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INTRODUCTION

This hook is a collection of essays which I published in periodicals,
collections of studies, and Festschnflen in 1975-93, All the essays in
this book are previously published articles revised with reference to
recent studies. But it was impossible for me to discuss anew in this
book various issues raised there. Therefore, by posing some funda-
mental questions which have arisen in my mind while 1 was study-
ing recent discussions about historical studies of the Hebrew Bible,
I will here express my view on biblical history and historiography
in accordance with which T have pursued my studies.

To begin with, what I felt to be problematic is the title of the
very source material of our study: the Hebrew Bible, generally called
the Old Testament according to the Chrstian tradition.! Tt 15 clear
that the title 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 Christian
church.”

Therefore, from the purely historical point of view, it is hardly
legitimate to consider the title Old Testament appropriate to histor-
ical studies. Moreover, Biblia Hebraira is not the original text of Pelus
Testamentum in the strict sense of the term. They are traditonally
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-
ars in practice employ the Masoretic texts in BHK and/or BHS for
the original source. Under these conditions it seems illogical that

For an illuminating discussion about the issue see J.I). Levenson, “The Hebrew
Bible, the Old Testament, and Historical Criticism”, in B.E. Friedman and H.G.M.
Williamson (eds.), The Fiture of Biblical Studies. The Hebraw Seriplures, Adlanta, 1987,
pp. 19-G0,

* For the |!|'i:~'||.l1"5. of the canonization of the Hebrew Bible see _j__-"|__ Sanders,
"Hebrew Bible™ in “Canon”, in ABD I, New York, 1992, pp- 837-822; for the
MNew Testament see HY. Gamble, “New Testament™ in ibid., pp. 852-861,




2 INTRODUCTION

they still stick to the ttle Vetus Testamentum in critical studies in which
they develop radical theses independent of Christian theology. For
it has become the consensus of the scholarly opinion that the disci-
plines of historical research belong to a different sphere from theo-
logical interpretation. Undoubtedly scholars have been aware of the
inconsistency, but there scem to be other considerations than the
historical that hinder them from adopting the title 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 society is one of the most fundamental causes of the con-
servative use of the title Vetus Testamenum.

If the religious tradition still has such a great influence on mod-
ern society, we may safely suppose that traditions exercised still
stronger power in the ancient world. In fact, extensive research 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
continuity of traditions, among others, in the large number of liter-
atures that were transmitted 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 docurmnents from the ancient
Near East, also contains traditions transmitted from the remote past.
Moreover, it is a disunctive feature that its main part consists of a
large collection of traditions in the order which corresponds to the
chronological sequence of the events deseribed. In other words, the
first nine (or eleven) books of the Hebrew Bible, i.e., from Genesis
to Kings in the Pentateuch and the Former Prophets, tell consecu-
tive stories of the Israelite/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 til'dat,’
i.e., the successive generations, of ancient Israel. Therefore, one can
hardly dismiss the impression that the first nine (or eleven) books of
the Hebrew Bible were compiled as a sort of historiographical work,

AL, Oppenheim calls this sort of literature “the stream of the tradition”, e
Anceent Mesopotarma. Fortratt of a Dead Crunlization, Chicago, 1964, p. 13; about the
continuity of the language and literary genres in ancient Egypt see LA, Wilson, The
Culture of Ancient Egwpd, Chicago, 1951, Pp- 76 1.

Y About MdS see ] Schreiner, “mrn”, in THAT VI, Statgan, 1994-95,
1'(]"‘_ ;-l_FI .-r.l-':I;.




INTRODUCTION o

though they contain many other genres than historical narratives,
such as myths, legends, laws, cultic sayings, songs and poems, and
so on.” In fact, a majonity of scholars today seem to accept the the-
sis that this large complex of traditions consists of two large histo-
riographical corpora compiled by the Deuteronomistic historian(s
and the Priestly writers,” though there are still wide differences of
opinion about its analysis.” And there is also a variant historiography
in 1 and 2 Chronicles.

[ have no intention at present to enter the discussions on the
analytico-redactional problems of the Pentateuch and the Former
Prophets. | agree with modern 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 centuries. What 1 feel questionable is the scholarly
methodology for the reconstruction of the redactional process in the
course of history of ancient Israel. When handling biblical traditions,
it seems, much scholarship today sets out to be rather more skeptical
of the validity of historical information there than to assume its reli-
ability. The skepticism stems from the criterion of judgement based
on compatibility with modern thinking.”

However, it is an invarable principle in historical research that
any document for source materials demands interpretation accord-
ing to the historical milieu in which the document in question was
produced. In studies on ancient Near Eastern texts, tradition as a
force binding of society is to be counted as one of the most impor-
tant elements of which the historical milieu consists. As to the large

2 ['l. Soggin, fnireducion o Re Ol Testamens. From ils orgms lo the closmg of Hhe
Alexandnan canon, London, 1980%, pp, 37 £

& For the classical study on this thesis see M. Noth, Uberlteferunpsperchichtliche Studven.
f erke am Allen Testament, .|II:II|'|:.I:|551"II. 1943,

(rerchachi

|rJ|'{ '¢|'|'?‘.'!."|'|'|r?.'|'.|.| i/ !.'r.'r.]' II."'I'J.I '!-r'n'.." o
1957% idem, Dberfigferunpmenchichle des Pentatench, Stuttgart, 13948
About various opinions and discussions see Soggin, Introduction fo the Ol Testa

miefl, PR 158 #, 161 fI

" E.g. J. van Seters, fn Search of History, Historiograply in the Anciend World and the
Origing of Biblical History, New Haven/London, 1983; N.P. Lemche, Fardy Forael
Anthrapological and Historical Studies on the Isravlite Sociely Before the Monarchy (VT3up 37),
Leiden, 1985; T.L. Thompson, Farly fistery of e Israelite People, From the Wrtten and
Archaeolosieal Sources (SHANE 4), Leiden, 1904

* AR, Millard areues against the modem historian’s interpretation of the biblical
historiography, “Story, History, and Theology”, in AR, Millard, J.K. Hoffineier,
and TWW. Baker (eds)), Faith, Tredition, and Fistory, O Testament Historingraphy o fis
Near Eastern Context, Winona Lake, 1994, pp. 3764




4 INTRODUCTION

historiographical complex in the Hebrew Bible, consequently, it is
legitimate to suppose that wraditions played a decisive role to pro-
vide its compilation with not only the source materials but also the
scheme of the framework. Thus I 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 Priestly writers
but originated in ancient traditions.'

