the aim of Solomon’s caup dal 10 remove Joab's influence 

  

  over the regime. Therefore, exploi 
hand of Abishag as a sign of a conspiracy, on this pretext Solomon 
ordered Benaiah to exceute Joab together with Adonijah. Admittedly, 
Joab was guilty of offences against David (2:5, 31-33). Howe: 
Short explanation of the rea 

ng Adonijah’s request for the 

er, the 
or Joab 

had supported Adonijah although he had not supported Absalo 

     
on for his execution reads:   

  

  

2:98). This comment reveals that Joab was actually executed not for 
his disobedience to David in the carly days but for his conspiracy 
with Adonijah against Solomon.* It seems that Solomon had a need 
for the authority of David's testament 1o execute Joab who was sill 
so influcntial that Solomon felt uncasy about dealing with hi 
At the same time we have to keep it in sight that the charge against 
Joab with his assassination of Abner and Amasa in the Testament 

   
alone     

of David (2:5-6) is placed here according to the historiographical 
design to legitimatize Solomon’s execution of Joab.* 

  

cope as a “poctic_ narrative” and argues for an original unity of the work, “The 
Tesament of David in | Kings if 1-107, V7 41 (1991, pp. $29-449. For various 
opinions concerning the litcrary-criical analysis of the passage s ibid., p. 429, 

Eg., Montgomery and Gehman, The Bosks o Kings, p. 83 
Ci. Gray, 1 & Il Kings, p. 109, 

* Sce below pp. 164 1
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The Testament of David was not a sufficient pretext for Shimeis 
exccution, since David had sworn to him that he would not kil him 
2 Sam 19:24). Therefore, Solomon entrapped him and succeeded 

in getting rid of him. Shimei was the archencmy of the house of 
David. Ever since David had taken over Saul’s kingship, the house 
of Saul had continued o lay claim to the kingship even afier David 
had become the king of Isracl. Ziba’s words about Meribaals expec- 
ation of the restoration of Sauls kingship (16:3), Shime’s curse on 
David (16:5-8) and Sheba’s revolt (20:1-2) show that David had not 
succeeded in silencing that claim by the end of his reign. By the 

   

exccution of Shimei, Solomon demonstrated that this latent claim of 
Saul's house (0 the kingship was rejected for good. The exccution of 
Shimei, together with that of Joab, must be regarded not as a token 
of Solomon'’s coldblooded character but as an episode of Solomon’s 
wisdom (cf. 1 Kgs 2:9) as well as one of his political achievements 
in a matter which David had lefi unfinished. 

As 1 have suggested above, the relationship between David and 
Solomon in the Succession Narrative basically had two aspets: con- 
tinuation of David's throne on the one hand and criticism against 
David’s regime on the other. This ambivalence toward David is the 

  

characteristic feature of the Solomonic legitimation. These double 
aspects are also found in the Testament of David (2:1-9) and the 
narrative about Solomon’s purge of his enemies (2:13-46). The view 
for the continuity of the dynasty is expressed in the words placed 
before the narrative of the purge: “Solomon sat upon the throne of 
David his father, his kingdom was firmly established” (2:12). Solo- 
mon’s purge is understood here as a confirmation of the cternal sta- 
bility of the house of David and its throne (2:33, 4 
prereqisite 1o the establishment of his kingdom. 

, but not as a 

  

Exidently, the dynastic continuity between David and Solomon is 
the prevailing aspect in the Succession Narrative. But the Solomonic 
historiographer could not finish without adding the other aspect. We 
find it in the very last words of the narrative: “So the kingdom was 
established byad $Umat” (2:46b). This Hebrew phrase is gencrally 
wranslated as 
rendering as “by the hand of Solomon”* The passage implics that 

  the hand of Solomon”. But the context requires its 

For the use of Kol 
of", sce BDB, p. 391 As in 
sec HALOT Tl p. 368, 

ith the meaning of “by the agency or instrumentality 
ensifing expression of 4 with the mean     
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blished only after Solomon had solved difficult 

  

the kingdom was e 
problems left unsolved by David. Solomon is contrasted here with 
David, whose awkward treatment of political problems had causcd 
one rebellion and unrest after another in the kingdom. 

10. Conclusions 

I have no intention to deal in detail in the present chapter with the 
questions of the boundaries, date, and author of the Succession 

  

   Narrative. It scems necessary, however, o make some remarks about 
thes 
ship between David and Joab and the way of dealing with the claim 
of Saul’s house to the kingship may be regarded as the main and 

questions in order to complete the analysis. Since the relation- 
  

second themes, respectively, the story of the beginning of David’s 
kingdom of Judah, established by taking over Saul’s kingship, the 
conflict between David and Ishbaal, culminating in Joab's assassi- 
nation of Abner and David's curse on Joab, and the assassination 
of Ishbaal signifying the end of SauPs kingdom in 2 Sam 2-4, sccms 
the most suitable beginning o the narrative.® By the same reason- 

  

ing, T am inclined to find the concluding remark in the words: “So 
d of Solomon”, placed after 

nei (I Kgs 2:46b), rather than in the similar 
the kingdom was established by the b   

the exccution of Sh 
words in 2 Kgs 212 

The date of composition could not be as late as the second half 

  

of Solomon’s reign. For the regime of Solomon must have felt it 
necessary to make this sort of legitimation only in its carly years 
Besides, the narrator's candid atitude towards the disgraceful conduct 
of the members of David’s house, such as David’s adultery with 
Bathsheba, his murder of Uriah or Amno 
also indicate the same carly years. It app 

’s rape of Tamar, would   

rs that these scandals 

    

were stil too fresh in the memory of the general public to be con- 
cealed, when it was composed. 

See below pp. 158 f. CI. als 
140 £, 165, Gunn, The Stay of Kin 
PP 10 

As one of the critcal views agaisnt Rosts thesis there has been a tendency 10 
find the end of the Succesion Narrative in 2 Sam 20 instead of 1 Kgs 1-2, see 
McCarter, If Samud pp. 12 f. For various opinions about the end of the Succession 
Narratve sce Bailey, David in Love and War, pp. 15 § 

  Schulte, Die Entsthung der Gescichtschrburg, pp. 
i, pp. 6584 Bailey, Dad in Lo and Wa, 
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Tam convinced that the author of the Succession Narrative was 
one of the supporters of Solomon. Judging from Nathan’s role as 
the driving force of     olomon’s party in_the court intrigue, one of 
Nathan’s followers may be a likely candidate for author. An exam- 
ination of the roles which Nathan played in the 
also confirms that he was the idcologue of the move 

  

uccession Narrative 
ent for estab- 

lishing Solomon’s regime. Apart from the episode of the court intriguc 
1 Kgs 1), he appears only twice in the Succession Narrative, viz., 

in his prophecy about the perpetuation of Davids dynasty (2 Sam 
7:1-17 and in his prophetic verdict on David’s sins of adultery 

  

  

and murder (12:1-25)% It is important to note that both episodes 
are direcly connected with the claim of Solomon’s party that the 
name and throne of Solomon were superior o those of David. In 
the prophecy, it s expressed as a prediction about the establishment 
of the Davidic dynasty: “When your days are fulfilled and you li 
down with your fathers, T will raise up your son after you and 
L will establish his kingdom” (7:12) and the builder of the Temple: 
“He (i, your son) shall build a house for my name” (7:13a). This 
is nothing but a declaration that Solomon did in fact establish the 
dynasty and build the Temple which David had failed to build. In 

the verdict, Solomon loved by Yahweh and called Jedidiah (12:24 
presents a striking contrast to David under Yahweh's curse (1127 

10-11). It is conspicuous that Yahweh’s curse brought on by 
David’s adulte 
has any unfavourable influence upon Solom 
Bathsheba. This was a sin to be redeemed by David himself, involv- 
ing the life of the first son of David and Bathsheba. 

From the foregoing study T conclude that Nathan was a prophet 
who, being disappointed in David, placed his hopes in young Solo- 
mon to restore the rule of the dynasty of David with justice and equity 

d Judah.* And someone from Nathan’s 
circle composed the Succession Narrative in a historiographical style 
to defend the legitimacy of Solomon’s kingship. 

    

     

   
with Bathsheba and his murder of Uriah no longer 

  

  s birth 1o David and   

  

  

over the kingdoms of Tsracl a   

  

Se below pp. 137 f 
7 See below pp. 151 11 

* It is worth comparing this atitade of Nathan towards David with that of 
Samuel, who regretted having made Saul King (1 Sam 15:10-35) and that of Ahijah 
the Shilonte, who predicied the downfal of Jeroboam whom he had helped to the 
throne (1 Kgs 146-16) 

    

     
 



     

    

  

         

   

CHAPTER EIGHT 

THE NARRATIVE OF NATHAN'S PROPHECY* 

1. Limitatims of Anabical Studic 

            

       

    
    

                

     
   
   
    
   
      
    
     

        

  

    

      

The narrative of Nathan’s prophecy (2 Sam 7:1-17; 1 Chr 17:1-15; 
cf. Ps 89), a fundamental document for the covenant of David,! is 
one of the biblical texts which have been most repeatedly studicd. 
Numerous suggestions have been advanced to analyze its complicated 
structure and to give an interpretation of its ambiguous implication. 
However, no study has received general support among scholars. 

After the pioncering study of L. Rost appeared in 1926, the nar- 
rative of Nathan’s prophecy was once regarded by the majority of 
critics as a text composed from the oldest nucleus of the proph- 

ch the last one   cey and several strata from different periods of wh 
was Deuteronomistic.’ In contrast, the fundamental unity of the text 
was also defended once and again.* Among others, the proposal of 

* This essay is a revised version of the study which appeared in S, Arai et 
(eds), The Mesage of the Bible—Wis of its Communicatin, Esys in Honour of Prf 
Masas Skine on the Occasion of Hi Secenty St Bihday (Biblical Studies 23), Tokyo, 
1989, pp. 147-160 (Japancse 

For the Davidic covenant sce abose p. 86, n. 15 
For a survey of previous studies see T.N.D. Meltinger, King and Mosiah. The 

Gl and Sucal Legiimation of te ol Kigs (CBOTS 8), Lund, 1976, pp. 43-63 
T. Ishida, The Roal Dnastes in Acient srd. A Sty on the Fornaton and Delpmet 

Dynastic Ideigy (BZAW 142, Berlin/New York, 1977, pp. 81-117. See also 
Nordheim, “Konig und Tempel. Der Hintergrund des Tempelbauverbotes 

in 2 Samuel i, VT 27 (1977), pp. 434-453; PK. McCarter, If Samae. 4 Naw 
Translaton with Inroduction, Nots and Commentary (AB.9), Garden Gity, NY., 1084 
pp. 190-231; PJ. Botha, “2 Samucl 7 against the Background of Ancient Near- 

     
    

  

     
        

  

  

  

  

Bastern Memorial Inscriptions”, in W.C. van Wyk (ed), Stdics in the Sucssion 
Noratie, Pretoria, 1996, pp. 62.78; G.H. Joncs, The Nathan Namaties (JSOTSup 
80, Shefficd, 1990, pp. 59-92; 157-165. 

L. Ros, “Dic Uberlicferung von der Thronnachfolge Davids” (1926) in D 
Heine Gredo und andere Studien zm Altn Tetament, Heidelberg, 1965, pp. 159-183, 
According 1o Rost's analyss, the propheey conssts of w. 11b + 16 (the nucleus 
and wv. 1-4a, 4b-7 from the time of David, w. 8-11a, 12, 14, 15, 17 from the 
ime of Isaiah, Deutcronomistc v. 13 from the time of Josiah. C&. M. Noth, Ula 
lighrungsgeclichihe Studin. Die sammelnden wd beavbetenden Geschichtsrke im Alen Testo 
ment, Tabingen, 1943, 1957, pp. 64 £ 

. Mowinckel, “Ntanslorjetclen 2 Sam. kap. 77, SEA 12 (1947), pp. 220-229. 
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S. Herrmann o   ce brought substantial support for the unity. His 
argument was based on a comparison of the narrative of Nathan's 
prophecy with the Egyptian Kinigsnavelle’ However, this proposal was 
discarded after the analogy had been proved as inappropriate 
According to the prevailing view, obtained by methods of redaction- 

composed from 
different layers edited by the Deuteronomistic historian. 

Admittedly there are obvious difficulies in the narrative from the 

riticism, the present narrative of Nathan’s prophey 

  

literary critical point of view. Analytical studies are cffcctive to indi- 
cate problems deriving from the difficulties. However, scholars who 
employ methods of redaction-criticism are, it seems, scarceely con- 
cerned to give a satisfactory explanation for the   wnity of the present 
text in which difficulties remain side by side. In other words, we can 
find few, if any, analytical study giving a satisfactory answer to the 
question why such obvious difficulties rema; 
like 

  

in an important text 
Nathan’s prophecy, if the present text was a result of a consistent 

  

   rial work of the Deuteronomistic historian. I am of the opinion 
that it is worthwhile to seck afier a possibilty o find a design in the 
pre   ent narrative with the inclusion of difficultics as original clements 

  

S. Hermann, “Die Konigsnovelle in Agypten und in Israel. Bin Beitrag 7ur 
Gatungsgeschichie in den Geschichubichern des Alten Testaments”, I3 Lapeis 3 
1959/54). Gesellchafs- und sprachuismschaflhe Ree 1, pp. 51-62. CI. M. Noth 
David und Isracl in 2. Samuel 7" (1957), in Gesammelic Studen cun Altn Testanent, 
Miinchen, 1960°, pp. 334-345; A. Weiser, “Tempelbaukrise unter David”, A1V 77 
1965), pp. 153168, 

E. Ku Dynastic von Gottes Graden, Probleme der Nathanweissagung 
in 2. Sam 77, ZTK38 (1961), pp. 137-155; . also McCartr, / Samal, pp. 212215 

As 1o comparaiive materals for Nathan's prophecy documents from Mesopotamia 
scem more relevant than Egyptian texts, sce Ishida, Th Rpal Dynasts, pp. §3-92. 
A comparison with the Karatepe texts from the 8ih century BC. is suggested by 
Kutsch, Z7K 58 (1961, p. 148 and Botha, in Sadies in the Sucession Naraice, pp 
7075, 

McCarter, 1 Samud, pp- 215-220, assumes 3 threefold development: a) the car- 
liest Torm of the oracle of the cstablishment of the Davidic dynasty in associaton 
with the erection of & temple in Jerusalem; b) a prophetic expansion with 4 neg: 

tive view towards David's plan o build 4 royal temple and a divine promise of the 
Davidic dynasty; ¢) the Deuteronomistic redaction which sofiens the negativic ata- 
wde towards David's temple plan when incorporating it and the dynasti promise 
into the Deuteronomistic. history. According to the analysis of Jones, The Natian 
Naraiives, pp. 70-92, 2 Sam 7:1-17 consists of o oracles: the first one, on behalf 

of the Jebusite community, preventing David's plan 1o build a temple in Jerusalem 
(. 1°7) and the second one, a royal oracle on the occasion of David's enthronc. 
ment o at celebrations of it (w. 8-16); and the Deutcronmists who modified and 
linked both oracles are responsible for an apparent unity of the present form with 
Deutcronomistic thealogical views. 
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2. David’s Building Plan of @ Temple in Jerusalem 

The narrative of Nathan’s prophecy consists of the introductory and 
concluding frameworks (2 Sam 7:1-4 + 17) and the prophecy proper 
. 5-16) composed from three sections: a) A historical recollection 
of Yahwelrs preference for a tent to move about with the people of 
Ksracl since the Exodus to the days of David (w. 5-7); b) Yahweh’s 
merciful works for David and the people of Isracl in past and future 
w. 8-11a); ¢ Yahwel's promise of founding the Davidic dynasty 
with a prediction about a temple built by a son of David (vv. 11b-16) 

The introductory framework begins with the description of the 

  

situation (vv. 1-3) which presupposes David’s building of his pal- 
ace in Jerusalem, his new capital (5:6-12) and his transfer of the ark 
of God there (2 Sam 6; 1 Chr 13; 15-16). Taking it into consider- 
ation that the ark was the sacred symbol of the tribal confederation 
of Shiloh in the pre-monarchical period (1 Sam 4-6), the last oper- 
ation is to be understood as David’s religio-political action to estab- 
lish the legitimation of Jerusalem as the new capital of his double 
kingdoms of Isracl and Judah by connecting the city with the Shilonite 
tradition.” David had good reason to make every effort to do so, be- 
cause Jerusalem had been an alien city outside the territories of the 
Israclite wibes before his capture (2 Sam 5:6-9). Moreover, he came 
from Bethlchem of Judah (I Sam 16:1-13), one of the southern 
tribes, most probably, outside the confederation of Shiloh. Tt is con- 
ceivable, therefor   . that David already had a plan to build a temple 
in Jerusalem for the lasting abode of the ark when its transfer to 
Jerusalem was decided. Morcover, it is to be remembered that the 
king’s building or repairing of a temple was regarded in the andient 
Near East as a sign of divine approval of the king's rule.’ In every 
respect the building of a temple in the new capital was an indis- 
pensable project for David. 

When David sought advice of Nathan the prophet for his idea of 
building a temple for Yahweh, the prophet extemporarily gave full 

See Idhida, The Roal Dmastes, pp. 140-143; H. Kruse, “David's Covenant 
VT 35 (1985), p. 146. 

Sec H. Frankfort, Kingsip and the Gods. A Stub of Ancet Neor Easter Rel 
e Iteaton of Scity & Nata, Chicago, 1918, pp. 267-26% AS. Kapelrud, “Tempie 
Buikding: A Task for Gods and Kings", Or 32 (1963, pp. 56-62; V.(A) Hur 
1 He Built You an Exaled Howe. Tomple Building in the Bible in L 
and Nonhwest Semitic Wrtings (JSOTSup 115, Sheffied, 1992 
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support to it (2 Sam 7:3), but at night he imparted Yahweh’s answer 
to David in a somewhat negative tone (vv. 4-7). Scholars have 
scarched for the reason why the prophet changed his attitude towards 
David’s plan overnight.” Reg 
satisfactory, I suggested in a previous study that a change of mind on 

  

g all the solutions proposed as un- 

the part of Nathan seems to have resulted from antagonism at the royal 
court at that time, especially, from his failure to make consensus of 
the two chief priests, Abiathar and Zadok, on the king’s plan.'! In that 
case, Nathan'’s hasty support to the king’s plan should be regarded 
as his misjudgement on the balance of powe 
hold that we could imagine this sort of political situation behind the 

rative of Nathan’s prophecy. Howe: 

at the court. I still   

  

{ the narrative was com-   

posed as a historiography, the narrator’s conce 
report on the real situation, let alone Nathan’s mistake. His scem- 
ingly inconsistent attitude towards David’s plan may be corrcetly 
interpreted only when we shall find out the narrator’s own rhetoric 

N was not to give a   

  

ixplanations of David’s Failure 

  

Biblical historiographers were interested in 2 hitorical fact that Solomon 
instead of David succeeded in leaving his mark on history as the 
builder of the Jerusalem Temple. They felt uncasy to accept the fact 
without explanation. For David was not only the founder of the 
dynasty under Yahwels blessing but also the prototype of the idcal 
king who was loyal to Yahweh (I Kgs 15:3-5). In contrast, Solomon 
was remembered as a king whose apostacy tamished his fame (11:1-13, 
31-39). There 
the first tells that David was preoccupied with fightings with cnemics 

    e at least two different explanations for it. W 

by whom he was surrounded (5:17), the second relates that Yahweh 
forbad David to build a temple because “he was a man of wars and 
had shed blood” (I Chr 22:8; 28:3). The latter explanation develops 
into a word-play on the name Solomon as signifying a man of peacc 

9). What both the explanati 

   

  

s have in common is to count   

  

" While Hermann, W2 Lipcig 3, p. 56, finds  lierary characterstic of the 
Egypian Kanignnell, Noth, in Gesammell Stufe, p. 343, regards it as a polite for- 
‘mality customary before the king; accordion to McCarir, I/ Samue, pp. 196-197, 
224-229, it i a late negatve addition to the posidive original view toward temple 
building; Kruse, PT 35, p. 147, holds that it was Nathan's private opinion. 

" lshida, T3 Roal Dymastie, pp. 94 1 

  

  

  

  

  

  



          

          

      
    
    
    
        

          

      
    
    

    

     

    

     

     

   
    

    

      

     

  

  David’s failure in achieving political stability as the fndamental rea- 
son for the miscarriage of his plan to build a_ temple 

It is very likely that the narrative of Nathan’s prophecy offers 
another explanation of the reason why David was unsuccessful in 
building the Jerusalem Temple. In comparison with the other two 
explanations, however, the political situation related in the begin- 
ning of the narrative looks quite different. Tt reads: “Now when the 

and Yahweh had given him rest 
2 Sam 7:1). All the biblical sources except 

om all 

  

king dwelt in his house 

  

   his enemies round about’ 
(v. 1) tell us that David did not   the second half of this passag 

have rest until the end. To smooth the difficulty posed by v. Ib its 
omission has been proposed as a Deuteronomistic addition with its 
rest formula or as a marginal correction based on the synoptic pas- 
sage in 1 Chr 17:11? However, menetion is to be made that the 
very assertion that David already had rest plays an important role 
in the narrative to introduce David's seeking counsel from Nathan 
Had not judged that he already had rest, i.c., his reign became sta- 
ble enough to undertake the construction of a temple, David might 
have not sought the divine will about his plan of temple building. 

Sam 7:1b as a late addition 

  

In that case, we can hardly consider   

but, at the same time, it cannot be an objective report on the real 
situation. It is most probale to find in v. 1b David’s own judgeme 

later 

    

on the situation, which was proved to be wra 

  

To the David's inquiry Nathan replied: “Go, do all that is in your 
heart; for Yahweh is with you” (v. 3). The prophet's reply clearly 
indicates his guarantee for Yahweh’s approval of the king’s plan. 
However, the divine words revealed to David through Nathan that 

Would 
you build me a house to dwell in? I have not dwelt in a house since 
the day T brought up the people of Isracl from Egypt to this day 
but T have been moving about in a tent for my dwelling. In all 

    night assumed another tone as follows: “Thus says Yahwe 

places where T have moved vith all the people of Tsrael, did I speak 
a word with any of the judges” of Isracl, whom I commanded to 
shepherd my people Isracl, saying, ‘Why have you not built me a 
house of cedar?”™ (vv. 5b-7) 

The phrase “t0 give you rest” s counted in the Deuteronomistic phrascolo- 
gies, see M. Weinfeld, Deueromomy and the Devtronamic Scon, Oford, 1972, p. 343, 

For the omission of v. Ib from the original propheey scc Mettinger, ki and Mesiah 
p. 52. For a marginal correction sce McCarter, 1/ Somuel p. 191 

See above p. 43, n. 36 
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  Critics have felt difficulties in these pa 
ed over 
plan. We have already dealt with the problem and found in it a 
point of departu are perplexed 
with the ambiguous expressions of Yahweh’s answer. In a previous 
study, T suggested th 

ages. First, they are puz- 

  

athan’s overnight change of the attitude towards Davids 

  of the present study. Secondly, the   

    

  

we may find in the periphrasis Yahwe 
luctant disapproval of David's plan.'* It scems necessary, however, to 

  

advance another interpretation to understand the narrator’s rhetoric 
First of all, a more careful perusal of the text is required to decide 

what Yahwe’s words really imply. According to the prevailing view 
in these words Yahweh dismissed David’s plan to build a temple for 
him.'* In addition, some scholars are of the opinion that a catego- 
rical refusal of a temple for Yahweh’s dwelling is expressed here.” 
It seems to me, however, that the message of Yahwely's words in 
W. 5b-7 is neither the definite disapproval of David’s plan to build 
a temple nor the refusal of the concept of a temple for his dwelling 
What is underlined in these passages is that Yahweh’s continuous 
abide with the people of Isracl all through the days of the Exodus, 
the period of the Judges, and the present time, ic., the time of 
David. The passages tell us a historical recollection that Yahweh has 
never asked anybody 10 build a permanent dwelling for him during 
the period when the people of Isracl have been moving about. What 
we learn from the passages, therefore, is that Yahweh preferred a 
tent t0 a temple since the Exodus to the time of David in order to 
move about with the people 

The intent of the narrator who tells Yahwehs preference for a 
tent over a temple to move about up to the days of David becomes 
clear step by step in the second and the third sections. In the sec- 
ond section he asserts that the people of Israel were still moving 
about in the time of David (v. 10) in which neither the people nor   

" Laida, The Ryal Dynastics, p. 95. 
5 McCarter, 1 Same, p. 17, hoids that the posiive tone of v. 3 came from 

the oldes stratim upon which the negatviy of v 
Von Nordheim, V727 (1977), pp. 445 1, finds a confrontation between the 

icnt Near East and the traditions of ancient Irael accord- 
ing to MecCarter, If Somul, pp. 197-201, 225-228, the negative atiude towards 
David’s plan to build 4 temple of w. 57 came from 4 prophetic editor who 
regarded a temple as unnecessary like the insituton of monarchy. Kruse, VT 35 

5), pp. 142145, maintains that the divine disapproval of David's plan to build 
a temple originated in the Deutcronomistic invention but a negative view against 
the insttuiton of temple is not expressed here 

  

  7 was imposed. 
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David was given rest yet (v. 11a). And in the third section he pre- 
dicts as Yahweh’s promise to David that a son of David will build 
a temple (v. 13a). In other words, the expressions of the first sec- 
tion are so ambiguous that we can hardly understand correctly the 
narrator’s intent without the second and the third sections. The char- 
acteristic feature of the ambiguity of the first section becomes clearer 
in comparison with Deuteronomistic references to Nathan’s prophecy 
concerning the building of the Temple. They are Solomon’s corre- 

  

spondence to Hiram king of Tyre (I Kgs 5:17-19) and his dedica- 
tory speech at the Termple in Jerusalem (8:16-19).” While the former 
lays emphasis on rest given to Solomon after David's fightings with 

the precondition for the erection of the Temple, 
the latter accentuates the joint clection of Jerusalem and David by 
Yahweh (8:16 LXX) to defend the leg 
dynasty. Both themes originated in Nathan's prophecy, but from 

  

    itimacy of the founder of the 

  

both the passages disappears a historical recollection of Yahweh's pref- 
erence for a tent over a temple in the past. There remains no ambi- 
guity in the Deuteronomistic explanations of the reason for David's 
failure 0 build the Temple. It s to be asumed, therefore, the am- 
biguous expressions of the first section reflect a delicate situation of 
which the narrator tried o give an explanation. 

We may thus assume the rhetorical development of the first sec- 
tion of Nathan’s prophecy with the introductory framework (2 Sam 
7:1-7) as follows: First, David judged that his rule became stable 
cnough to undertake to build a royal temple in his new capital 

v. 1b). It was proved later, though obliquely, that he made a mis- 
judgement, as wars, rebellions, and domestic troubles reported in 

-condly, Nathan from whom 
David sought counsel gave a favourable reply to his plan (v. 3) but 
it became clear later that what Nathan approved was a plan to build 
a royal temple for Yahweh in Jerusalem in general. Thirdly, to make 
David postpone his plan to his son’s generation Nathan gave David 
divine words in which Yahweh told his preference for a tent to move 

  

chapters following afier 2 Sam 7 show. S 

  

about with the people of Isracl over a temple to dwell in since the 
days of the Exodus to the time of David (v. 5b-7). The implic 
tion of the divine words is that the time is not yet ripe for buildr 

  

M. Noth, Kinige T: 1. Kinige 1-16 (BKAT 9/1), Neukirchen-Viuyn, 1968, pp. 
88, 90, 175 £, 185 E. Warthwein, Das Ernte Buck dr Kinige: Kapiel 1-16 (ATD 
1171), Gotiingen, 1977, pp. 52 £, 96 L. 
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a temple for him because both David and the people of Isracl have 
not yet been given permanent rest.® We can find here a common 
understanding that the stability of the society was the precondition 
for building a royal temple 

4. Solomon’s Superiorty acer David 

In the second section of the prophecy (2 Sam 7:8-11a) Yahweh’s 
merciful works in the past and the § 
David to be nagid, and he was with David to save him from his 
enemies; he will make for David a great name, will appoint a place 
where the people will dwell in forever without disturbance, and will 
give David rest.” 

It is striking that the same topics are dealt with in biblical pas- 
sages concerning Solomon in which his kingship is always described 
as more legitimate and much greater than David’s. While Yahweh 
called David to be nagid from the pastur 

ure are related: Yahweh called 

  

Solomon was appointed 
  

nigid by David, who was the reigning king (I Kgs 1:33). 
multiple 
the ancient Near East the reigning king’s designation, together with 
the divine election, was most important to prove the legitimacy of the 
successor.?! However, David who did not come from a royal family 
had naturally no designation from the reigning king. He could not 
but resort to his divine clection to legitimatize his kingship (I Sam 
16:1-13). As to the divine election, too, 

Among 

  

factors contributing to determining the royal succession in 
  

  

vlomon was at advantage 
over David. While David was chosen by Yahuweh when he was keep- 
ing the sheep in Bethlchem (16:11-13), Solomon was loved by Yahweh 
immediately afier he was born (2 Sam 12:24b-25   This sort of 

* According to McCarter, If Sanuel, pp. 202-204, 225, 230 €, the interpretation 
that the time was not yet right for David's plan to build . temple s found in the 
Deutcronomisic layer in w. Ib, 9a-11a, 13, and 16 

‘Opinion is divided on the interprtation of the tense of verbs in vv. 9b-11a 
Some scholars regard it as a past tense, while the other critis insist that the pas. 
sages refr 10 the future promises, for the problems and various opinions sce Ishida, 
Th Royal Dymastis, p- 89, n. 41 McCartr, 11 Somud, pp. 202, In a previous study 

1 found here Yahwelis guidance given to David in the past Gbid. p. 89, but I wil 
madify my opinion since Nathan's prophey aserts that 4 name, & place, and rest 
have not yet given to David, 

For nigid sce above pp. 57 f 
Sce Lhids, The R i, pp. 6-25, 151170, 
See below pp. 1 
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extension of the validity to the past was common in the doctrine of 
divine election of the king in the ancient Near E: 
Esarhaddon: whom ASur, Samas .. .. have pronounced king 
of Assyria ever since he was a younster” (Nin. A 1:5-6).2 Nabonidus: 

whom Sin and Ningal designated to the kingship in his mother’s 
womb” (Nr. 1, I:4-5) Refer also to the call of Jeremiah the prophe 
Before I formed you in the womb . ... T appointed you a prophet 

(Jer 142 
As 10 Yahwel's abiding with David and making a great name for 

him, Solomon’s superfority is explicitly expressed in the words of 

t. For instance,   

    

congratulation on Solomon’s accession by Benaiah and David’s serv- 
ants: “As Yahweh has been with my lord the king, cven so may he 
be with Solomon, and make his throne 

1 Kgs 1:37) 
mous than yours, and make his throne grea 

greater than the throne of 

  

    my lord the king Davi ‘our God make the name 
of Solomon more fa     
than your throne” (1:47a 

As we dealt with the first section of the prophecy (2 Sam 7:5b-7), 
the narrator of Nathan’s prophecy was of the opinion that the divine 
promise to provide the people of Isracl with a peaceful setdement 
in a fixed place? did not become a reality in the days of David. On 

  

  the contrary 
ful and prosperous period. For instance, “Judah and Isracl were as 
many as the sand by the sea; they ate and drank and were happy 
Solomon ruled over 
of the Philistines and to the border of Egypt; they brought tribute 
and served Solomon all the days of his life” (I Kgs 4:20-5:1); “And 
Judah and Tsracl dwelt in safety, from Dan even to Bee: 
man under his vine and under his fig trec, all the days of Solomon” 

Mention is to be made, however, that there are also biblical 

the Solomon’s reign is generally described as a peace- 

  all the kingdoms from the Euphrates to the land 

  heba, every 

  

sources informing us of insurrections and secessional activities under 

R. Borger, Dic nsirifn aradions Knigs o i (O T 
1956, pp. 39 [ 5" Langdon, Dic nbtpinicien Ko 

See T, The ol Dynaies pp 12 12 ¢ SM, P, “Deatero 
Cunciform Royal nserpions” 7408 83 (1969, pp. 160- 185 | Sec sbove p. 133 

| “The term igin (v 10 is sometimes understood i the sense of “cult place 
shing? e the place th Yahweh hose 1o be worshiped (Dewt 125}, 

‘ A" Gelston, “A Note on 11 Samud 7,7, GAIW 61 (1972) pp. 9294 McCarter, 

9, Graz,   

  iginsifin (VAB 4), Leipeis, 1912, pp. 218 
ah and   

    

I Somuel, pp. 202 1. 1 s diffcult 10 accept the view because of the comtext, cf 
also Weinicld, Deerony axd e Daernmic School, p. 170, n. 1.
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Solomon’s rule (11:14-40). Therefore, the information that Solomon’s 
reign was peaceful without any trouble is not to be understood as 
a histor   al report on the real situation. It is similar 1o the assertion 
that Solomon’s kingship was greater than David’s 

Nor is there any info 
time. On  the cont 
prophet that “the sword shall never depart from your house” beca 

nation that David was given rest in his life-   

  ry, David was announced from Nathan the 
  

of his aduliery with Bathsheba and his murder of Uriah, her hus- 
band (2 Sam 12:10). In fact, David in the sccond half of his re 
is described as a king who had to deal with disturbances and unrest 
one after the other such as Absalom’s rebellion (2 Sam 13-19), 
Sheba’s revolt (20:1-2, 4 
24:1-25), and a power struggle at the court (I Kgs 1:3-53). It was 

    

the national census and the plague 

Solomon who received rest which Yahweh had promised to David 
This assertion is expressed in the most explicit fashion in Solomon’s 
words to Hiram king of Tyre: “You know that David my father 
could not build  house for the name of Yahweh his God because 
of the warfare with which his encmies surrounded him, until Yahweh 

t. But now Yahweh my God has 
is neither adversary nor misfor- 

  put them under the soles of his f 

  

given me rest on every side; the: 
    tune ly a 
  

5:17-18). As mentioned above, these passages are evid 
Deuteronomistic expansion of Nathan's prophecy. But I find no rea- 
son 10 regard the assertion that the divine promise of rest to David 
was fulfilled in the time of Solomon as a mere Deuteronomistic 
invention. 