My approach is sometimes criticized as conservative. But I base
my judgements just on the conservatism inherent in the very nature
of tradition. Needless to say, however, I do not think that informa-
tion in historical traditions in the Hebrew Bible as it is conveys his-
tory in the modern sense of the term. I agree with the view that
few traditions are free from tendency, bias, or distortion. Even more,
no historiography is composed without a certain historical view and
a definite object. Moreover, 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
must try to give an explanation for each historical tradition in foto
to elucidate its contents and intention.

b) The distinctive phraseologies or vocabularies of the Deuterono-
mists or the Priestly source indicate who were responsible for the
last compilation of the texts but do not always show with whom the
tradition in the texts originated. There always remains a possibility
that the tradition stemmed from carlier gencrations,"

¢) 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

' For cntical surveys of skeptical views on the historicity of biblical traditons
and positive arguments for the reconstruction of history of ancinet Tsrael see, e,
B. |l:||]u'|':1. The First Historians, The Hebrew Bible and History, San Francisco, 1988;
E. Yamauchi, “The Current State of Old Testament Historiography™, in Faith,
Tradition, and Histery, 1994, pp. 1-36.

" About the Deuteronomistic historian’s “seurees” integrated in his history see
N. Na*aman, “The ‘Conguest of Canaan’ in the Book of Joshua and in History™,
i L Finkelsicin and N, Na*aman (eds.), Frem Nomadism o ,,'If.-.-,rm,r(,l'!], Archagolomcal and
Hislorical Aspeels of Early frreel, Jerusalem, 1994, pp. 227-230.
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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 often provide evidence
indispensable to understanding the situation correctly. Nevertheless,
they are auxiliary 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, terminologies, or formulae which un-
derwent changes in meaning in the course of history of the Israelite/
Jewish people in the biblical period. In the second part I will shed
light upon the historiographical problems of the Succession Narrative.

2 According to 5. Yamada, “The Editorial History of the Assyrian King List”,
Z4 84 (1994), pp. 36 [, three motives are found in compilations of the Assyrian
King List, i.e., genuine interest in royal history-chronelogy, royal legitimation, and
the ancestor cult. It seems o me, however, that the first motive requires further
study.

1+ N, Na’aman, in Frone Nemadism lo Monarchy, pp. 218 i, is of the opinion that
the “most i|n|:1-::r[.;|,1|[ evidence for dating the rise of histonography™ in the kingdoms
of lsrael and Judah comes from archacological research which atests the sudden
diffusion of alphabetic writing in the seventh century B.C, Based on the absence
of tablets or inscriptions in Israel and Judah before the mid-cighth century B.C,
he refutes the view of the beginning of historical writing in Israel in the period of
David and Solomon. It is difficalt for me, however, o regard this as decisive evi-
dence. There remain many other problems to solve to search into the matter
E.g., Na'aman argues that “the development of histonography 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 professional
scribes in the royal courts but also by the general public who were illiterate.







PART ONE

DYNAMISM IN HISTORY AND HISTORIOGRAPHY




CHAFPTER ONE

THE LISTS OF PRE-ISRAELITE NATIONS*

l. From 2 fo 12 Nations i 27 Lists

Seven nations are enumerated in the Book of Deuteronomy 7:1 as
the original inhabitants of the Promised Land, who were doomed to
be dispossessed by the Israelites. 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
to by their initials: the Canaanites, the Amorites, the Hittites, the
Perizzites, the Jebusites, and the Girgashites, and the letter V stands
for the Hivites).

Table [
Mo MNations in order as found No. of | Biblical passages
nations

1 Canaan, Sidon, Heth, ] A G V, Arkites,

Simites, Arvadites, Zemarites, Hamathites 12 Gen 10:15-18a
2 CP 2 Gen 13:7
3 Kenites, Kenizites, Kadmonites, H P,

Rephites, A C G 10 Gen 15:19-21
-+ CP 2 Gen 34:30
5 CHAPV] i Exod 3.8
6 |CHAPV] 6 | Exod %17
7 CHAV] 5 Exod 13:5
bl AHEPGCV] & Exod 23:23
q YVCH 3 Exod 2328
10 |CAHPV] 6 | Exod 33:2
11 ACHPV] G Exod 34:11
12 | Amalek, H] A C 5 Num 13:29
13 |HGACPV] 7 | Dewt 7

* This essay is a revised version of the sudy which appeared in Bib 60 (1979),

pp. 4061490,
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Tahle 1 (cont.
Mo, MNations in order as found MNo. of | Biblical passages
nations
14 HACPV] i3 Denat 20017
15 CHVPGA] 7 Juosh 3:10
16 AC 2 Josh 51
17 HACPYV] fa Josh 9:1
18 CAHP]YV £ Josh 11:3
19 |HACPV] 6 | Josh 12:8
20 APCHGYV] 7 Josh 24:11
21 CP 2 _||,|1,!g 1:4-5
a2 CHAPV] [ Judg 3:5
23 AHPV] 3 I Kes 20
24 C H P J. Ammonites, Moabites,
Egyptians, A 8 Ezra 9:]
25 |CHAP]G 6 | Neh9:8
6 Canaan, Sidon, Heth, | AGY,
Arkites, Sinites, Arvadites, femarites,
Hamathites | 12 1 Chr [:13-16
27 | HAPY] ] 2 Chr 87