5. The Divine Promise of the Dynasty Linking with the Temple 

The third section of the prophecy (2 Sam 7:11b-16) is closely inter- 
woven with the first section by means of the term “house” (bayil     
which signifies “templ 
with Yahwel’s question: “Would you build me a house (bayi) to live 
in?” (v. 5b). Then the answer marks the beginning of the third sec- 

" as well as “dynasty”. The first section begins 

bayi)” (v. 11b). Needless to 
“temple”, while a 

house” in the third section signifies a “dynasty”. A skilful shift of 

tion: “Yahweh will make you a hous   
say, a “house” in the first section stands for a 

  

  
the theme from temple to dynasty takes place between the first and 
the third sections via the second section of which the main theme 
is Solomon’s greater kingship than Davids. At the same time, this
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answer plays a role of a rubric for the third scction. Both the first 
and the second sections have a similar formulaic rubric for prophecy 

  

respectively and tell my servant David, ‘Thus says Yahwe 

  

v. 5a)   and “And now thus you shall say to my servant David, ‘Thus 
says Yahweh 

  

  

baoth™ (v. 8aw). In contrast, the rubric of the third 
“And Yahweh declares to you that Yahweh will make 
(v. 11b)# The last rubric stands out by including the 

section reads   

  

you a houst 
presentation of the main theme of the section. Since the third sec- 

  

tion is the concluding part of the prophecy, it seems necessary for 
the nan   or to have shown explicity the aim of the composition. 

In the third section, following the general promise of the estab- 
lishment of a dynasty (v. 11b), Yahweh tells how to do so precisely 
afier David’s death he will choose a son of David (v. 12a) and will   

make his kingship firm (v. 12b); then, the son will build a temple 
v. 13a); Yahweh will make his throne stable (v. 13b); Yahweh will 
have a fatherson relationship with him (v. 14) and will keep the 
divine favour on him forever (v. 13). At the end Yahweh concludes 

  

these words with the promises about the everlasting establishment of 
y 

it was again Solomon who enjoyed the fruits of all the divine promises 

  

the Davidic dynasty, his kingdom, and his throne (v. 16). Evider 

to David 
In the concluding section the theme of the erection of a temple 

recedes from the front which is occupied by the theme of establish- 
ing the Davidic dynasty. However, it is important (o note that the 
theme of the erection of a temple remains, though secondary, in the 
divine promise: “He shall build a house for my name” (v. 13a). Tt 

ar that this promisc is in response to the question: “Would you 

  

  

build me a house to dwell in?” (v. 5b) in the beginning of the first 
section. Because of the phrascology “for my name (lsni)’, a char- 
acteristic expression for the Deuteronomistic “name theology”, v. 13a 
has been regarded since long as Deuteronomistic.” Admitiedly the 
phrase “for my nay 

  

is Deuteronomistic. It is unlikely, however 
that v. 13 as a whole stemmed from the Deuteronomistic historian 

  

Since Yahweh s spoken of in the third person, . 11b i regarded as the oldest 
nucleus of the prophecy by Rost, in Das Klie Creds, pp. 169 1. On the other hand) 
McCarter, Il Somuel, p. 205, finds in it a rubric introducing the dynastic promise 

For the Deutcronomistc phrascologics of “the house/city which my name is 

  

  called upon”, “to- make his name cdwell there”, “to put his name therc”, “that his 
name be there” and “t0 buld 2 house for the name of Yahweh”, sce Weinfld, 
Deutaonomy and the Destermonic Schos, pp. 193, 325,  
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because of the insertion of the phrase “for my name”, since the 
theme of building a temple is indispensable for Nathan’s prophecy. 

In addition, the divine designation Yahweh Zebaoth in the for- 
a0) also 

  

mulaic rubric in the beginning of the second section (v 
indicates that the theme of the Jerusalem Temple is never dropped 
from the prophecy. As the ark of God which David tanferred to 
Jerusalem was called by the name of 
‘enthroned on the cherubim” (2 Sam 6:2; cf. also | 

   Zebaoth, who sits 
m 4:4), Yahweh 

Zebaoth was the designation of the deity who came from Shiloh to 
Jerusalem with the ark. Afer the ark was placed in the holy of holies 
under the wings of the cherubim in the Temple built by Solomon 

Vahwe 
  

1 Kgs 8:6), the designation Yahweh Zebaoth offered the central 
pt of deity for the cult at the Jerusalem Temple until replaced 

by the Deuteronomistic name theology.” Therefore, the special men- 
tion of the designation Yahweh Zebaoth in the 

       

   ubric of the second   

section suggests that the building of the Jerusalem Temple is con- 
sidered in Nathan’s prophecy as one of the important consequences 
of David's transfer of the ark to Jerusalem. 

6. Conclusions 

From the foregoing study we may come to the following conclusions: 
  2) David had strong motivation to build a royal temple in Jerusalem, 

his new capital, but wars and rebellions together with domestic trou- 
bles prevented him from translating his plan into reality. In contrast, 
Solomon succeeded to Davids throne by a court intrigue, instituted 
a severe purge of his opponents who were influential people at the 
court of David, established the Davidic dynasty, and demonstrated 
the establishment of his kingship under divine grace by building the 
erusalem Temple for Yahweh, God of Isracl. P 

  

% i, Metinger, King and Messih, pp. 151184, Howeser, he modified the opin- 
ion later, The Detionement o Sabath, Stis i the Siem and Kabod Theslogies CBOTS 
18), Lund, 1982, p. 49; sce also FK. Kumaki, “The Deuteronomistic Theology of 
the Temple—as Crystalized in 2 Sam 7, 1 Kgs 8, A7BI 7 (1981), pp. 16-52. 

4 Sec T.N.D. Metinger, “YHWH SABAOTH—The Heavenly King on the 
Cherubim Throne”, in T. lshida (ed), SPDS, Tokyo/Winona Lake, 1982, pp. 
109-138; idem, “Yabnweh Zebaoth”, in DD, Leiden/New York/Koln, 1995, col. 
1730-1740. 
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    b) 
an interpretation of the course of history concerni 

  

The narrative of Nathan’s prophecy is a composition (o give 
g the establish- 

ment of Solomon’s kingship linking with the building of the Jerusalem 
Temple from the Solomonic point of view, although, on the surface, 
David was the person to whom the prophecy was delivered 

©) The rhetorical development of the narrative is intricate in cor- 
respondence with the complicated course of history. The main theme 

nces under which the 
Davidic dynasty was established under the divine grace linking with 
the builing plan of the 
meanings of the term bait: “temple” and “dynasty”. At the same 
time, the concept “rest” plays an important role as a precondition 
for establishing a dynasty as well as for building a royal temple 

y framework (2 Sam 7:1-3) the theme “to 
build a temple (bayif)” is intorduced by Davids apprehension that 
“rest” has already given and Nathan’s approval of David’s plan to 
build a royal temple. In the first section (w. 4-7) the theme develops 

ple (bayif)” among the people 
of Isracl since the Exodus to the tme of David when they moved 
about. In the second section (vv. 8-11a) Yahweh’s merciful acts on 
David culminates in the divine promise of rest o David, although 
it is fulfilled in the dme of a son of David. In the third section 

  

    

   

  

    

    

is (o give an explanation of the circumsta     

  

  usalem Temple, by employing the double    
   
   
    

    

   
   

    
    
   
    

  

   

  

     

     

   

    
   

  

d) In the introductor     

into the assertion that there was no     

w. 11b-16) Yahweh gives a promise to establish a “dynasy (bayil)” 
son of David who will build a “temple (bayil)”. 

¢) The intricate structure of the narrative of Nathan’s prophecy 
originated in Solomon’s ambivalent relationship with David. Although 
the legitimacy of Solomon’s kingship was based on David’s desig- 

with 

    

nation, Solomon established his kingship by a court intrigue and a 
severe purge of his opponents who were important supporters of the 

  

regime of David. Therefore, Solomon had to defend the legitimacy 
of his kingship against the mainstream of David’s court by assert- 
ing his superiority over David. To do so, among others, Solomonic 

  

historiographer mentions Dayid's plan to build the Jerusalem Tem- 
ple. David 
crown of Solomon’s achievements in a matter which David had left 

  

led but Solomon carried it into execution. It was the 

unfinished. 
) The purpose of the narrative of Nathan'’s prophecy s to confirm 

the legitimacy of Solomon’s kingship by Yahwel’s promisc of a 
dynasty to King David, his father. Therefore, the message of the        
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narrative is to be found in the demonstration of the legitimacy of 
Solomon’s succession to the Davidic throne by his royal lineage as 
well as the divine clection before he was conceived in his mother's 
womb. A perfect legitimation 

g The narrative of Nathan's prophecy is skillfully placed as the 
first preparatory reference to Solomon in the Succession Narrative. 
It was the mos 
finishing all the fightings with his enc: 
lished firm cnough to begin o build a royal temple in the new cap- 
ital but, in 
with wars, rebellions, and domestic troubles unil the end of his life. 
At this juncture, the historiographer suggests by the narrative of 
Nathan's prophecy that David will be given rest and his kingship 
will be firmly cstablished when one of his sons will succeed to the 

entthat, according to David’s judgement, after   

  s his kingship was estab- 

  

ality, from the moment on David would have to strugle 

Davidic throne. The identity of the son of David is evident but his 
real name, Solomon, is concealed unil his birth. By treating care- 
fully in this way with the theme of the Solomonic legiimation the 

  

historiographer succeeded in enhancing the credibility of the Succes- 
sion Narrative 

 



     
    

  

       

       
      

   

    
    

     

   

          

    

     

  

    

CHAPTER NINE 

THE EPISODE OF SOLOMON'S BIRTH* 

   A Terse Report 

     The short episode of Solomon’s birth (2 Sam 12:24-25) is in a mod- 
est way placed as the epilogue of the David-Bathsheba story which 

Yahweh's 

  

tells about David’s aduliery with Bathsheba (11:2-2 
| condemnation of the affair through Nathan the prophet (11:27b 

12:150), and the death of the first child whom Bathsheba bore to 
David (12:15b-2 
12 

| has been incorporated. 

  

), while the account of the Ammonite war (11:1 

  

6-31) serves the framework in which the David-Bathsheba story 

| The episode of Solomon’s birth is so terse in contrast to the dra- 
  | matic detailed narrative about the Ammonite war and the Bathshel 

[ affair (2 Sam 11-12) that its importance may possibly escape the 
reader’s notice. Indecd, the significance of the cpisode is hidden here 
unil being revealed in the story of the court intrigue in 1 Kgs 1, 
in which Solomon appears as the legitimate successor o David. The 

| implicacon o the epmod 1 harlly undemstood properly. wless we 
ry complex which includes in it the cpisode of Solomon’s 

birth as well as the story of his succession to the throne of David. 
‘ Therefore, we will try to show in the present chapter the implica- 

tion of the terse report on Solomon’s birth by scrutinizing the rolc 
of Nathan the prophet in the cpisode in view of the large context 
of a literary complex called the Succession Narrative 

| assume a liter   

‘ * This csay is a revised verson of the sudy which sppeared in Neo Bt Stdis: Dedatd o HLH, Pine Tokahite Mk n th Ocesm of Hs St 
Birkdsy (Bullctn of the Middie Easter Coltue Cnter in Japan 5), Wisbaden, 

[ 1991, pp. 135135, | " 11 account of the Ammorite war i 2 Sam 11-12 i the contination of the 
trics of the Ammonic-Aramacan wars in 838 10:1-19. 1 s not the pupose 

[ o the preent sty 10 make Okar he Eierary srctur of the whle sors of he 
( Ammotite-Aramacan vars and the David-Badhuheba story. For vaious opnions on e anlyss of thee pssages see PK. McCarcr, 1 S, 4 N Tralaton i 

o Nots and Commeni (AB 9, Garden iy, Ny 1994, pp. 375 1 20 
305 ¢ 
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Nathan the prophet appears exclusively in the following three se 
tions in 2 Samuel and 1 Kgs 1-2, viz., a) the narrative of Nathan's 
prophecy about the establishment of the dynasty of David (2 Sam 
Z1-17; cf. 1 Chr 17:1-13), b) the David-Bathsheba story (2 Sam 
11:1-12:25), and ¢ the story of the court intrigue (I Kgs 1 

refer 

  

  Con-    
spicuously   es 10 Solomon in 2 Samuel and 1 Kgs 1-2 are 

  

also confined to the same three sections,   xcept for his name in the 
list of David’s sons born in Jerusalem (2 Sam 5:14). Needless o say, 
the reference to Solomon is implicitly made in Nathan’s prophecy 
which was given to David before Solomon’s birth, i.c., “your son 
who shall come forth from your body” (7:12); “he shall build a house 
for my name” (7:13a); or “I wil establish the throne of Ais kingdom 
for ever® (7:13b). Tn addition, mention must be made that King 
David is another actor who appears in all the same sections. There 
is no section but the above three in 2 Samuel and | Kgs 1(-2 
where David, Solomon, and Nathan are together playing the lead- 
ing roles. In view of this, it scems difficult to exclude anyone of 

     

the: 
mate to assume that they are closely related to cach other 

  

from the same literary complex. In other words, it is legi 

  

2. A Comparison with the Narative of Nathan's Prophecy P op 

To make clear their relations among cach other, we will first make 
a comparative cxamination of the narrative of Nathan's prophecy 
and the David-Bathsheba story. Both the prophecy and the story 
begin with a report on David’s stay in the palace in Jerusalem: “when 
the king dwelt (yisab) in his house™ (2 Sam 7:1a) in the prophecy 
and “David remained (yisb) in Jerusalem” (11:1b) in the story, but 
the situation is different, While in the prophecy “Yahweh had given 
him rest round about from all his enemics 
story that David sent Joab with the ammy against the Ammonites 

  7:1), it is told in the 

11:1a). The difference in the situations leads to different develop- 
menis. While in the prophecy David made a plan to build a temple 
for Yahweh in Jerusalem (7 
Bathsheba affair (11:2-27a). They are evidently different episodes in    in the story he was involved in the   

Nathan does ot appear in 1 Kgs 2 in which the 1 
Solomon’s purge of his enemies are told. However, this chaptr is to be regarded 

he dircet continuation of the preceding chapier, sec above pp. 132 

ment of David and   
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the character. However   they are common in causing 
ative response. In the story it is frankly related: 
David had done displeased Yahweh” (11:27b). Tn the prophecy, how- 

Yahwel's neg- 
The thing that 

ever, Yahweh’s response to Davids plan is obliquely cxpressed: 
“Would you build me a house to dwell in?” (7:5b), because of the 
delicate situation.” In any case, David had to postpone his plan to 
build a temple, 

Tn both the narrative of Nathan's prophecy and the David-Bathsheba 
story, after Yahweh's response was revealed, the following three sub- 

  

jects are dealt with: a) an explanation of the reason of Yahweh’s 
negative response, b) a recollection of Yahweh’s benevolent guidance 
given to David, and ¢) a divine decision on David’s future. As the 
first subject, while it is told in the prophecy that Yahweh has never 
ordered anybody to build a temple since the Exodus (7:6-7), Nathan 
tells a juridical parable in the story (12:1-4). The contents of the 
second subject is virtually identical both in the prophecy and the 
story. Tt 

   
  

s it is told in the former that Yahweh chose David as 
over Israel and destroyed David's enemies (7:8b-9a). Similarly 

it is related in the latter that Yahweh anointed David king over 
Isracl and delivered him out of Sauls hand (12:7h-8a 

Undoubtedly, the third subject is most important. In the proph- 
ccy, after promising David a great name, a peaceful dwelling for 
Isracl, and a rest from the enemies (7:9b-11a), Yahweh gives his 

  

      

word for the establishment of Davic’s dynasty and his successor’s 
building of a temple for Yahweh (7:11b-16). On the other hand, 
divine punishment for David’s sin is announced in the story, i.c., the 
everlasting curse of sword, the dispossession of David’s harem by his 

and the death of the first child whom Bathsheba bore 
10-14 

The above comparative examination has shown that the narrative 
of Nathan’s prophecy and the David-Bathsheba story have virtually 
the identical structure. Then, what is the position of the cpisode of 

neighbou   

to David ( 

  

Solomon’s birth in this structure? Whether is it a mere appendix or 
an important epilogue? To answer the question it is to make clear 
the implication of the prophecy 

5 For the situation scc above pp. 140 f1 
For the detailed analysis of Nathan's prophecy in the Succession Narrative scc 

above pp. 137
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On the surface, the narrative of Nathan's prophecy and the David- 
Bathsheba story seem poles apart. Indeed, the same David who is 
a blessed person in the former is under curse in the However, 

  

the perusal of the texts will show us another picture. As mentioncd 
above, Yahweh’s main promise is twofold in the prophecy: the estab- 
lishment of the dynasty of David and the building of a temple by 
his successor. Although Dayid was the recipient of the promise, the 
dynastic establishment was naturally achieved only when Solomon 
succeeded to David's throne. Therefore, after Nathan told David 
Yahwelrs promisc of the dynasty in a general way: “Yahweh will 
make you a house (= dynasty)” (7:11b), Yahwel's concem is con- 

  

olomon): “T will estab- 

  

centrated exclusively on a son of David (= § 
bj; “I will establish the throne of ks kingdom 

will be Ais father, g 
   lish fis kingdom” (7:1 

    for ever” (v. 13b); © 
(w. 14-15). At the end of the prophecy, as the result of the estab- 
lishment of the throne of /i, i.c., Solomon’s kingdom, David is finally 

our house, your kingdom . .. and your throne shall be estab- 
lished for ever” (v. 16). The real recipient of the dynastic promisc 

nd fe shall be my son 

told tha *   

is not David but Solomon. 
As o the building of the temple, the situation is more obvious 

Yahweh accepted the plan of David with a condition which David 
could not achicve but approved the building of the temple by Solo- 
mon without condition: “fe shall build a house for my name” (7:13a) 
From the same viewpoint, the other promises given to David in the 

ic in the implication, i.c., the 
great name of David is prerequisite to Solomon’s name which should 
become superior to that of David (I Kgs 1:37, 47), while biblical 
sources tell us that it was Solomon who achieved the peaceful divelling 
for Isael (4:20 
did not have during his lifetime (3:17-18). It has thus become clear 

  

  prophecy (7:0b-11a) are also Solome 

  

and enjoyed the nst fiom the enemics which David 

that it is Solomon who really received Yahweb's blessing in Nathan’s 

  

prophecy 
Supposing that the David-Bathsheba story is identical with Nathan’s 

prophecy in the structure, the former story cannot be finished with 
athsheba bore to David. We 

n Yahwel's displeasure toward 

  

the death of the first child whom 
  should find here a contrast betwe 

David which culminated in the death of the child and the divine, 
lomon’s 

  

blessing given to Solomon. Accordingly, the cpisode of § 
birth (2 Sam 12:24 
to the David-Bathsheba story but as its climasx, though it is in appear- 

  

5) is o be regarded not as a mere appendix 

ance a modest epilogue 
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3. Jedidiah a Royal Epithet 

   

       
      
      
    
       

        

        

    

     
    
   

    

   
     

      

  

     

  

    
    

     

    

Before dealing with the cpisode itse 

  

, the implication of the death 
of the first child is to be examined. When David confessed his guilt 
Nathan told him: “Yahweh has transferred (heebirf® your sin; you 
shall not die” (2 Sam 12:13b). The words imply that David's child 

| will dic as atonement for his father’s sin. This interpretation per- 
fectly agrees with the strange behaviour of David concerning the ill 
ness and death of the child. David implored Yahweh for the child 
by fasting and self-humiliation during the childs illness. When hear- 
ing his death, however, David siopped the imploration, worshipped 
Y 

  

nweh, and returned to the normal life (12:15b-20). He made fast- 
  and self-humiliation not for mourning the dead but for implor- 

ing divine forgiveness. The death of the child was undersood by 
David as a sign of atonement for his sin. 

Accordingly, the new relation of David to Bathsheba is told in 
the beginning of the episode of Solomon’s birth (12:24a). This pas- 
sage indicates that Bathsheba had conccived Solomon by a legiti- 
mate intercourse with David, in contrast to the ill-fated child conccived 
by an illicit one.* David called the second child Solomon (v. 24b) 
The explanation of the name Solomon (¥lamd) is given in 1 Chr 
22:9 that Yahweh “will give peace (falim) and quict o Isracl in his 
days”. However, scholars explain the significance of the name as a 
“replacement” (from illen: make compensation) for a lost sibling 
The name would show that David wished the newborn child o be 

a comfort to himself and Bathsheba in placc of the first child (cf 
2 Sam 12:24a). In that case, the name Solomon suggesis that David 
was convinced of Yahweh’s forgiveness for his relation with Bathsheba. 

id afier the 
death of their first child, the episode explicity tells: “Yahweh loved 
him (= Solomon)” (12:24bf). At this juncture, Nathan the prophet 
returned o the scene and gave Solomon another name called “Jedi- 
diah (Beloved one of Yahweh) batabir yluh (by the grace of Yahweh 

  

Indeed, as to Solomon whom Bathsheba bore to 

    

# There is no doubt that Solomon was born under Yahweh’s 

  

blessing, 

For the interpretation of the word see McCarter, 77 Samuel, p. 301 
. C. Schlfer-Lichtenberger, Josua wnd Salomo. Eie Studc 2u Autitat nd Leginitt 

des Nackflgrs im Allen Testament (VTSup 58), Leiden/New York/Koln, 1993, p. 230. 
Sce ] Stamm, “Der Name des Konigs Salomo?, 75 16 (1960), pp. 285297 

G. Gerlemman, “Die Warzel 7", ZAW 85 (1973), pp. 1-14. 
For the translation of bdabds shuh on the bass of d%ur DN in the Karatepe 
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Still it is stiking that Solomon's figure never comes to the fore 
in the David-Bathsheba story. As his birth story it seems anomalous 
It necessary to make clear the circumstances under which the story 
was composed. It is not difficult to imagine that there was a seri 
ous doubt about Solomon’s legitimacy for the successor to the throne 

   

  

  mong the people, because of the irregular situation in which Bathsheba   

  had become onc of David’s wives. Especially, Solomon must have 
been severely criticized as Bathsheba’s child by the supporters of 
Adonijah, Solomon’s elder brother and the contender of the throne. 
Itis likely, therefore, that the David-Bathsheba story was composed 
to dispel all the doubts about the legitimacy of Solomon’s birth 
Exidently, no attempt was intentionally made to conceal the Bathsheba 
affair. Perhaps, the scandal was too well-known to be omitted. How- 
ever, the detailed report on David’s adultery with Bathsheba was 
made, in our opinion, according o the general patiern of the Sol- 

  

   
  

  

omonic legitimation, in which David is described as a disqualified king 
in a sharp contrast to Solomon as the legitimate successor (o the 

  Davidic throne 
ight of the above understanding of the situation, the impli- 

cation of Solomon’s second name Jedidiah (Beloved one of Yahweh 
(2 Sam 12:25) can be elucidated. First of all, it is undeniable o fecl 
an abrupt change in the introductory remark: “Yahweh loved him 
= Solomon)” (12:24bf). Then, we are not told exactly when Solomon 

  

In the 

    

  

received the sccond name. Morcover, no biblical source mentions 
Jedidiah as Solomon’s sccond name except for this passage. It is very 
likely, therefore, the name Jedidiah originated in an attempt to show 
that Solomon had received the divine election for future king im- 
‘mediately after his birth. As a close parallel to the name Jedidiah we 
may refer to migi iini (Beloved one of gods), one of the royal epithets 
in ancient Mesopotamia. " If the name Jedidiah should be regarded 
not a 
clude that the cpisode of Solomon’s second name Jedidiah was pro- 
duced as the indispensable epilogue of the David-Bathsheba. story 

  personal name but as a sort of royal epithet, we may con- 

inscriptions (KA7 26: A 18; 11 6, 11-12; Tl 11) see JC.L. Gibson, Texthook of Srian 
Sonitie Iseripions 111 Phoenician. hscriptions, Oford, 1983, p. 57 J. Hoftijzer and 
K. Jongeling, DNWSI 1L, p. 823 

3 Scc above pp. 121 11 CF. alo JA. Soggin, A Hiopy of Inad. From the Beginnings 
1o the Bar Kochba Reaolt, AD. 135, London, 1984, p. 43. 

‘See M. Seux, Epties ryals aladimes ef sonéries, Paris, 1967, pp. 162-168; 
D M/2, pp. 48 £ 

  

 



THE EPISODE OF SOLOMONS BIRTH 

&, Sunmay 

We may summarize the foregoing study as follows: 
a) The David-Bathsheba story was composed to legitimatize the 

birth of Solomon as David’s successor 
b) Because of Yahweh's wrath which David incurred by his adul- 

tery with Bathsheba and his murder of Uria the Hittite, her former 
husband, David was placed under the divine curse 

<) However, David’s marital relation with Bathsheba was rec- 
ognized as legitimate after the death of the first child which atoned 
for David's sin. 

d) Accordingly, David’s sin no longer has any unfavorable influ- 
ence on Solomon’s birth. 

¢) From his childhood Solomon was destined for the successor to 
the throne of David, as the name Jedidiah (Beloved one of Yahueh 
indicates. 

) ‘The David-Bathsheba story and the narrative of Nathan’s proph- 
ey served as theological preparations for the legitimation of Solomon 
who succeeded to the Davidic throne through the court intrigue 
related in 1 Kgs 1 

&) Nathan the prophet not only played the role of the leader of 
Solomon’s supporters but also acted as the ideologuc of the Solomonic 
legitimation. 

 



  

CHAPTER TEN 

THE STORY OF ABNER'S MURDER* 

1. David’s Exoneration 

   The narratives in 1 Sam 29-2 Sam 4 tell us how Saul, Abner, and 
Ishbaal were killed. They were David’s antagonists, whose deaths 
opened the way for his rise to power in the final stage. It is under- 
standable, therefore, that there were prevailing suspicions among the 
northern tribes of Isracl in the days of David that he had scized the 
throne of Isracl by mancuvering to eliminate the royal antagonisis one 

  

afier the other, as Shimei’s curse to David: “You are a man of blood” 
2 Sam 16:7-8) indicates, 

Under these circumstances, we can assume that it was of funda- 
mental importance for David’s regime to exonerate him from any 
accusation concerning the deaths of the Saulides, the sole royal 
family in Isracl before David’s accession o the throne.' David’s inno- 
cence in the matter was the prime condition for legitimate transfer 
of the kingship of Isracl from the house of Saul to David (5:1-3) 

hs of 

  

    

Apparently, we can find in the accounts concerning the de 
Saul, Abner, and Ishbaal common efforts to exonerate David from 
suspicions of his complicity in the violent deaths of these Saulides. 
Tt has been suggested from this viewpoint that all the accounts should 
be interpreted as the same Davidic apology running through the 

  

* “This essay is a revised version of the study which appeared in S. Abituv and 
BA. Levine (cds), Awaham Malanat Volune (Eretz-lsrael. Aschacological, Historical 
and Geographical Studies 24), Jerusalem, 1993, pp. 109% 113 

The siory ofthe execution of seven Saulides by the Gibeonites (2 Sam 21:1-14) 
2o tells How David sccurcd his kingship of Tsrael at the expense of the house of 
Saul. However, we shall not deal with it in the present study, since this incident is 
diflrent from the deaths of Saul, Abner, and Ishbaal as far a5 David's involvement 
s concemed. While David did not_conceal his consent with the exccution of the 
seven Salides, he tried (o prove his innocence i all the deaths of the last three. 
Salides 

For the argument that the constitutional as well s the dynastic continuity can 
be found in the transler of the Kingship from Saul to David sce T. lshida, The Rol 
Dymastes in Avcen v, A Stuly on the Formation and Delopmen o Royal-Dynatic Hdenlogy 
BZAW 142), Betin/New York, 1977, pp. 74-76. 
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History of David's Rise.* However, the perusal of the texts will show 
that the story of Abner’s murder 3:1; 3:6-39) can hardly be 
regarded as an apology for David as in the other two cases. 

In the p 
in the accounts conceming the deaths of Saul and Ishbaal. Then 1 
shall proceed to show how the leading actors are portrayed in the 
story of Abner’s murd 
rator s intent on telling in the last story 

  

  ent study, I shall first re-examine the Davidic apology 

- Finally, I shall make it clear what the nar- 

  

    

  

2. The Deaths of Saul and Ishbaal 

An alibi is carefully established for David in the 1   atives concern- 
ing Sauls final defeat. It is told in detail how David did not join the 
last campaign of the Philistines against Saul (I Sam 29). It is also 
told that Saul was killed in the batdle on Mount Gilboa, while David 
was fighting against the Amalekites in the south (I Sam 30). Moreover, 

  

    
David learned of Saul’s death in Ziklag (2 Sam 1:1). Thus it is per- 
fectly proved that David was not involved in the batde on Mount 
Gilboa where Saul was killd. 

The Amalekites who made a report of the death of Saul also 
brought Saul's diadem and bracelet to David (1:10). These royal 
insignia served not only as evidence for the death of Saul, but also 
as the symbol of the transfer of the kingship from Saul to David 
Against his expectations, however, the Amalekite 
David on the charge that he killed Yahweh’s anointed (1:14-16 

Afier Ishbaal lost power as the result of the death of Abner, his 
protector (4:1), two Becrothites assassinated Ishbaal and brought his 
head to David in Hebron 
David prompty had them executed on the ch 

s exceuted by   

  5-8). Again against their expectations, 
they had 

killed a “righteous man” (4:11-12ac),' and made their mutilated 

  

rge th:   

E.g. JH. Gronbacck, Dic Geclicte vom Auftieg David (1.Som.5-2.5am.5). Tradi 
i Komposiin, Copenhagen, 1971, pp. 186201, 234-246; TN.D. Mettinger, King 

Messiah, The Ciil and S Litinatin of th Lrdite Kings (CBOTS 8, Lund, 
| 1976, pp. 39 £ KW. Whitclam, 7he Jst King Monardical Judicial Authority in Anciei 
| Lirad (JSOTSup 12), Sheffield, 1979, pp. 100-112; P.X. McCarter, 1/ Somuel, A 

New Transiation ith Intrdscton, Notes'and Conmentary (AB 9, Garden City, N.Y 
1984, pp. 64 £, 120124, 120 

* Unlike Saul, Ishbaal i never called “Vahweh's ancinted”. It reflecs David's 
chaim that the legitimate succesor to Saul was not Ishbaal but David, sec Ihids, 
The Royal Dmastc, pp. 75 1 
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bodies hang beside the pool in Hebron (4:12bf), obviously to demon- 
strate to the public his innocence in the matter   

The situation was fundamentally identical in both cases. The death 
of Saul, king of Isracl, enabled David to ascend the throne of the 
newly established kingdom of Judah in Hebron (2:1-4). Similarly, 
the murder of Ishbaal, the successor to Saul (2:8-9), cleared the way 

e the kingship of Isracl offered by the elders of 
Israel (5:1-3). Undoubtedly, David was the sole beneficiary in both 

ceution of the Amalekite in pass- 
ing the death sentence on the Beerothites (4:10) indicates that David 
found himself in a similar embarrassing situation in both incidents. 
He dealt with both murderers by the same measure to show  his 

  

     

for David 10 recei    

  

cases. Davids reference (o the   
   

legitimacy 1o the public 
Tt s worth noting, however, that there is also a delicate difference 

between the two cascs. The execution of the Beerothites implied that 
Ishbaal's assassination was not committed at David’s instigation. As to 
Saul’s death, however, the d for setting 
up an alibi in addition to the onc mentioned above. David tried to 
demonstrate in the punishment of the Amalekite that he was loyal o 