Although it is explicitly stated in Deut 7:1 that they were “seven
nations”, the number in the various lists actually ranges from two
to twelve. Moreover, the order of entries in one list is so different
from that in another that it looks as though the listings of the nations
were made incidentally, In fact, so far none of the attempis to find
a principle in accordance with which these lists were composed has
been very successful.! It is difficult to imagine, however, that so many
lists, altogether twenty-seven, could have been compiled without fol-
lowing any rule.

I E.g., in his excursus about the “lists of the natons™, W. Richter, Dhe Bearbeilungen
des “Relterbuches” in der deuteronomischen Epocke (BBBE 21), Bonn, 1964, p. 41, admits
that “%o wird man hinter dem Wechsel der Reihenfolge kaum eine Absicht ver-
muten knnen”. On the other hand, G.E. Mendenhall, The Temth Ceneration, The
Chrgens of the Biblical Tradition, Baltimore/London, 1973, p. 144, n. 3, declares; “There
is no evidence for a ‘canomical list™. For previous studies regarding the lists of the
pre-lsraelite nations, fnier alfa, see SR, Diriver, A Crtical and Fregetical Commenlary on
Dereteromomy (1CC), |".[i'ill|?lll'L{h. 1903, PR 97 {+ FM.T. de [.i.:l.!.:rl‘ Béihl, Kanamider
|.-u.-.|l Hebriier, .!".lirg'f_q.u'.l'.'.u'ug(r.' Zur l'.-.-g.r..-.'.-.«'r-'..'r- des |:'.l|'.|:."-|'|r.r.'r'| und der f!:"r’i_':_.l__jl'-'-.n' Tererels -!H_J_,'..'.?'Prr.'
Boden Kanaans (Beitrige zur Wissenschalt vom Alten Testarment 9], Leipaig, 1911,
pp. 63 £; E.A. Speiser, “Man, Ethnic Divisions of ", in IDB 111, Nashville/New York,
1962, p. 237; N. Lohfink, Das Haupigebor, Eine Unlersuchung ltevarischer Emdeifungsfragm
zu Dtn 5-11 (AnBib 20}, Roma, 1963, p. 123; idem, Die Landverheissung als Eid. Fine
Studte zu Gu 15 (SBS 28), Stuttgart, 1967, pp. 65 [, 98 [; Richter, Bearberimgen, pp.
41-43; M. du Buit, “Populations de Pancienne Palesiine”, in D85up VIIL haris,
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It 15 true 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 classified under the following five categories: a) six-name lists with
variations, by lists of representative nations, ¢) geographical lists, d) the
list in the Table of Nations, and ¢) lists in later sources.

2. Siv-Name Lists with Vaniations

The six-name lists, which consist of the same six nations, though
Ined up in various orders, are predominant among our lists. They
account for eleven instances (I:5, 6, 8, 10, 11, 14, 17-19, 22, 95}
out of the twenty-seven, while there are four five-name lists (I:7, 12,
23, 27), four two-name lists (I:2, 4, 16, 21), three seven-name lists
I:13, 15, 20), two twelve-name lists (I:1, 26), a ten-name list (I:3).
an eight-name list (1:24) and a three-name list (I:9). This fact justifies
us in regarding the six-name lists as an independent category.” How-
ever, not all of these eleven 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
[:25
i

hand, we may classify all the seven-name lists (I:13, 15, 20) as well

should be included in the “lists in later sources”. On the other

as two of the fivesname lists (I:7, 23) under the heading of varia-
tions of the six-name lists. The seven-name lists are made up of the
same six nations as are found in the six-name lists, with the addi-
tional entry of the Girgashites. 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, Literarknitische, formgeschichtliche wnd stillritische Unter
suchungen zume Dewteronomim {BBB 26), Bonn, 1967, pp- 73 [; M. Caloz, “Exode, XIII,
3-16 et son rapport au Deutéronome”, RE 75 (1968), 33 [; F. Langlamer, “Israil
el Thabitant du pays', vocabulaire et formules d'Ex., XXXIV, 11-16", RE 76 (1960,
p. 33 wem, Gilpal o les vécils de la iraversée du Fourdain | Jos iii-iv) (CRB 11}, Paris.
1965, P 104 I::\f. van aeiers, “The Terms ‘Amorite’ and “Hittee' in the Old
Testament™, T 22 (1972, pp. 67-72; Mendenhall, The Tenth Generation, pp. 144 f:
B. North, “The Hivites”, Bif 54 {1973), pp. 4346,

* The numbers refer to “Table I no. 5, no. 6, no. 8, et

" The nature of the six-name lists as the basic formula has been observed in one
way or another, c.g., Speiser, in [DB [I1, p. 237; Richeer, D% Bearbeifungen, p- 4l;
North, Hib 54 (1973), p. 45.
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intention of making the number of nations up to seven by means
of the inclusion of the Girgashites.! We will deal with the problem
of the omission of the Perzzites and the Canaanites from the lists
in Exod 13:5 (I:7) and 1 Kes 9:20 (1:23), respectively, later.