¢ was no necessity for Da      

Saul in paying reverence for the inviolability of Yahweh's anointed. 
The gesture of loyaly culminated in his composition of an clegy for 
Saul and Jonathan (1:17 

The above clearly indicates that David’s portrait is painted in the 
me bright colours in all the naratives concerning the deaths of 

Saul and Ishbaal. In this portrait, Dav ble person, 
who remained loyal to Saul and his son; he had nothing to do with 
Saul’s death in battle; nor was he instrumental in Ishbaal’s assassi- 

he put the Amalekite to death on the grounds of 
the latter's own confssion of his sacrilegious act; similarly, he pun- 
ished the assassins of Ishbaal for their crime by exercising jurisdic- 
tion; in so doing, he not only performed his royal dutics as a just 

    

      is an impec 

nation; moreove   

king, but also cxcrcised his right of the gi°dl on behalf of the house 
of Sauly® as a result, without coveting the kingship of Isracl, he 
became king of Isracl as the legitimate successor to Saul by Yahwel 
clection, as well as with the approval of the people of Isracl 

This portrait of David agrees well with his figure in the rest of 
the History of David’s Rise, in which David did not resist Saul 
despite Saul’s unjust attempt to kill David (1 Sam 18:10-11, etc); 

  

Thid, pp. 73 1 
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morcover, David spared Sauls life twice, cven when the latier had 
i 
anointed (24:4-8; 26:6-12); indeed, Yahweh chose David as the 
future king already during Sauls reign (16:6-13). It is clear that the 
same Davidic apology is found in the narratives concerning the deaths 
of Saul and Ishbaal® 

  

  

n into his hands, because of his reverence for Saul as Yahweh's 

  

   3. Abner's Murder 

               
    

                    

    

    

    
    

    

   
      

  

    

Afier Saul’s death, his kingdom was divided between David in Hebron 
and Isht 
war between them broke out, and continued (2:12-3:1). Against this 
background, Abner’s murder by Joab is told as the culmination of 

al in Mahanaim (2 Sam 2:1-4, 8-9) and as a result, a   

a chain of events, 
the account of   The story of Abner’s murder consists of two pars 

the battle between Abner and Joab (2:12-3:1) and the narrative of 
Abner’s treachery, his murder, and his funeral (3:6-39). While the 
first part tells how a blood feud started between Ab 
of Zeruiah,” the second begins with David’s successful dealings with 
Abner and Ishbaal by hi 

  

  exploitation of the conflicts between’ them. 
After recovering the familial ties to the house of Saul by making 
Michal return, David made a pact with Abner, which confirmed that 
the kingship of Isracl would be peacefully transferred from the house 
of Saul to David (v. 6-21a). However, David's initial success was 

  

For the judicial structure of the two narmatives in 2 Sam 1:1-16 and £5-12 
and their function in the History of Davids Rise see C. Mabee, “David's Judicial 
Exoncration”, ZAW 92 (1980}, pp. 89-107; Whitclam, 7he Just Kig, pp. 100-105 

  

10-112, 
T is Tikely that the territories deseribed as Ishbaals kingdom in 2 Sam 2:9 were 

acwally those of Saul's kingdom, sce Y. Aharons, The Land of the Bie. A Histrical 
Gargraply, London, 1966, pp. 255-257. Tt is assumed that the heardand of Saul’s 
Kingdom i the hillcountry was under Phiistine occupation at that time (e, 1 Sam 
317 

According to | Chr 2:16 Zeruiah was Davids siser, and Joab was her second 
son between Abishai and Asabhel. Abishai was commander of the Thity of David's 
army (2 Sam 23:13-19) and played an important role in David’ miltary operations 

rness (1 Sam. 26:6-10; 2 Sam 109- 1 since the days of his wanderings in the 
182; 20:6-10; 21:15-17). In these pericapes, howeser, Joab is always mentioned 
either as his brother or as his senior. Disappearing from the scenc afier Sheba's 
revolt, Abishai is absent from the narratives of the court intriguc and Solomon's 
consolidation of the kingdom in 1 Kgs 1-2. It s clear that Joab is regarded as 
representative of the “sons of Zeruiah” i these narratives, 
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torpedoed by Joab who, together with his brother Abishai, had been 
e, killed by Abner 

in batle (vv. 21b-27). Learning of Abner’s murder, David was upset 
secking revenge for the blood of their brother Asah   

he prompily declared his innocence and the guiltlessness of his king- 
dom in Abner’s blood, cursed Joab and his house, took to mourning 
held a funeral, composed a dirge, and kept a fast (w. 28-3 

In addition to the d 

  

led description of David’s reactions to 
Abner's murder, the narrator takes m   h pains to prove David’s 
innocence in the matier. It is stated twice that Joab killed Abner to 
revenge the death of Asahel (wv. 27, 30). It is explicitly told three 

times that David sent Abner away “in peace” (v. 21-23). Morcover, 
cr telling about Joal’s trap for Abne 

But David did not know (about it (v. 26). Finally, it is told tha 
David succeeded in convineing all the people including “all Isracl 

    

a superfluous note is added: 

  

    

under Ishbaals rule that Abner's murder had not been commitied 
at David's instigation (v. 37). We can hardly find such an insistent 
apology for David in any other n 1 the History of David's 
Rise. From the story we can assume that David was really embar- 
rassed by Abner’s murder caused by the personal revenge of the 

  rative   

  

sons of Zeruiah. Indeed, Abner’s death was a great loss to David at 
this stage, since he wanted to gain support from the peaple of Isracl 
by means of the pact which he had made with Abner (vv. 12-13; 

  

ofv.2 
W in the story of Abner’s 

the same Davidic apology running through the History of 
Accordingly, it is extremely difficult o f   

  

David's Risc, which gives explanations for Davids royal legitimacy 
gainst Saul and his sons. To begin with, however, Abner ben Ner 

was ot in the line to succession o Sauls throne, though he was Saul’s 
hr 9:36)% There s no evidence that David 

regarded Abner as a contender for the throne of Israel. David had 

    

cousin (1 Sam 14:50; cf. | 

no reason to defend his legitimacy against Abner 
It is very doubtful whether David is portrayed in this story as a 

just king. He did not kill Abner, but neither could he prevent Joab's 
revenge. Morcover, David could not bring Joab, the murderer, to 

* Cf. McCarter, If Samud p. 121 
According to 1 Chr §:33 and 9:39, Ner was Saul's grandfather. Consequently 

Abner was SauPs undle (cf. 1 Sam 14:50bf). Howeser, Sauls grandfather was called 
Abicl in 1 Sam 5:1. The tradition that idenifics Ner as Sauls grandfather scems 
confused. CF. PK. McCarter, I Somucl. A New Translton with Inrodicti and 
Commanary (AB 8), Garden City, N.Y., 1980, p. 256 
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justice as in the cases of the Amalekite, who allegedly killed Saul, 
and the assassing of Ishbaal. In other words, David failed to carry 
out his judicial responsibiliies in the crime. Instead, he just com- 
plained: “I am this day weak, though anointed king, and these men, 
the sons of Zeruiah, are harder than T am” (2 Sam 3:39). Can we 
regard these words as a positive assessment of David? On the con- 
trary, they are nothing but an acknowledgement of his inability o 

    rule as king. This sort of negative remark concerning David cannot 
be found in any narrative in the History of David's Rise." 

It is also remarkable that Joab is described as the leading villain 
in the story, while David plays a passive role. In the first part (2:12 
3:1), Joab at the head of the servants of David was fighting against 
the men of “Isracl” (w. 17, 28), while David kept in the background. 

inds us of Absalom’s rebellion, in which Joab, who 
was in command of David’s servants, defeated Isracl, while David 
stayed behind (18:1-17). In both batlefields, the one who ruthlessly 
beat Isracl was Joab, while David did not fight against Isracl dircctly 

The situation rei   

Itis suggested that the real enemy of Isracl was not David but Joab. 
From the episode in which Abner was reluctant to kill Asahel in 

battle (2:18-23), we 
it is clear that the right of blood-vengeance should 

not be extended to killing in batle.”” Therefore, the episode tells 

n learn that Asahel was killed by his own 

  

fault. In addit   

that Joab’s revenge for Asahel’s blood was carried out from unjusified 
resentment 

It should be mentioned that the story of Abner's murder is very 
similar in many respects to the account of Amasa’s assassination 
20:8-13). Both killings were committed by Joab with premeditation. 
From the circumstances it is assumed that the second murder had 

 his position 

  

its source in Joab’s resentment, after David had giv 
   nder of the army to Amasa (19:14). Although it is explic- 

iy told that the first murder was caused by blood-vengeance, it is 
likely that the real cause was also Joab’s misgivings about David's 
promise to grant the position of commander of the army (o Abner 

  

For the History of David's Rise and its posiive attitude towards David sec the 
studies mentioned above in . 3. 

The Davidic apology originated in cfforts 1o convince the northern wibes of 
srael that the house of David legitimately succeeded to the kingship of Saul over 
Tsrael, see Ihida, The Royal Dmastes, p- 108 

David accuses Joab of “avenging in time of peace blood which had been shed 
in war® (1 Kgs 25, cf. Whitclam, The Just Ko, p. 108 
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In any case, the narrative records that Joab outrageously killed Amasa, 
while David was completely innocent of the crime 

It is strange, however, that no report is given about a punishment 
for Joab's crime. Like in the case of Abner’s murder, David here 
again gave up the royal responsibilities of exercising jurisdiction. Sur- 
prisingly, Joab is reappointed to the position of commander of the 
army at the top in the second list of David’s high officials (20:23 
following the account of Sheba’s revolt during which Joab killed 
Amasa. " It is clear that in both accounts of the killings of Abner 
and 

      

asa the narrator is intent on recording David’s inability in 
the face of Joab’s unlawful actions. 

From the foregoing discussion it has become clear that in the story 
of Abner’s murder David’s portrait is sketched as an incompetent 
King who could neither control Joab's vendetta nor exercise his royal 
authority to bring the latter t0 justice. At the same time, Joab is 
described as a violent soldicr who had his own way in every de 

  

sion, in defiance of the king’s will. Then, what is the narrator intent 
on telling in this story? This can be clucidated only from the later 
development in the relations between David and Joab. 

. The Beginning of the Succession Narratie 

Both the murders of Abner and Amasa are referred 1o in the Tes- 
tament of David (1 Kgs 2:5)"” and Solomon’s injunction upon Benaiah 
(0 exccute Joab (2:31-33). In these references Joab was not only 
accused of his unjustified murders but also cursed by words which 
remind us of David’s utterance against Joab about Abner’s murder 

2 Sam 3:28-29)% In addition to these direct references, the story 

  

" Itis worth noting that David is placed before the first list of his high offcials 
ss King who “reigned over all Isracl and sdministered justice and cquity to all his 
people” (2 Sam 8:15). In contrast, no mention i made of David in connection with 
the second lst (20:23-26). David's absence suggests that the de fudo ruler was then 
Joab, who ranked at the top of the list, sce above pp. 128 £ 

5" For The Testament of David in | Kgs 21-9 sce above p. 132, n. 81 
2 Sam 3:28-20 and | Kgs 2:31-33 arc sometimes regarded as Deutcronomistic 

inserions 1o link these two parts of the larger history, g, T. Veiola, Die avie 
Dynaste. Daid wnd die Enttchng seiver Dynastie nach der determonisischen. Darseling 
Helsinki, 1975, pp. 30 £ McCarter, £/ Samue, pp. 117 £. In my opinion, however 
these pericopes accord well ith the Salomonic apology 
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of Abner’s murder has a point of view common to the Succession 
Narrative. 

As T have suggested in a previous chapter, we can find in the 
Succession Narrative a charge against Joab, who conducted himself 
violently by exploiting David’s incompetence as king.” It follows log- 
ically 
establish a just rule of the house of David in the kingdom. This i 
an argument of the Solomonic apology for jusifying the execution 

  

rom this charge that Joab should be climinated in order to 

of Joab who took sides with Adonijah, Solomon’s contender for the 
Davidic throne." 

We 
appe 
of the Succes 

conclude that the story of Abner’s murder, in which Joab   

s for the first tme on the scenc, 
m of which is to defend the legit- 

imacy of Solomon against the old regime whose nominal ruler was 

  
composed as the beginning 

  

Narrative,” the   

the aging David and whose strongman was Joab. Accordingly, it is 

  

onc of the important themes of the Succession Narrative to justify 
Joab’s execution as the victorious climax in Solomon’s struggle for 

From this point of view, an inclusiv for the Suc- 
cession Narrative is recognized between the story of Abner’s murder 
by Joab at the beginning, and the cpisode of Joab’s execution by 
Solomon at th 

  

the Davidic throne 

  end. Thus we find in Davids concluding words in 
1 

king, and these men, the sons of Zeruiah, are harder than T an’ 
  the story of Abner’s murder: “I am this day weak, though anointed 

2 Sam 3:39), a problem posed by the Solomonic apologist assert- 
ing that the problem which David had left without taking any action, 
Solomon finally solved by Joab’s exccution 

Sec above pp. 124 1T, 132 1 
1 According to L M. Montingh, “The Role of Joab in the Succession Narrative 

in W.C. van Wyk (cd), Stdie n lhe Sccesion Naatie, Prctori, 1986, p. 213, Joab, 
was made the sacifce of David's indecision who had become old and senie. On 
the other hand, JW. Wessclus, “Joab's Death and the Central Theme of the 

Succession Narraiive (2 Samuel i i-1 Kings ", VT 40 (1990), pp. 344-346, con 
tends that the real reason for Joab's exccution was Bathsheba's reverige on the mr 
derer of her first hushand. I seems that neither Muntingh nor Wesselius succeed 
in cxplaning the nature of the critcism against David running through the Succession 
Narraive 

DM. Gunn, The Sy of King David, G and Itereation (JSOTSup 6, Shefild, 
1978, pp. 65-84, has suggested that the beginning of the story in 2 Sam 9-20 + 
1 Kgs 12 i found in 2 Sam 2-4 (28 or 212 to 412, or more likely 5:3) on grounds 
of plot and style 

  

      
  

  

    
      

  

 



  

CHAPTER ELEVEN 

SOLOMON’S SUCCESSION IN THE 
LIGHT OF THE INSCRIPTION OF KILAMUWA, 

KING OF Y’DY-SAM’AL* 

  

L. The Solomonic Legitimation 

  In the foregoing chapters I have suggested that the Succession Na 
rative (2 Sam 2-20 + 1 Kgs 1-2) was composed as a historiography 

at the defence of Solomon against the old regime of David.! 
From this point of view, the Succession Narative can be summar- 
ized in the following fashion: a) 

      

Solomon, one of the younger sons 
of David, gained his designation as Davids successor by a court in- 
trigue; b) the legitimacy of Solomon’s accession is defended by a claim 
that the irregular procedure involved was unavoidable under abna 

  

mal circumstances; ¢) the regime which Solomon challenged was 
supported by the administration whose nominal ruler was the aging 

in-chief Joab; d 
the description of David's shortcomings in the narrative reflects the 
David and whose strong-man was the commande   

political standpoint of Solomon’s historiographe 

  

; ) Solomon’s purge 
of his opponents is regarded by his historiographer as an initial 
achievement of his monarch in a matier left unfinished by David 

On the basis of these observations, I shall try to show in the pre- 

  

sent chapter that the concluding section of the Succession Narrative 
ie, 1 Kgs 1-2 
of Solomon, aiming at legitimatizing not only his irregular succes- 

  

is an apologetic composition from the carly days 

sion but also his execution of his brother, high officials of the old 
regime and a leader of the Saulides. 1 shall attempt o explain the 
substance of the Solomonic legiimation by analysing the pertinent 
biblical texts and by referring to relevant extra-biblical material. The 
latter may provide us with 2 much necded analogy for the narra- 
tive of Solomon’s succession and the events it relates. 

* This essay is a revsed version of the study which appe 
fed), Gongrss Tolume, Salamanca. 1983 (VTSup 36), Leiden, 

See above pp. 102 11 
in JA. Emerton 
P 145-153 
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I believe that the Solomonic legitimation consists of two conflicting 
elements: an apology for his legitimacy and a defence for his deeds. 

  

Both elements are skillfully blended in the congratlation offered to 
David by Benaiah (1 Kgs 1:37) and by similar words of David's serv- 
ants (1:47) on the occasion of Solomon’s accession: “May your God 
make the name of Solomon more famous than yours, and make his 

  

er than your throne 

  

throne gre: The implication of the words is 
twofold: on the one hand, an explicit congratulation to David on 
having a successor, on the other, an implicit wish that the reign of 

  

his successor may surpass that of David.® This congratulation must 
have originated in the Solomonic scribal circle, since the canonical 
view in the biblical traditions regards Solomon as inferior to David 
in every respect! 

  

2. A Comparison between the Early Monarchies of Samal and Isracl 

We come now to the extra-biblical parallel to the Solomonic suc- 
cession, which augments the biblical narrative by providing a point 
of departure for historiographical and historical analysis. The com- 
parative analogue we arc looking for comes from the inscription of 
Kilamuwa, king of yd-Sam’al, an Aramacan king in North Syria 
in the latter half of the ninth century B.C.* Both archacological and 
epigraphical evidence shows that Kilamuwa reigned about a century 

  

G T. Whida, The Roal Dyvastic in Ancint Loral, A Sty on the Fornation and 
Declopment of Royal-Dmastc deogy (BZAW 142), Beslin/New York, 1977, pp. 105 [ 
see above pp. 123, 154, 

For the sccond implication, compare the following text of Esarhaddon, king of 
Assyri: o ASur . el fati ... sar wiarifma wirbd b Samje. When ASsur 
made my royal power more famous and my fame greater than (that of all) king 
R. Borger, Die Inschrifien Asrhad AIO Beih. 9), Graz, 195, 
p. 98, line 32 cf. CAD Z, p. 116a 

Eg. “And his heart was not wholly true (o Yahweh his God, as was the heart 
of David his father” (1 Kgs 11345 “So solomon did what was evil in the sight of 
Valweh , and id not wholly follow Yahveh, as David his father had done” (116 
For the biblical traditions about David's oyally to Yahweh in contrast to Solomon's 
aposusy see G.N. Knoppers, Tuo Nations wnder God. The Deatermomistic Hstory of 
Soomon and the Dual Monarchics 1: The Reign of Solamon and the Ris of Jeobiam (HSM 
5, Adlanta, 1995, pp. 133 f1; C. Schifer.Lichtenberger, Josua wnd Samo. e Suti 
o Audoritit . Lgiimitat des Nachflgrs im Alen Testament (VTSup 58), Leiden/New 
York/Koln, 1995, pp. 341 1 

KAI28; F. Rosenthal, “Canaanite and Aramaic Inscriptons”, in AVET, Princeton, 
1969, pp. 654 : J.C.L. Gibson, Taxbosk of Srian Semiic Inscripons 11l Phocnican 
Inerftions, Oford, 1983, no. 13 
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afier the inception of the Aramacan monarchy in Sam’al® Accordingly 
we may suppose that with Kilamuwa, as with Solomon, we have the 
last generation of the early monarchy in his kingdom 

The introduction of the Kilamuwa inscription reads: “I am Kila- 
muwa, the son of Hayya. Gabbar became king over y'dy, but he did 
nothing, 

  

  

  

  There was’ bk, but he did nothing. And there was my 
father Hayya, but he did nothing. And there was my? brother I, 
but he did nothing. But I am Kilamuwa, the son of tm-* What I 
have done my predecessors” did not do” (lines 1-5). 

   We have here the names of five successive rulers of Samal in the 
ninth century B.C. The series of names gives us an impression that 
all the five kings belonged to the same dynasty founded by Gabbar. 
And indeed, Hayya is called “Haianu/ni, the son of Gabbari” in a 
ninth-century Assyrian source.” Yet, since the Assyrians used to call 

   the land after the name of king who reigned there when they first 
became acquainted with i, it does not necessarily imply that Hayya 

E. von Luschan t al, Augrabungen in Sewdschili 1-1V (Komigliche Museen zu 
Berlin: Mitcilungen aus den orientalischen Sammlungen XI-XIV), Berln, 1393-1911; 
B. Landsberger, San’al. Studien 2ur Entdckung dr Ruinnstate Karape, Ankara, 1948, 

D. Ussishkin, ““Der alie Bau’ in Zincid", BASOR 189 (198), pp. 50-5%; 
a0, in Engcipacdia Biblca VI, Jerusalem, 1982, cols. 308-316 

  

   
Hebrew 

The implication of the verb kn here is obviousy ik, *he became king” or “he 
ruled”. M. O'Gonnor suggests that the term 4n here functions as a marker of o 
verb phrases deleton transformation, “The rhetoric of the Kimuwa inseription” 
BASOR 226 (1977), p. 20; <f. alo C.F. Jean and J. Hofijzer, DISO, p. 117. 
). Hoftieer and K. Jongeling, DNWS/ 1L, pp. 493 1. 

* There is no possibility of rendering % here by “kis brother”, making 1’ 
Kilamuwa’s uncle, from the orthographicai as well as morphological point of vicy, 
against W. Rollig, FAT 1L, p. 32; T. Collins, “The Kilamuwa Inscription-—A Phocni. 
cian Poer”, W0 6 (1970/71), p. 184, 1t must be read as ki, “my brother”, sec 
EM. Gross'and DN. Frecdman, Early Hebrew Orthogrophy. A Sy o the Epirophi 
Evidmnce (AOS 36), New Haven, 1952, p. 16; O'Connor, BASOR 226 (197), p. 20, 
Gibson, Textbook 11, p. 36; cf. DNWST 1, p. 28, 

Aleter is mising afier i, 1 am skeptical about the reading b, “perfection’ 
against Colins, WO 6 (1970/71), pp. 184 [ Landsberger, Sam'a, p. 45, n. 112 

p. 36, n. 139, has suggested a possbiliy that “Bar-umm” may be regarded 3s the 
Aramaic translation of the Anatolian name Kilamuwa; cf. DAWST 1, p. 1219, For 

rpretation scc below p. 170, 
e i a difficuly with the sccond  of Hmyhm. Sl the rendering “my pre 

is most suitable for the context, sce Cross and Freedman, Eary Hebreo 
. p. 16 £ O'Connor, BASOR 236 (1977), pp. 20 £, The rendering “their 

predecessony, making the reference 10 the kings preceding to Gabbar, is untenable 
against Gibson, Testhok 11, p. 36; cf. DNWSI 1, p. 580, 

" ™ i) mu/1i DUMU gafb)-ba-ri, (Shalmancser 11D, AK. Grayson, Asgrian 
Rl of the Eary Fist Millanism BC 11 (858745 BO) (RINIA 3, TorontoBufflo/ 
London, 1996, p. 18 (AO102.2, i 24),p. 23 (i 831 cf. p. 9 (AO.1021, 5354 
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was actually Gabbar’s son. Nor is it absolutely clear that Hayya was 
t of Gabbar's house. We should rather look for a clue to 

  

a memb 
the relations among these kings in the curse formula in the end of 
the inscription (lines 15-16). Kilamuwa invokes here three deities 
with their tides one afier the other: “Baal-Semed who belongs to 
Gabbar”, “Baal-Hammon who belongs to 6m”, and “Rakkabel, lord 
of the dynasty (57 6" If these three divine names stand for the 

  

three tutelary deitics of Gabbar, of bmk, and of the other three kings, 
es from   respectively, we may assume that there were dynastic char 

bar to bmh, and from bmh o Hayya, the latter being the founder 
of the ruling dynasty to which Kilamuwa belonged.'* 

IF this reconstruction, suggested first by B. Landsberger, is tenable, 
we can find here a remarkable parallel to the pattern of the royal 

  

succession in carly Isracl. Both Gabbar of $am’al and Saul of Isracl 
  

were the first kings who introduced the monarchical regime into 
their countries, but each failed to found a lasting dynasty. As for 

am’al 

  

the sccond set of kings, there is some difference. While b of §   

was a usurper, Ishbaal of Isracl was a legitimate successor to the 
throne. Yet, despite this difference, they played the similar role of 
representing a_transitional stage between the establishment of the 
monarchy and its consolidation by another dynasty. The third set 
of kings, Hayya and David, succeeded at last in founding the stable 
dynasties. They bequeathed the throne to their sons, but the suc- 
cession in both kingdoms was not achieved without trouble. The 
position of %, the fourth king of Samval, corresponds to that of 
Adonijah in Tsracl, though again there is a difference between them, 

, while the former became king, the latter failed to seize the 
throne. But both had a common fate as losers, defeated by their 
half-brothers in the struggle for the kingship.” Finally, the kingship 
was firmly cstablished by Kilamuwa and Solomon, respectively, the 
fifth candidate for the throne in both kingdoms 

  

  

Landsberger, San'al, pp. 46 £, He has also pointed out that there is no iiation 
between Gabbar, bk and Hayya (p. 17, n. 1185 <f. also W. Rollig, KAT IL, p. 3+ 
The dynastic groupings arc perceived alo from the thetorical tructure of the iscrip: 

tion, in which the introductory section and the curse formula “are linked together 
by ther references to the rulers of Yadiya”, O Connor, BASOR 226 (1977), p. 24 
For the wtelary deitis of dynastis s Ishida, The Roval Dynasts, pp. 113 . 

1t is unlikely that Kilamuwa succeeded 7 by a normal procedure. He main- 
  

   
ins, “1 sat upon my father's throne” (lne 9, but not “brother’s throne”s . 
Landsberger, San’al, pp. 1, 56 1. In the monarchics of Israel and Judah, the suc’ 
cession from brother 1o brother took place only in irregular situations, see Ishida, 
The Ruyal Dynasts, pp. 131 ©       
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In this context, it seems possible to expect the name of Kilamuwa’s 
mother in tn-, a defective word afier Kmw. br in line 4. The queen- 
mother’s involvement in the problems of royal succession was a phe- 
nomenon common to the “Western courts”* We may suggest that 
Kilamuwa’s mother's intervention in the struggle for the kingship, 
like that of Bathsheba, may have been the reason f 

  

  the special 
mention of her name in the inscription. 

The characterization of the five kings in both kingdoms is sum- 
marized as follows 

  

Sam’al 
1. Founder of monarchy Gabbar 
2. Transitional king bmh Ishbaal 
3. Founder of dynasty Hayya  David 
t Loser in the struggle for the kingship 1 Adonijah 

5. King who established his kingship ~ Kilamuwa ~Solomon 

3. Priority on the Predecessors 

One of the most striking features of the Kilamuwa inscription is a 
bold statement accompanying each of his four predecessors in the 
introduction: “but he did nothing (wbl 47)” (lines 2-4). This nega- 
tive evaluation of the former kings is put in a sharp con 
Kilamuwa’s own achievements: “What I have done my predecessors 
did not do” (ines 4-5). Th 
his social reform, contrasted with the days of the former kings (lines 

  

ast o 
  

  

  same is emphasized in conjunction with 

9-10). The theme of the inscription is what we may call Kilamuwa’s 
propaganda which claims that he is the sole, just king after a series 
of the ineffective rulers who preceded him. 

The Kilamuwa inscription has been subjected to a critical analy- 
sis by FM. Fales, who pointed out the propagandistic and literary 
typological features of the text.”” Of the special significance is the 
literary mot 

  

alled “heroic priority” o “priority on the predecessors” 

  

* Se ibid., pp. 155157 H. Tadmor, “Autobiographical Apology in the Royal 
Assyrian Litratarc”, in H. Tadmor and M. Weinfeld (eds), Hisup, Histrirgraply 
and Intoprttion, Stuics in Bilcal and Ganefrm Liteatues, Jerusalem, 1983, pp. 4,         57: of.ako NEA. Andreasen, 
CBQ 15 (1983), pp 179-194 

FM. Fales, “Kilamuwa 
10 (1979, pp. 6-22 

The Role of the Queen Mother in Isralite Society”, 
above p. B4, 

i the Forcign Kings: Propaganda vs. Power”, 110 
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expressed there. This is one of the recurrent motifs in the historio- 
graphical litcrature of Mesopotamian kings, i.c., a reigning monarch 
claims that he is the first to perform successfully a task or tasks which 

  none of his predecessors has done.'® A typical eclectic text would 
read: “(I accomplished) what no one among the kings who preceded 
me had done (ia ina Sarini alikit malriya manman la #ui@)”."” In this 
pattern the events are presented as moving from “negative past” o 
“positive present”, ic., against the shortcomings of the predecessors, 
the present king is not only a more successful ruler but also the just 
king and the “restorer of order”." 

Itis to be stressed, however, that there is also a significant difference 
between Kilamuwa’s assertion and the ste ent of the   otyped stater   

  

priority on the predecessors”. While former kings in the latier texts 
arc always generalized and their names are no longer important, the 

  four predecessors of Kilamuwa are mentioned by their 
rly remembered in his time 

So far the introduction of the Kilamuwa inscription. The major 
their ineflective rule is cle   

part of the inscription is devoted to his own personal achievements ¥ 7 P   

fin contrast to the lack of achicvement on the part of his predeces- 
sors). First, he tells how he liberated Sam’al from the oppression of 
the Danunian king (lines 5-8). Then, he relates his achievement in 

of domestic administration, i.c., how he made the mikim 

  

  the sphe 
happy and prosperous (lines 9-13). It is generally held that the word 

See M. Liverani, “The Ideology of the Asyrian Empire”, in M.T. Larsen 
     (cd), Pt and Propaganda—aA Symposiam on Ancient Enpis, Coperihagen, 1979, p. 

5306 1. A dissrtation on this theme: R. Gelic, Sa ina Gmdni abba mamman 1 g 
10 motio della prorit emica neleiscrizoni i asive, Uriversita di Roma, 1977, was 
not available to. me. This is a frequent theme partcularly in the commemorative 
incriptions, see AK. Grayson, “Hisorics and Historians of the Ancient Near Ea 
Asyria and Babylonia”, Or 40 (1980), p. 191; cf. ako H, Tadmor, “History and 
Tdeology in the Assyrian Royal Inscriptons’, in FAM. Fales (ed), Asgrian Ropal 
Incriptons: New Horizons in Liteary, ldesgical, and Hisrical Avalyss (Orentis Antiqyi 
Callectio 17), Roma, 1981, pp. 13-25 

Liverani, in Pacer and Propaganda, p. 309 . CAD M/1, p. 200. 
For the pattern of the “restorer of order” sce M. Liverani, “Memorandum on 

the Approach to. Historiographic Texts™, Or 42 (1973), pp. 186-188. For the ide 
ological explanation of the moti of the “priority on the predecessors” by the pat 
tem of the “restorer of order” sce Fales, 0 10 (1979), pp. 7-9. 