Thus we have altopether fourteen lists in the category “six-name
lists with wvariations”, Can we find a principle in accordance with
which these fourteen lists have been composed? Once again, we can
resort to statistics, according to which we shall find that twelve lists
out of the fourteen include the Canaanites, the Amorites and the
Hittites in the first half, though in various orders (11:1, 3-8, 10-14),
and ten of the lists have the Perizzites, the Hivites and the Jebusites
in this fixed order in the lawer half (II:1-3, 5-7, 11-14). These sta-
tistics 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
|!:.]!|:_ []]1' {:ilﬂ':iili]ilt'ﬁ. 1|w ;'"|,||'|l:1r'i_l,¢'.‘i. :|11l:t the I]illi.tl.‘."\, are well known -
ples in both biblical and extra-hiblical sources. On the other hand,
not only are the nations of the latter half, the Perizzites, the Hivites,
and the Jebusites, scarcely attested in extra-biblical sources,” but the
information in the Hebrew Bible itself is 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 1o an end in reality but also memory of them was no

¥ In the LXX seven of the six-name lists (I35, 6, 8, 10 [codex Alexandrinus], 11,
14, 17) and in the Samaritan Pentateuch six of the six-name liss (L5, 6, 8, 10, 11,
14} have been L'xlj"gnrl{'rl IO SEVEN=TRIme lists |:l'L :1<|4|ir1*_1 the {a'-tlj;-i-i]'lilli'.\. and two of
the five-name lists (1:7, 23) have also been made “complete” by adding the Perizzites
and the Girgashites or the Canaanites and the Girgashites.

Anernpts have been made o find their names in extra-hiblical sources, but
none of the suggestions has been unanimously accepted; of. D). Wiseman, “Intro-
duetion: Peoples and Nations”, in D], Wiseman (ed.), POTT, Oxford, 1973, pp. xv [
N. Na'aman, “The Conguest of Canaan’ in the Book of Joshua and in History™,
in L Finkelstein and ™. Nataman (eds.), From Nemadism to Morarcly, Archar
Historreal .['-lfll'-: I} -".;'. Early Tirael, Irl"."li.\:ll.l.'lll. [REEE Pp 259243,
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longer alive in Israelite 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 after the
original formulation of the lists. This accords with the Auidity and
multiplicity of the implications of these three appellations in biblical
as well as extra-biblical sources. Indeed, recent studies have made it
clear that the terms Canaanites, Amorites, and Hittites each under-
went a long historical development in the ancient Near East. 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) Canaanites®—The discoveries in Ebla and Mari have demon-
strated that the terms “Canaan™ and “Canaanites” were used as early
as in the third millennium B.C.” But the exact application of the
term in these early documents has not vet been fully clarified. It is
from the middle of the fifteenth century B.C. onward that the term
“Canaan” was clearly used as a geographical name referring to west-
ern Palestine, including the Phoenician coast, and hence it became
the administrative designation of an Egyptian province.® Therefore
the term “Canaanites” was primarily applied to the whole population
of the above region or province; however, where further distinction
i5 required, hiblical sources place the “Canaanites” in the coastal
regions and the Jordan valley, and in later times the term implied
“merchants” or “traders”, especially “Phoenician traders”. Naturally,

* See B. Maisler [Mazar), Uintersuchungen aur allen Geschichle und Fthrographie Syriess
und Palistings [, Gielen, 1930, pp. 58-74; idem, * m and Canaanites”, BASOR
102 (1946), pp. 7-12: A, van Selms, “The Canaanites in the Book of Genesis”,
0715 12 (1958), pp. 182-213 WF. Albrght, “The Role of the Canaanites in the
History of Civilization”, in G.E. Wright (ed), The Bible and the Ancient Near East.
Fasays in Howor of William Fovell Afbright, London, 1961, pp. 328-362; J.C.L. Gibson,
“Observations on Some Important Ethnic Terms in the Pentateuch”, FNES 20
1961, pp. 217-220; E.A. Speiser, “Amorites and Canaanites”, in EA. Speiser (ed.),
WEP 1AL At the Deon of Crotlization—A Background of Biblical Histery, Tel-Aviv, 1964,
pp. 162169, 364 [; Y. Aharoni, The Land of the Bible, A Historical Gesgraphy, London,
1966, pp. 61-70; R. de Vaux, “Le pays de Canaan”, 7405 88 (1968), pp. 23-30;
idern, Histoere ancienne d'fsvaél, Des erigines @ Cinstallation en Canaan, Paris, 1971, Pp-
123-129; AR, Millard, “The Canaanites”, in 1], Wiseman {ed.), POTT, Oxford,
1973, pp. 29-32; F.C. Schmitz, “Canaan (Place)”, in ABD 1, New York, 1992, pp.
B28-831.

" For Ebla see G. Pettinato, “The Foyal Archives of Tell Mardikh-Ebla™, B4 39
(1976), p. 4&; for Mari sce G. Dossin, “Une mention de Canaanéens dans une let-
tre de Man”, Syra 50 (1973), pp. 277-282.

' See W, Helek, fhe ."i-':n'.lu':'ra.'r__l".-'.u .f_::;'l:,l'i."r.‘!- i Vorderasen tm 3. wnd 2 _:f;r.-'arfuuuwrf .
Chr. (Agyptologische Abhandlungen 3), Wieshaden, 1962, pp- 279 1.
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the use of the terms “Canaan” and “Canaanites” for western Palestine
and the whole population of the region, respectively, became obso-
lete after the Israelites had changed the Land of Canaan (Gen 13:12;
17:8, etc.) into the Land of Israel {1 Sam 13:19; 1 Chr 22:2, etc.).”

b) Amorites'™—Recently, scholars have become more and more
skeptical about establishing any direct relationship between the term
“Amorites” in the Hebrew Bible and the ethnic designation Amurru
(MAR.TU), i.e., Western Semites who were active in Mesopotamia
and Syria from the Old Akkadian and Ur II 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 “Amorites” in some bib-
lical passages refer to the geographical term Amurru, which appears
mainly in Mar texts and the Amarna letters as the designation for
a specific region or a state in Syria but that the biblical references
to the Amorites as one of the pre-Israclite populations should be
regarded as unhistorical, or remain, at best, vague.