Fales has also noted that in the Kilamuwa inscription *his opposidon between 
the age before the king and the age of the King is charged with more definite con- 
notations”, 190 10 (1979), p. 7. Because of the lack of the real names of the pre 
decessrs, neither the inscriptions of Kapars, rler of Guzana (O Beih. 1 [1933], pp. 
71-79), nor that of Acitiwadda from Karaicpe (KA1 26: A 1 18-19) can be regarded 

Jpositions belonging to the same category with the Kilamuwa inseriptio 
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mikbm (lines 10, 14, 1 
tion, whereas the word b5 ( 

rs 0 the conquered Anatolian popula- 
rul- 

identy, there had been conflicts between these two 
elements with the 4m ultimately prevailing over the mskbm. Then, 
it was Kilamuwa who put an end to the futle struggle between them 
and restored the social justice in Sam’al! 

ne 14) stands for the Aran     

  

It is clear that this is the central motif of the text. Kilamuwa 
appears to be the just king, provider for the poor, and restorer of 
the good order who brings peace and sccurity to his realm. The 
parallel to Solomon immediately comes to mind. Under his just rule 
cf. 1 Kgs 3:4-28) the people of Isracl enjoyed peace and prosperity 
  

  

We shall return to this motif somewhat later 
The analogy to Solomon is more explicit in the relationship between 

nd 
his brother L. Kilamuwa clearly maintains that not only is he the 
son of Hayya (lines 1, 9; cf. KAl 25, line 3) but also he succceded 
to his father’s kingship (ine 9). Needless to say, the throne of Hayya 
is mentioned here as the foundation of Kilamuwa’s legitimacy. When 

  Kilamuwa and his two immediate predccessors, his father Hayya 

  

he won the royal throne in struggle with his brother, he could not 
but legitimatize his kin 
time, he did not hesitate to announce that he would not continuc 
the policies of his father and brother. This s 
cation of the negative evaluation attached to Hayya and 7. 

ship by his royal descent.® Yet, at the same 

  

  ms 0 be the impli- 

Before making a comparison between Kilamuwa’s propaganda 
and the Solomonic legitimation, we cannot fail (o obscrve that there 

portant difference is 
found in the situations in which they inaugurated the kingship. While 

  

are also some differences between them. An i   

See M. Lidsbarski, Ephaneris fir semitische Epigrahik 11, Gicssen, 1915, pp. 
233-236; Rosenthal, in ANET, p. 65%: Rallig, &A1, pp. 33 13 Jean and Hofjzer 
DISO, pp. 40, 170; Gibson, Tathook 11, pp. 37 £ Hofljzer and Jongeling, DNTWSI 
1, p. 165; II, p. 701. Bu Landsberger, Sun’al p. 56, n. 140, has held that the 
il and the #m were two clasies of “Ministrialen 

Tt has been suggested that Kiamuswa was the new Anatolian name which he 
took upon his accession for appeasing his Anatolian subject; sce Gibson, Texthook 
I, pp. 31, 35; No'aman, in Engclpacia Biblia VI, col. 309 (Hebrew 

‘Suikingly, reference (o Kilamuwals divine clection is entirely lacking from the 
text. According 1o the royal idcology in the ancient Near East, the toyal authorit 
was nommaly legitmatized by royal lincage and divine clection. Since Kilamuva 
was doubiles 2 worshipp kabel (AT 24:16; 25:4-6), his silence about his 
divine cleciion must be regarded as intentional. It could be assumed, therefore, that 
e avoided mentioning any deity belonging to any class or national clement as a 
g0 who chose him, in order to csablish his kingship as the newtral authority over 
the mixed populaton. 
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    Kilamuwa, as it seems, dethroned his brother and established his 
kingship for himself, Solomon was designated co-regent by David 
and reigned with him, though he resorted to a court intrigue. Exidently, 
the formal designation and co-regency prevented Solomon from 
expressing a negative criticism of David as explicidy as Kilamuwa 
criticized his predecessors. There was also no need for Solomon’s 
historiographer to deal with Adonijah as if he were equal in rank 
t0 Solomon. Adonijah was stigmatized as a second Absalom, a rebel” 

These differences aside, the Kilamuwa inscription offers close par- 
allel to the Solomonic legitimation, especially in the following three 
items: a) the emphasis on the father’s throne as the foundation of 
the legitimate kingship:® b) the negative evaluation to his father 
Solomon’s historiographer made it in the description of David's short- 
comings® as well as in the wish of David’s servants that Solomon’s 
Kingship may be sup 
the kingship based on the restoration of social justice or order. As 

dver- 

  

for (o that of Davids® ¢) the establishment of   

  for this last point, we should note that Solomon’s purge of his 
saries was different in nature from Kilamuwa’s appeasement policy. 
But both the political actions brought about a common effect: the 
restoration of social order. As a result, “the kingdom was established 
by the hand of Solomon” (1 16b). 

  

+. Royal Historiographies of Apologetic Nature 

Be 
my view of the historic 

  

closing the present inquiry, I should like to suggest in brief 
circumstances under which Kilamuwa’s    

propaganda and the Solomonic legitimation were composed. H.A. 
Hoffier for the Hittite texts® and H. Tadmor for the Neo-Assyrian   

  

sources™ have assumed that royal historiographies of an apologetic 

See above pp. 114 1, 117 f 
" For Kilamuwa sce above p. 

See above pp. 123 11 
® Sce above pp. 123, 154 

Sec above p. 134, 
HLA. Hoffner, “Propagand and Poltical Justication in Hitite Historiography 

in H. Goedicke and JJM. Roberts (eds.), Unity and Disersi. Essys in the Histp 
Litauiue, ond Religin f the Ancent Near Ext, Balimore/London, 1975, pp. 1962 
idem, “Historics and Historians of the Ancient Near East: The Hitites”, 0r 49 
1960), pp. 32552 

Tadmor, in Histy, Hisri 

  

r Sclomon sce above pp. 121 11 

      
    

  

 and Itepreaion, pp. 36-57    
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nature in the ancient Near East were composed with specific aims 
in the present and future. Accordingly, we may suppose that one of 
the strongest motivations for writing this sort of royal historiography 
arose from the necessity of general support for the new enterprisc 

  

undertal 
it is likely that the crisis was the struggle against the domination of 
the brm supported by the followers of % his brother; and the new 
enterprise was the building of his palace.” For Solomon, the crisis 
was the struggle with the leadi 

1 by the king who had just overcome a crisis. For Kilamuwa, 

g members of the regime of David 
  

when he became the sole sovere   n after his father's demises and 
and the Temple 

in Jerusalem (cf. a prediction about the builder of the Temple in 
the new enterprise was th   building of his palac   

      
Nathan's prophecy [2 Sam 7:13a]).* 

Admitted details of the historical reconstruction of the early    

  

monarchies in 
conceivable to regard both the texts of 1 Kgs 1-2 and the Kilamuwa 

scription as compositions belonging to the category of royal histo- 
viographies of apologetic nature. And the pattern of transfer of the 
royal throne in Tsracl and Sam’al indicates that there were common 
features in the political development in the early—inexperienced: 
monarchies in the national kingdoms of Syro-Palestine at the begin- 

am’al remain hypothetical. Stll it is the best means 

       

ning of the first millennium B.C 

  * Although there is no reference (© building operations i the text, i is likely 
that the inseription was composed on the occasion of the dedication of the palace, 
since it was found on an orthostat at the entrance to a vestbule leading into the 
palace, sec von Luschan ct al, Ausgrabugn in Sodschil IV, p. 374 and Taf. IL; 
f. Rotenthal, in ANET, p. 654; Gibson, Texdook I1L, p. 30 

E. Bal has laid cmphasis on the fact that Solomon became “co-regent with his 
faher David in the fll sense”, “The Co-Regency of David and Solomon (1 Kings 
i, VT 27 (1977), p. 270. He'scems to overlook, however, the fact that Solomon 
did ot or perhaps could not, purge any adversary in David’s lifctme, In the period 
o his co-regency with David, Soloman was actually & young boy under the protec- 
tion of David and Bathsheba. The purpose of Solomon's co-regency was (© confirm 
David's designation of him and its annowncement, sec Idhida, The Roval Dymasts 

p. 170; f. also KW. Whitclam, The Jist King: Monarckical Judiial Autority in Ancint 
Tl (JSOTSup 12), Shelficld, 1979, pp. 149-155, 

Sec above pp. 136, 146 113 cf. ako Ishida, The Royal Dmastes p. 97. 

  

  

  

  

     

  

  



    
  
    

  

         

    
        

      

   

    

    

    

   

    

     

    

  

    

CHAPTER TWELVE 

THE SUCCESSION NARRATIVE AND 
ESARHADDON'S APOLOGY*     

   L. Royal Apology 

     

  

In one of his stdies Hayim T 
under which apologetic autobiographies were composed by royal 
authors in Neo-Assyria.' Afier submitiing his thesis, he devoted half 
the study to an analysis of Esarhaddon’s apology, the introductory 

‘admor shed light on circumstances 

section to the Prism Nin. A, 

  

the most important source material 
for the study. Then, he dealt with the apologies of Ashurbanipal and 
Samsi-Adad V. In the final section, he testified to the wide-spread 
diffusion of the genre of royal apology from the second millennium 
B.C. Hitite Anatolia and North Syria to the first millennium Tsracl, 
Babylon, and Persia. In this connection, he suggested that, though 
not a case of autobiography, the Davidic and Solomonic succession 

  

  

stories in the Hebrew Bible are also to be regarded as compositions 
belonging o this genre.* It is the purpose of the present study to 
examine this suggestion by comparing Esarhaddon’s apology in Nin. 
A LI-TELL with the Succe 
and 1 Kings 1 

ion Narrative in the Books of 2 Samuel     

  

* This essay is a revised version of the study which appeared in M. Cogan and 
1. Eplial (cdsy, Ah, Asoyria. .. Sudis in Assrian Hisory and ncient Near Eusters 
Hisrigaply. Prsnted to Hayim Tadnor (Scripta Hicrosolymitana 33), Jerusalem, 1991 
P, 166-173, 

H. Tadmor, “Autobiographical Apology in the Royal Assyrian Literature”, in 
H. Tadmor and M. Weinield (eds), Hist, Hisorigraly and Intepretation. Stcs in 
Biblical and Cuneforn Lirates, Jervsalem, 1985, pp. 36-57. 

R. Borger, Dic nscrfien Asahaddons Kivgs on sgyien (AFO B 9), Graz, 1956, 
Pp. 39-45; AL Oppenheim, “Babylonian and Assyrian Historical Texts”, in AVET, 
Princcton, 1965, pp. 269 € 

Tadmor, in Hiop, Hitorigraphy and nterpretation, p. 56. 
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2. Esarhaddon’s Apology Compared with Hittite Apologies 

To begin with, the structure of Esarhaddon’s apology will be exam- 
ined to show the nature of its genre. At this juncture, it is worth 
referring to the general structure of Hittite apologics of which the 

in works are the Telepinu Proclamation’ and the Apology of 
Hatwsili TIL* According to H.A. Hoffer, though differing in detail, 
the following outline is discernible in both the compositions:* 

  

1. Introduction (T § 1, H § 1-2 
2. Historical survey: noble antecedents (T § 1-9, H §§ 3-10 
3. Historical survey: the unworthy predecessor (T §§ 10 

H §§ 10-12). 
4. The aup d¥éat (T § 22b, H §§ 12-13 
5. The merciful victor (T § 23 and 26 
6. The edict (T §§ 27-50, H § 13-15 

    

H§§ 12-19   

  

haddon’s   Referring to the above outline, we may suggest that Es 
apology consists of the following seven scctions: 

1. Tntroduction (I:1-7). 
2. Preliminary remark: the reigning king's designation of a legit- 

imate successor (I:8-22) 
3. Preliminary remark: rival princes 

4. Rebellion (I:41-52 
5. The legitimate successor’s counter-attack and victory (1:33-79 
6. The establishment of the kingship (I:80-11:7) 
7. The punishment of the rebels (IL8-11 

  

  

evil acts (1:23-40) 

Owing to the different situation, at first sight, the contents of each 
section in Esarhaddon’s apology is quite different from those in the 
Hiittite works. While the Hittite monarchs justify their usurpation of 
the throne from the reig 
tion of the kingship by overruling primogeniture. Nevertheless, a 

  g kings, Esarhaddon defends his assump- 

  

EH. Sturtevant and G. Bechiel, A Hitie Clrstmatly, Philadclphia, 1935, pp. 
175-200; 1. Hoffmann, Der £rlgf Tebpinus (TH. 11), Heidelberg, 1984, pp. 1255, 

A. Gotze, Hattiis. Der Beriht ber sene Thrnbesteigung nebst den” Paralllesen 
MVAG 20/3, Hethische Teste, Hel 1), Leiprig, 1924, pp. 6-41; cf. A. Unal, 

ol 11 1. Halasi bis 2 seiver Toonestcgung 1: Histonischr Abi (TH 3), Heidelberg, 19 

     

pp. 20-35 
A. Hoffner, “Propaganda and Poliical Justification in Hitie Historiography 

in H. Goedicke and JJ M. Roberts (eds), Uniy and Disrsiy. Essas in the Histy 
Lisraiur, and Religon 3 the Ancient Near s, Baltimore/London, 1975, p. 51 
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comparative examination of each section in the Hittite works and 
Esarhaddon’s apology will show that both the compositions share a 

‘ general pattern in essence 

[ 

  In the introduction, while a royal gencalogy is given by Hattusili 
Telepinu is silent about it on the basis of different circumstances. 
Esarhaddon does not mention his royal lincage in the introduction 

  

  Nin. A 11-7) cither, although it is given in II:14-15: “the son of 
Sennacherib, king of the world, king of Assyria, the son of Sargon, 

  king of the world, king of Assyria’ d of a 
stereotyped royal linea 

In the apology, inste:     

  

arhaddon especially mentions his divine 
election from his youth (1:5-7). These observations show that the 
subject of the introduction is not necessarily of royal lincage but is 
chosen according to circumstances under which defenders had to 
cope with their succession problems. The subject common to the 

  

introduction of all the apologies is a self-introduction by the defend- 
gitimate king 

There is a contrast between a just past in section 2 and the sub- 

  

sequent deterioration in section 3. The Hittite monarchs tell about 
the glorious reigns of their ancestors in section 2 and the shameful 
days of the recent predecessors in section 3.2 On the other hand 
afier emphatically re 
cessor in section 2 (I9-12; cf. 1:13-19), Esarhaddon tells how his 
brothers caused a disturbance by violating this solemn decision in 
section 3 (1:23-29) 

Section 4 of the Hitiite works corresponds to sections 4 and 5 of 
Esarhaddon’s apology. Since the Hittite defenders actually usurped 
the throne from the rcigning kings, there was no merit for them in 
giving a full report of the coup d% 
ment which they did not forget to mention in the terse account of 
their coup d’tat s their unworthy predecessors” attempt to kill them.” 
This murder attempt corresponds to the rebellion of Esarhaddon’s 
brothers and the coup dtat itself in the Hittite works to the legitimate 

  

ing (o his father’s designation of him as suc- 

al exceuted by themselves. An ele   

  

    

successor’s counter-attack and victory in Esarhaddon’s apology 
Sections 5 and 6 in the Hitite works correspond to sections 6 

and 7 

  

Esarhaddon’s apology. In order to control a delicate situ- 
ation after having scized the throne, both the Hittite monarchs were 

See Hoffner, ibid., pp. 51, 53 
See Hoffner, ibic., pp. 52 € 
Sce Hoffuer, ibid., p. 55 
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magnanimous and dealt leniently with their evil predecessors.'* In 
contrast, Esarhaddon punished the rebels severely (I1:8-11). Though 
differing in their attitude towards their enemies, however, there was 
no difference between them in aiming for the firm establishment of 
their kingship. The proclamation of the edict by the Hitiite m 
in the final section is also to be regarded as their cffort to establish 
a just kingship. 

From the above, it is clear that we may classify Esarhaddon’s apol- 

  

ogy under the same genre as the Hitite apologetic works. 

3. A Comparison between Esarhaddon’s Apology and Solomon’s Defince 

As o the date, purpose, genre, boundary, and other problems of 

  

the Succession Narrative in the Books of 2 Samuel and 1 Kings 1-2, 
Thave suggested in the foregoing chapters the early reign of Solomon 
as the date, the Solomonic legitimation as the purpose, historical writ- 

and 2 Sam 2-20, 1 Kgs 
as the boundary." Without repeating my arguments for these 

  

ings of an apologetic nature as the genn 

   

  

eses, 1 will proceed with the present study 
arhaddon’s apology serves as good comparative material for the 

Succession Narrative, since both Solomon and Esarhaddon assumed 
their offices under similar circumstances and their common problem 
was obtaining an appointment as royal successor by overruling pri- 
mogeniture. It is not surprising, therefore, that both monarchs are 
eager to speak in defence of the 
succession. With regard to this problem, first of all, they defend the 
legitimacy of their kingship by referring to divine election which they 

  inferior position in the order of 

reccived in their youth as wel as their father’s designation of ther 

  

as royal successors. 
Thus, in the introduction, Esarhaddon tells: r2n ke migir ilani 

rabit Sa ultu seheriSc “Asur *Samas *Bél u “Nabi *I5tar a Ninua “Litar Sa 
Arba’ili ana Sariti mat ASiur ibbi zikirit, “The wue shepherd, favorite 

of the great gods, whom Ashur, Shamash, Bel and Nabu, Ishtar of 
Nineveh (and) Ishtar of Arbela have pronounced king of Assyria 
fever) since he was a youngster” (Nin. A I:4-7). In the Succession 
Narrative, a short account on Solomon’s birth reads: wattéled bin 

© Sce Hoffnr, ibid, pp. 54 
Sec above pp. 102 f, 137 I, 151 T, 158      
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wayiqra® et-5'md $lmik waXHWH *habi. wayyislah byad natan hannab® 
wayigra® et-5'mi ydichah ba“br YHWEH, “And she bore a son, and 
he called his name Solomon. And Yahweh loved him; and he sent 
by the hand of Nathan the prophet, and he called his name Jedidiah, 
for Yahweh's sake” (2 Sam 12:24b-25). No mention is made here 

  

explicitly about Solomon’s kingship, but it is clear that the name 
Jedidiah “Yahweh's favorite” implics, as one of Esarhaddon’s epithets: 
migir lani rabiti, “favorite of the great gods” shows, Solomon’s divine 

on for future king.! 
Esarhaddon’s divine election is confirmed by an oracle which was 