However, it is not easy to believe that the biblical references to
the Amorites in the mountains of western Palestine and the Transjordan
have no historical value!' The distinction between the Canaanites
Iving along the coast and the Amorites living in the mountainous
regions must have stemmed from the experiences of Israelites 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 sce
Z. Kallai, “Tribes, Territories of”, in [DBSup, Nashville, 1976, pp. 920-923; idem,
“The Patriarchal Boundaries, Canaan and the Land of Israel: Patterns and Application
m Biblical Histonography”, IEF 47 (1997), pp. 69-82 M. Ouosson, "":'_H“_ in
TWAT 1, Stutegart, 19790-73, cols. 431 £; cf. BDB, p. 76; HALOT I, p. 90

U obee Masler (Maear), Onberchungen [, pp. 1-535; M. Noth, “Beitrige zur Ge-
schichte des Ostjordanlandes 1. Das Land Gilead als Siedlungsgebiet israchinscher
Sippen” (1941), in Aufdeze cur biblischen Landes- wnd Alertmmshunde 1, Neukirchen-Viom,
1971, pp. S-101; Gibson, :r"-f“'\ 20 (1961, PP 2 -224: H[H':u']'_ in “'_.f{}"f} ].[
Pp- 162-169; K.M. Kd"l'l'!.'l:l:ll. Amorites and Canpantles, London, 1966: H. Klemgel,
Creechiclite Syrnens im 2. Jafrtowsend vor wwserer Jeitrechnueng TE Mittel- ond Stidlsyrrerr, Berlin,
1969, pp. 178-263; A. Haldar, Who were the Amonites?, Leiden, 1971; de Vaux, Histoir
anctermte o faradl, pp. 129-131; van Seters, FT 22 (1972), pp. 64-67, 72-78; idem,
Abraham in 1"1"!-..'.--1_1' atted Tradition, New Havens London, 1975, pp. 43-45; M. Liveram,
“The Amorites”, in DJ. Wisernan (ed.), POTT, Oxford, 1973, pp. 100-133; W.G.
Dever, “Prolegomenon o a reconsideration of archaeology and patriarchal back-
;:I'i?l:l]'ld:i-.l. 'il:l].]l. r].I!..l."\. .|I!<| ]":1 Miller (e |-\. Tiraelite anmd :."!.'.r."r.lg'.'r:.l .rf|-|'-..':|' CVTLY.
London, 1977, pp. 102-111; G.E, Mendenhall, *Amorites”, in 480 I, New York,
1992, pp. 199-202.

" Eg. de Vaux, Aistoire auciemne d'feradf, po 130, maintaing that ““Amorite’ n'a,
dans la Bible, aucune signification historique ni ethnique™; ef. also van Scters, FT
22 (1972}, p. 78,
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specific meaning later in the Hebrew Bible, when it was used replac-
ing the term “Canaanites” as the designation of the whole population
of pre-Israelite Palestine. But this use of the term seems 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.”

c) Hittites"—OF the names of the three major nations, the appel-
lation “Hittites” changed its signification 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 values
given to it: (i) The name of the original inhabitants of Anatolia who
are otherwise called “Hattians” 1o distinguish them from the second
group; () The designation of the Indo-Aryan immigrants who con-
quered the Hattians about 2000 B.C. and established their *Old
kingdom” in the eighteenth century B.C., and thereafier the Empire
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.; (i1} A generic name for the small kingdoms in Syria
which sprang up as successors to the great Hittite Empire afier its
dissolution around 1200 B.C.—these are often called “Neo-Hittites”
to distinguish them from the second group; (iv) A general term for
the whole of the inhabitants of Syria-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

" MNoth, in Aufedtze 1, pp. 98 £, holds that the general use of the name Amorites
in the Bible came not from the Neo-Assyrian bt from the Old Babylonian use o
the term; but see Liverani, in POTT, p- 125 The term Amurru as the peneral des-
igmation for Syria was first attestee in the inscriptions of ASumasirpal 11 (883859
B.CC), see Liveranmi, in POTT, pp. 119

' See Masler (Mazar), Lintermuchnuroen 1, PP Th=80 B. Mazar, “Ropna OmET", in
Encyelopaedia Biblica 111, Jerusalem, 1958, cols, 355-357 (Hebrew); L. Delaporte, “Les
Hittites sont-ils nommés dans la Bible?, REA 4 (1938), pp. 2R0-296; idem, “Hittites™,
in OBSuy IV, Paris, 1949, cols. 103-109; O.R. Gumey, The Hittiles, Harmondswarth,
19617, pp. 39-62; Gibson, JNVES 20 (1961), pp. 224-227; 1], Gelb, “Hiutites”, in
D8 11, Nashville/New York, 1962, pp. 612-615; A. Kammenhuber, “Hethitisch,
Palaisch, Luwisch und Hicroglyphenluwisch®, in Altleiranatioche Sprachen (HdO 1711
1-2/2), Leiden/Kéln, 1969, pp. 119-127; HA Hoflner, “Some Contributions of
Hittiiology 1w Old Testament Study™, Tyndale Bulferin 200 (1969), pp. 27-57; idem,
“The Hitites and Hurrans”, in D.J. Wiseman (ed.), POTT, Oxford, 1973, pp.
197-221, 226-228; de Vaux, Hivoire ancienne d'lvadl, pp. 131-133; van Seters, F7
22 (1972, pp. 6467, 78-81; J.D. Hawkins, “Hati: the I* millennium B.C.", in
RIA IV, Berdin/New York, 1972-75, pp. 152-159; G. McMahon, “Hiuites in the
OT", in ABD I, New York, 1992, pp. 231-233: Na'aman, in Fom Nomadism to
Monarciy, pp. 239 1
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supplanted the latter by the middle of the first millennium B.C."

Although the above four distinetions in the use of the term “Hittites”
are unanimously accepted, the question of how the Hittites in the
Hebrew Bible fit into this picture 15 sull a thorny one on which opin-
ions vary. It is not so difficult to identfy some biblical references to
the Hitttes with either the territory of the Hittite Empire in Syria
ar the Neo-Hittite kingdoms."” However, althourh the Hebrew Bible
olten mentions the Hittites among the orginal inhabitants of the
Promised Land, we have had so far no definite evidence of a Hittite
presence in Palestine in the second millennium B.C. Therefore recent
stuclies are reluctant to regard biblical references to the Hittites in
Palestine as historical.'®

Mevertheless, there is enough evidence in the Hebrew Bible to jus-
tify the belief that the Israelites who settled the Promised Land did
find a group of inhabitants in southern Palestine'” who regarded
themselves as descendants or relatives of the Hitttes of Anatolia and
Syria. We do not know exactly how this community came into
being.'® It must have been a small community formed by descendants

" On the progressive shilt of the designation Amurru 10 an archaie term and
the use of Hatt for the entire region of Syria-Palestine, see Liverani, in POTT, pp.
119123

The term Hittitels) in | Kgs 10:H) 2Chr 117 | Kgs 11:1: 2 Kps 716,
tainly refers to the Neo-Hittites, Maisler (Mazar), 84508 102 (1946), p. 11, n. 25;
whem, n Eucpelopaedia Biblica 111, col. 356, thinks that “all the land of the Hitttes™ in
Juosh 1:4, also designates the Synan repnons, which were once under the rule of the Hittie
Empire, as opposed o “Canaan”, but opintons are divided on this interpretation,

b |-_5 de ‘-I.:!Ilh.. Hictotre CHCTERiR a*fera ". P 132 van Seters. T 20 (191, P g1.

It is remarkable that every reference to the Hittites as indigenous to Palestine
places them in southern Palestine: Ephron the Hittite who sold the field in Machphelah
to Abraham was a auzen of Kinath-arba (= Hebwon) (Gen 23), while the Hitite
wives of Esau came, 0 seems, from the repon of Beer-sheba (Gen 2603334, A
reference to the Hitttes in the hill country (Mum 13:2%9) also implies a Hitite set-
tlement i I|||'_||:||,|._||'i:.:|| hills, cf, Gelb, in f08 11, p. B3, Mote also that, in these
texis, the Himites in Hebron are l..||.'|'f] “the |'|n|'||]a||,' of l]ll' th'ui“ ey 23:7. el
and Esau's Hittite wives are referred 1o as “dawnghters of the land™” (Gen 27:46) or
“daughters of Canaan”™ (36:2). From this, van Scters, FT 22 (1972), p. 79, has con-
claded that **Canaanite’ and *Hittite’ are largely synonymous terms”. However, it
seems more probable that the Hittites are regarded here as one of the populations
in the Land of Canaan, called either “the land” or *“Canaan®™.

¥ Several theones have been advanced o prove Hitiite |:l|':|'|-:'|,|':11i|||| into Palestine
in the second millennium B.C. E.Q, Forer, “The Hitites in Palestine”, PEQ 68
1936], pp. 190-203; 69 (1937), pp. 100-115, spoke of a certain Kurustamma-
prople from Anatolia coming into Egyptian termtory as fugtives in the fourteenth
century B.C., 1o become the “Hittites” in the hill country of Judah, C.H. Gordon,
“Abraham and the Merehants of Ura”, JNVES 17 (1958), pp. 28-31, sugpested that
the Hittites whom Abraham met in Hebron were merchants from the Hitite Empire.
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ol immigrants or fugitives, 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 Aegean basin
to the coast regions of Palestine in the twelfth century B.C. Both
biblical and extra-biblical sources together with archaeological dis-
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 Aegean islands throughout the first mil-
lennium B.C. (cf. Amos 9:7).%

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

a] The term “Canaanites”, besides being the name for the ethnic
group dwelling by the sea coast and in the Jordan valley, signified
the entire population of Palestine, but lost its significance after the
establishment of the Israclite monarchy.

b) The designation “Amorites” was at first employed 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 pre-lsraclite Palestine, when the term
Canaan had become obsolete as the name of the country.

K.A. Kitchen, Ancient Orent and Ol Testament, Chicago, 1966, p. 52, n. 91, has tried
to collect evidence for Anatolians in Palestine in the Patriarchal period. None of
these suggestions has met general approval, see Hoffner, Tindale Sulletin 20 (1969),
pp. 28-33,