      

given to his father: “Samas u “Adad ina biri iSalna annu ke ipulasuma 
wnma i ténika, “He asked Shamash and Adad by means of an ora- 
cle and they gave him a reliable answer and say 
cessor” (I:13-14). Though differing a litde in situation, Solomon also 
receives confirmation of divine clection from David: barik THWH 
>Uihé yisra’el 5er natan hayin yiseb “a-kist w'may ri't, “Blessed be 
Yahvweh, the God of Isracl, who has granted one to sit on my throne 

ng it” (1 Kgs 1:48b) 
Both Esarhaddon and Solomon lay great emphasis upon their 

fathers’ designation of them as royal successors. By doing so, they 
mention explicilly their infrior position in the order of succession, 

  

ing: He is your suc- 

  

  

this day, my eyes even se     

both of them make clear their fathers’ decision on the succession 
problem. In this connection, Esarhaddon 

  

ells: 5a afiga rabit apusun 
selru andku ... abu banua ina pubur ahlga ria kinis ullima wnma anni 
maru riditja, “1 was (indeed) the youngest brother among my elder 
brothers, (but) my own father .. . has chosen me in duc form and 

  

in the assembly of all my brothers—saying: 
elevated o) the position of a successor of mine” (I8, 10-12 
Esarhaddon maintains that his father never changed his mind about 
this decision even when he became estranged from Esarhaddon 
because of his brothers’ slander and false accusation: pasru libi abjja 
a la ilani wend itia Saplanu ibbasu rému rasiuma ana cpés Samita 
Sitkuna éndst, “They alienated from me—against the will of the gods 

though) 
bottom of his heart there was (always) love (for me) and his inten- 
tions were (always) that I should become king” (I.20-31 

In the Succession Narrative, after an oath sworn by David to 

his is the son to (be 

  

Moreover, 

  

the heart of my father which was (formerly) friendly n the   

  

See above p. 156,
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Bathsheba that Solomon would be his successor is repeated three 
times () (1 Kgs 1:13, 17, 30),” David gives orders to make Solomon 
king (1:33 

y'hidih, “And I have appointed him to be nagid over Isracl and over 
Judah” (1:35b). Solomon’s 
sion is expressed in his conversation with Bathsheba concerning 

  

5a) and declares: w”ts giwneld il nagid ‘alyisra’el w'al- 

nfe   ior position in the order of succes- 

Adonijah’s request for an ex-nurse (sikee) of David: ... wlamah "at 
§ele el>*biSag hassumammil la* donyihi w'Sali-lo *et-hamntlikah ki i 
ahi haggadsl mimmenni, *.. . And why do you ask Abishag the 
Shunammite for Ado 
my elder brother” (I Kgs 2 

h? Ask for him the kingdom also; for he is 
a). It s clear that the Abishag episode 

is closely bound up with the struggle for the throne of David between 

      

Solomon and Adonijah.'* 
Itis also worth noting that Solomon and Esarhaddon assumed a 

similar office immed 
had been declared. While Esarhaddon entered the 6t ridi to become 
the crown prince (I:21-22), Solomon sat on kisse® hamnlakah, “the 
throne of the kingdom” (I Kgs 1:46; cf. 113, 17, 20, 24, 27, 30, 
35, 37, 47, 48) to become nagid."> Some circumstantial evidence sug 

  

cly afier their appointment to royal successor 

  

  

nt with David undil the later’s   

  

gests that he began to rule 
death. The institution of co-regency as well as crown-princeship was 
a device 1o case the dynastic succession during the interregnum.'® 

another form of confirmation of the royal 
designation. As such, report is given of Esarhaddon’s entering the 
bit ridti or Solomon’s sitting on kiss?® hamnlika. 

As mentioned above, there is a contrast between the just past in 

In other words, this was   

section 2 and the subsequent deterioration in section 3 in Esarhaddon’s 

1 agree that Nathan and Bathsheba took advaniage of David’ senily, induc 
ing him 10 believe that he had once sworn to Bathsheba that Solomon would be 
Tis successor, sce M. Noth, Kinige 1. L Kanige 1-16 (BKAT 9/1), Neukirchen-Viayn, 
1968, p. 20 J. Gray, 1 & If Kings. A Commentary (OTL), London, 1977, p. 88; 
DM, Gunn, The Siu of King Dacid. Gawe and hioprtaion (JSOTSup 6), Shefield, 
1978, pp. 105 1. However, the queston here is not whether David's oath is his 
torical or not, but that the Succession Narrative s a Solomanic apology lays empha- 
sis on David's designation of Solomons cf. above p. 119, 

See above pp. 130 
For i sec above pp. 57 f5; . also G.F. Hasc, 

1984-86, cal. 216. 
For co-regency, sec E. Ball, “The Co-Regency of David and Solomon (1 Kings 

i, VT 27 (1977, pp. 268-279; . Ishids, T Roal Dynastcs i Ancit Loal, A Study 
on'the Fomation and Delopment of Royal-Dynatc ldesogy (BZAW 142), Berlin/New 
York, 1977, p. 170, 

  

  

  

  

  

in TWATV, Stutgart, 
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apology. The Succession Narrative also has a similar contrast but 
not between the royal designation and its violation like in the case 
of Esarhaddon’s apology. The nature of contrast in the Succession 

  

Narrative is rather similar to that in the Hitiite apologetic works, 
i.e., a contrast between noble antecedents and the unworthy prede- 
cessor. According to the unique development in the Davidic king- 
dom, the noble antecedent in the Succession Narrative is King David 
who rules as a just king 
alhol-yisna’él wayhi dawid ‘wich miipat is'dagah (kol-“amms, “And David 
reigned over all Israel. And David executed justice and righteous- 
ness o all his people’ 
of his reign David is described as a king under a curse in 2 Sam 

  der Yahwel's blessing: wayyinlik. diceid 
  

  (2 Sam 8:15). However, in the second half 

9-20 and | Kgs 1-2 and he is included in the unworthy predeces- 
sors together with his three sons, i.c., Amnon, Absalom and Adonijah. 
Indeed, as I have suggested in the foregoing chapters, the ambiva- 
lence towards David is the characteristic feature of the Succession 
Narrative as a Solomonic legitimation."” It is also possible to find 
this sort of ambivalent relationship between a royal father and his 
true son as his successor elsewhere in the ancient Near East.'" For   

example, it s interesting to note that the sentence: paiiu libbi abija 
la ilani wzennil ittia, “They (i 
against the will of the gods, the heart of my father” in Esarhaddon’s 
apology (I:29) suggests that 
good terms with Sennacherib in the latier’s last days. This does not 

my brothers) have alienated from me 

    

arhaddon was also by no means on 

mean, however, that Esarhaddon conspired against Sennacherib, who 
never changed his mind about the designation of 

successor (I:31). We may assume that there was an ambivalent rela- 

  

isarhaddon as his 

tionship between them.!® 
    As to his brothers’ behaviour in struggle for the kingship, Esarhaddon 

condemns it as immoral by enumerating the course of their shame- 
ful conduct: riddu Kenu cli abbiia itabikma . . ana epitisunu Surrubii ittak 

[ lima ikappudi lemutte Fan lemuttin. karst taigit .. . eliia wabsioma surati 

Se above pp. 123 fF, 144 I 
Se above pp. 166 1] 
S. Parpola, “The Murderer of Sennacherib”, in B, Alster (ed.), Death in 

Mesoptamia, XXVI' RAI (Mesopotamia 8], Copenhagen, 1980, pp. 171-182, has 
clearly shown that the assasin of Sennacherb was not Esarhaddon, as once sus 
pected, but Arad-Muli, biblical Adrammelech, Esarhaddon's lder brother. According 
o Parpola, Sennacherib, who foresaw troubl, sent Esarhaddon away from Nineveh 
o the western provinces (p. 175 
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la Salmati akja iddanabub <ati, “The proper behaviour as reversed 
for®® my brothers. .. they put their trust in bold actions, planning 
an evil plot. They originated against me slander, false accusation 
and constantly were spreading evil, incorrect and hostle (rumors) 
behind me” (I:23-28). At the same time, he asserts that these evil- 

  

doings came about because of their separation from the gods: & ilani 
unasivima, “They abandoncd the gods” (124). As a result, these 
actions of his brothers are against the divine vill: K la Gibbi ilani 
(126, 46), fa la iini (1:29, 34), or balu ilni (1:43). Moreover, accord- 
ing to Esarhaddon’s criticism, since “they bec 
(1:41) and “did everything that is wicked in (the eyes of) the gods 
and mankind”, mimma 3a ¢l ilani u andliti la faba Fusima (1:+1-42), 
they incurred the displeasure of the gods: “AfSur “Sin ‘Samas *Bél *Nabi 
“Ustar 5a Ninua “Elar Sa Arba’ili cp5e hammav ... lanni itatlima, *Ashur, 
Sin, Shamash, Bel, Nabu, Ishtar of Nineveh (and) Ishtar of Arbela 
looked with displeasure upon these doings of the usurpers” (1:45-47). 

In the Succession Narrative, (00, a course of bad conduct by the 
unworthy predecessor and rival princes of Solomon is described in 
great detai, i, David’s commi 
murdering Uriah, her husband (2 
ting rape upon Tamar and Absalom’s murder of Amnon (13:1-29); 
Absalom’s rebellion (15:1-18:15); Adonijah’s attempt (0 usurp the 
throne (1 Kgs 15 
sin against God or conduct against the divine will: waya’ haddabir 
ir-3idh diwid b¥éné YHWH, “But the thing that David had done 
displeased Yahweh” (2 Sam 11:27b); kih-dmar YHWH *lé yisre .. 
maddia bz et-d'bar YHWH 55, hira' Yénaw .. . wattih 15tasir 
lereh mibbit'ka “ad- ant wattggah *o-*&e rbah haiti 
liyit 1@ iciah, “Thus says Yahweh, the God of Isracl: ... why 
have you despised the word of Yahweh, o do what is evil in his 

    me insanc”, immajima 

  

  

    

  

  ng aduliery with Bathsheba and 

  

am 11:2-25); Amnon’s commit- 

  

7). Then, these evildoings are condemned as 

  

  

   
     

  

     m Ggeh ki b 

  

   

sight?.... Now, therefore, the sword shall never depart from your 
house, because you have despiscd me, and have taken the wife of 

® For itabik see CAD A/1, p. 9, but sec also AH, pp. 981, 1296 and Borger, 
Die Inchrfen Asaradim, p. 41 

1 is very likely that the alleged rebellion of Adoniah was actally Nathan's 
fabrication, see above pp. 117 . However,it i not the point here whether Adonijah 
seally held a coronation without David's consen or not. As in the case dealt with 
in 13 above, it is important for the narrator of the Succession Narratve to give 
an impression that Adonijah was a second Absalom, s above pp. 114 f 
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Uriah the Hittite 10 be your wife” (12:7, 9, 10); walHWH siwwwih 
hapr *et-“sat **hitipel hallabih Vba“bir hab® YHWH *el-abilom *et- 
hira‘ah, “For Yahweh had ordained to defeat the good counsel of 
Ahithophel, so that Yahweh might bring evil upon Absalom” (17:14); 
watiss ah watthi 1°aki ki meVHWH hay‘tah 16, “However 
the kingdom has turned about and become my brother's, for it was 
his from Yahweh” (1 Kgs 2:15b). 

While Esarhaddon counter- 
military confrontation against them (1:63-76), Solomon resorted 0 a 
court intrigue to tumn the tide (1:11-31). Though the measures which 
they took are completely different one from the other, there is a 

    

hammli    

  

tacked his rebellious brothers with a    

common factor in both the reports of Solomon and Esarhaddon on 
the circumstances under which they had to fight with their rival 
princes. It is an assertion that they could not but fight for the legit- 
imate kingship which w ger of being usurped. Thus, wher 
epiatisonu lemni ... asméma, *. .1 heard of these sorry happenings 
1:55), E: 

intrigue of Solomon began when Bathsheba heard about Adonijah’s 
coronation from Nathan the prophet: /1" fama‘at ki malak daniyahi 
ben-haggil wa* dinindi diid 16° yidi, “Have you not heard that Adonijah 
the son of Haggith has become king and David our lord does not 
know it (I:11 

It is told in both the compositions that afier gaining a decisive 
victory 
mit ASur Sa adé nis ilan rabiti ina mubla izkuri adi mabrija illkaninma 
wnaiigii 7pija, “The people of Assyria who had swom an oath by 

in da      

   ddon decided 10 go on an expedition; and the court 

the legitimate successor received the people’s support: 7z 
  

the life of the great gods on my behalf, came o meet me and kissed 
1:80-81; cf. I:50 apitq"i basSifar wayntri kol-hi‘m 

i hammelek. $lmah. wayya®li kol-ha'am “akeraw wha'am nthalllin 
ballilim is‘méhim Simhah g'dilah waltibhiga’ hivares Vilam, “And they 
blew the ram’s horn; and all the people said: Long live king Solomon. 
And all the people came up afier him, playing on pipes, and rejoic- 
ing with great joy, so that the carth was split by their noise” (1:39b-40) 
Then, the rebellion was finished in dispersion of the rebels: u s 
lamm@z i sibi u bart Sa alak gimiia Gmima sabé tuklatesunu 
ana mat la idd inabti, “But they, the usurpers, who had started the 
rebellion, deserted thei 
proach of my expeditionary corps 
(1:82-84); wayyeherdi wayyiaquni kol-hagg‘ni'in *Sr e donp 

  

    my fee 
  

zibima 

  

  trustworthy toops, when they heard the ap- 
nd fled 0 an unknown country”      
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i Idarkd, “And all the guests of Adonijah were afraid, and rosc up, 
and each went his own way” (1:49). Now, the legitimate successor 
ascended the throne: ina qach Ninua al belitja bads frumma ina kussi 
abija tabis @b, “1 entered joyfully into Nineveh, the town in which 
T exercise my lordship and sat down happily upon the throne of my 
father” (IL1-2); wam yasab §lamdh al kisse® hamm'likah, “And also 

1:46 
Alfter ascending the throne, Esarhaddon seve 

who had joined his rebellious brothers: sabé bl bitt ia ana dpes Samiti 
mit ASiur ana ablga wakpidi lemattu puursinu kima itén abitma’ annu 
kabtu emissunitima uhalliga. 2érsar, “The culpable military which had 
schemed to secure the sovereignty of 
sidered guilty as one and meted out 
Texterminated their male descendants’ 

   
  

  Solomon sat on the throne of the kingdom” 
ed those   

  

ssyria for my brothers, I con- 
grievous punishment to them; 
(T18-11). Tn contras 

dealt leniently with Adonijah and his supporiers at the beginning 
1:50-53). As in the case of Telepinu and Hattusili, Solomon had 
reason (o be a merciful monarch when he ascended the throne. 
Some evidence shows that, at that tim 
age and was without broad support of the people. However, he did 

    

olomon   

., he had not reached adult 

  

not hesitate to purge all his rivals when he became strong cnough 
to consolidate the foundation of his regime (2:13-46a). w'hammaniakih 
nikindh ¥yad-§limdh, “And the kingdom was established by the hand 
of Solomon” (2:46b)." 

. Conclusions 

The foregoing comparison has shown that the Succession Narrative 
and Esarhaddon’s apology share not only basic elements but also a 
general structure. We find the following seven basic clements com- 

  

mon to both compositions: 

1. The legitimate successor’s divine election as future king in his 
youth 

2. The father’s designation of the legitimate successor des 

  

jte of   

his inferior position in the order of succession. 
0 the just past and the subsequent dete-   3. A comparison betw   

rioration. 

. above pp. 134   
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4) The noble antecedent or the solemn decision. 
b) Evil acts of an unworthy predecessor and/or rival princes. 
Rival princes’ attempt to usurp the throne against the divine 

The legitimate successor’s counter-atiack and his victory 
The purge of his enemies. 
The establishment of a just kingship. 

Since the structure of the Succession Narraive is more complicated 
than that of Esarhaddon’s apology, scholars are sometimes misguided 
about the nature of this composition. However, if we recognize the 
above seven elements as the frame timbers of the structure of the 
composition, it becomes clear that the Succession Narrative belongs 
to a genre called “Royal Historical Writings of an Apologetic Nature” 
under which Esarhaddon’s apology is also classified. 

Before closing the present study, mention must be made of the 
fact that there are also many differences between the Succession 
Narrative and Esarhaddon’s apology. The most important differences 
are perhaps found in the style and the beginning of the composi- 
tion. As to the style, the latter is autobiographical while the former 
is a work composed by a third party with much literary augmenta- 
tion. And while the latier begins with an ordinal introduction to 
royal historical writings, the former’s beginning seems to be buried 
in the concluding part of the History of David’s Rise. I have a feck 
ing that there is a clue here to an explanation of the life setting of 
the Succession Narrative in inquiring into the differences between 
these two royal apolog 
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