" Hoffner, Tmdale Bulletin 20 (1969), pp. 32-37; idem, in POTT, pp. 199 £, does
not find any Hittite characteristics either in the personal names of the “Hittites” in
the Bible or in the customs pertaining 1o the real-estate transaction between Abraham
and Ephron the Hittite in Gen 23, However, taking the hiblical evidence of a native
population called “Hittite™ as historical, he suggests that these “Hittites" were native
demites who had nothing in common with the Hawians and Indo-Ewropean Hittites
m Anatolia or the Neo-Hittites in Syria, A similar suggestion had already been
mzcle h'-n (N R f=.l'1!'}-. A Crtteal and Fxepetrwal Commentary on Numbers (1000, E';Il'i:lﬂ:ln'_q];_
1903, p. 148, G also B and H. Klengel, Db Felfter, Geselhichie und Unnoelt, Wicn/
Miinchen, 1970, pp. 50 f Hoflner’s argument scems convincing but for the last
suggestion. It is difficult to assume that the phonetic similarity between the Hebrew
termis St and fef and the Akkadian term ot is “due to chance conflation” (POTT,
P 214) with regarel to the Hebrew vocalizaton of the name, see H.G, Giterbock,
“Hethiter, Hethitisch™, in REA 1V, Berlin/New York, 1972-75, p. 372,

* See KA. Kitchen, “The Philistines”, in D], Wiseman (ed), POTT, Oxford,
1973, pp. 67-70.
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c) The appellation “Hittites” designated, at first, a small com-
munity of Hittite origin in southern Palestine, but later took on an
expanded meaning when the Israelites came into touch with the
MNeo-Hittites, and finally came to be used to represent the original
nations inhabiting the land prior o the Israclite scttlement.

We are now in a position to rearrange the irregular sequences
ol the three major nations in the frst half of the six-name lists
according to certain rules. This arrangement will enable us to chart
the fourteen six-name lists as a diagram showing their historical devel-
opment. The following are the rules in accordance with which the
diagram may be read, and the signs employed to indicate deviation
from the norm:

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

¢) When a component deviates from its regular position, this vacant
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 Hittites 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 entnes only mn
three hists (I1:4, 9, 10}, in which cither the Amorites occupy the first
position or the Girgashites have been added. Although II:3 and 1]
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 [ormulae
for compiling the six-name lists, special attention should be paid to
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Table 11

MNo. | Matuons in order as found No. of | Biblical passages
nations

| C A H P Y J b Exod 33:2
s A H P vV J 5 | Kgs 9:20
3 A H P V J G Exod 34:11
| A P C H * G V ] 7 Josh 24:11
b ( H A P v J G Exod 5:8

6 B H A P v J 6 Exod 3:17
7 C H A P v J G Jude 3:5

B C H 4 v J 5 Exod 13:5
0 C H V t __|’ G ¥ A ] 7 Josh 3:10
[ A H P C * Vv ] i Exod 23:23
§ H G A 3 V J i 7 Deut 7:1
12 H A =P v J i Deut 20017
13 H A C P Vv ] fi Josh 9:1

4 H A C P v & | f Josh 12:8

the three-stage promotion of the Hittites in the lists. All the four lists
in which the Hittites 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 these
hsts, the Hitttes, the Amorites, and the Canaanites, corresponds
cxactly to the situation in Neo-Assyrian inscriptions of the seventh
century B.C., where the expression “Hatti land” denotes the whaole
region of Syria-Palestine, but the term “Amurru” mostly implies the
West in a general archaic manner,” while the desionation “Kinahhu",

Langlamet, Gifpal ef fes réats, p. 110, recognizes that these four lists belong o
the “Deuteronomistic type”, and the formula *C H A P V J” to the *Yahwasi
type”. According to the analysis of M. Noth, Dar Swch Josus (HAT 7}, Tiibingen,
1953 pp. 537, 71, Josh ©:1 is post-Deuteronomistc and Josh 12:8b is an addition
L E4) |h. |'.::. 'n.||||:--:' II.It'I'I|)I:-hi|1III!| i-‘ ]]<'|,:|I|'|'||||-:|:||i\.|||:'_

* It 15 true that when Esarhaddon calls himsell “King of Subartu, Amurru,
Gutium, the great land of Haw .. (R, Borger, e foschrften Asarhaddons Koy von
Asgyen [AID Beah, 9], Graz, 1956, p. 80, lines 27-28), the two terms Amurm and
Hatu are devowd of any specific geographical sense, but in other inscriptions, the
term Haui is emploved as a conerete designation for Syria-Palestine; sce Borger,
Tschirifien Asarhaddens, p. 48, line 80; p. 60, line 72. Note also that, in HAR-gud E,,
rev. b 4. 10-11. -'.‘;I:Ili'l.-lrlull. AT, .-1||-:| *Gutum™ are found in the second col-
umn, while “Hatti” appears in the third, This seems to show that the first three
terms were already archaic by the late Neo-Assyrian period, the probable time of
wrting of the third column, and that the designation Hatg was used as an equiv-
alent perographical tenm, see E. Reiner and M. Cival, Mafenafien zem simerisohen Lexifon
X1 Rome, 1974, p. 35 | owe the last note o Prof. K. Deller.
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i.e.,, “Canaan”, is completely absent. We cannot but coneclude, there-
fore, that the formula “H A C P V J” was composed under the
ifluence of the common use of the terms Hati and Amurru in the
Near East in the seventh century B.C.

If our thesis is correct, we may further assume that the placing
of the Hittites in the second and the third positions in the six-name
lists also reflects two sets of historical situations, in which the Israelites
recognized certain people called Hitttes: the Hittites in the sccond
position denote the Neo-Hittites, whose contact with the Israelites is
mentioned in the Hebrew Bible from the time of Dawid (2 Sam
8:9-10, etc.) and Solomon (1 Kgs 11:1, etc.) down to the days of
the prophet Elisha (2 Kgs 7:6), while the Hittites in the third posi-
tion must imply one of the genuine native populations in Palestine
in the pre-Davidic period. From the foregoing analysis, we may con-
clude that the formula “C A H P V |”, which is preserved in a
complete form only in Exod 33:2 (II:1), was the original of the six-
name lists, and that the other formulae developed from it later.

There remains one question to be answered, however. Why were
the Hittites as one of the pre-lsraelite populations in Palestine priv-
iledged to be included among the three major nations, although they
actually formed only a tiny little community in the southern part of
Palestine in fact smaller than even the Hivites? But before pro-
ceeding to 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

% 1t is docwmented in biblical sources that Hamath, the southemmost Neo-Hioie
kingdom, continuously maintained contact with Israel unl its destmaction by Sargon
i 720 B.C. However, the kingdom of Hamath was no longer “Hittite” after £akkur,
an Aramacan, assumeéd s control in the fisst hall of the eighth century B.C., see
J:I. Hawkins, “Hamath™, in &L4 1V, Berin/New York, 1972-75, p. 68; W.T.
Pitard, Ancient Damasews, A Histortea! Study af the Syrean Cily-Mtale from Earlest Tomes wnid
iy Fall to the Aizymans | 732 jll.f..ll'.... l||"|:"|||- ] |._:'L|'. 1987, P 170 1.

' The dwelling places of the Palestinian Hittites were, as has been mentioned,
confined o the regions around Hebron and Beer-sheba, while Hivite settlemenis
were located in Mount Lebanon (Judg 3:3), at the oot of Hermon (Josh 11:3), in
Shechern (Gen 342) and (abeon (Josh 9:7; 11:149), that 1s, they were scattered
between Sidon and Beersheba (2 Sam 24:6-7). EA Speiser has advanced a the-
ory that the term Hivite is the resalt of a textual confusion of Horite and Hitte,
“Ethnic Movements in the Near East in the Second Millennium B.C: the Hurrians
and their Connection with the EHabiru and Hyksos”, AASOR 13 (19533), pp. 29-31;
idem, “Hivite”, in 08 [, Nashville/New York, 1962, p. 615; for cntical views of
this theory see 5.E. Loewenstamm, “"0"7, n Eroyolofacdic Bibdica 11, Jerusalem, 1958,
col. 43 (Hebrew); B, de Vaux, “Les Hurnites de histoire et les Hortes de la Bible™,
KB 74 (1967), pp. 497-503; Nonh, S 54 (1973), pp. 52-62. On the other hand,
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It is patent that the theme of the six-name lists 1s the legitima-
tion of the Lsraelite seizure of the Promised Land from the indige-
nous population. Although the process of dispossession began with
the Israclite settlement in Palestine, this sort of list could not be com-
piled before the process had been finally completed. It has been
argued that the last entry in the hists, the Jebusites, fixes the fermu
nies ad quem of the list at David's taking of Jerusalem from the Jebusites,
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 Israelite society; and there
is evidence that several foreign communities still kept their politico-
ethnical identities 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
foreigners (2 Sam 21:1-9). Similarly, in taking a census of the popu-
lation of the kingdom, Joab included “all the cities of the Hivites and
Canaanites” (24:7). “The cities of the Hivites and Canaanites” here
doubtless the foreign communities in the kingdom of David.

According to 1 Kgs 9:20-22 (cf. 2 Chr 8:7-9), those whom Solomon
made slave-labourers were not Israelites but descendants of the indige-
nous population. However, we are told elsewhere that Solomon actu-
ally imposed a forced levy on all Israclites (1 Kgs 5:27-32; 11:28;
12:4; ef. 46).% Accordingly, it is possible to assume that the former

Mendenhall, The Tenth Cemeralion, pp. 154-163, maintains that the Hivites were
Luwians who came from Cilicia, on the basis of the phonetic identification of
“Hivite™ with "‘Qn'.\'r-“ = {:i]i:'i;u; Cl also qu:';i!'l'lill'l. in From _"lih'?lr!n"n’.:r.ll 7] .1JriJIrIIc'.'l!'1'.
p. 2440,

MNorth, Sib 54 (1973), p. 4.

% Josh 9:7 and 11:19 identify the Gibeonites with the Hivites, while they were
“Amorites” according to 2 Sam 21:2. This seeming contradiction can be solved by
interpreting the term “Amorites” here as a general designation for the whole popu-
lation of pre-Israclive Palestine, see ] Blenkinsopp, Gibeon and forael The Role of Gilbeon
el the Gibeonttes in the Polttical and Religiows History of Early Tsrael {The Society for Old
Testament Study Monograph Series 2}, Cambridge, 1972, pp. 21 L

¥ Some scholars find a difference between the types of servitude to which the
Israclites and the Canaanites were severally subjected, that is, the corvée (mas) for
the former and the state slavery [mas “8&) for the latter, see I Mendelsohn, “State
Slavery in Anc ient Palestine”, BASOR 85 (1942}, pp. 14 17; J. Gray, § & £l Kings.
A Contmentary (OTL), London, 19773 pp. 135 [ However, this argument secrms
inconclusive, see AF. Rainey, “Compulsory Labour Gangs in Ancient Israel”, IEY
20 (1970}, pp. 191-202; J.A. Soggin, “The Davidic-Solomonic Kingdom®, in J.H.
Hayes and .M. Miller (eds.), Foraclite and Judaran Histoy (OFTL), London, 1977, p. 378;
idem, “Compulsory Labor under David and Solomon”, in T, Ishida (ed.), SPOS,
Tokyo/Winona Lake, 1982, pp. 259-267.
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narrative stemmed from a claim of Solomon’s regime, which alleged
no Israelite involvement in its compulsory labour service. This may
have been 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 Israelites
and the non-Israelite elements had become more and more ambigu-
ous as a result ol a mass assimilation of the native populations to
the social structure of the United Monarchy.™

It is understandable that the ideclogical struggle to establish the
national identity of the Israelites became acute under these circum-
stances. Without such an ideological struggle, the Israelites would
have lost their identity, like the Philistines, in the process of the rapid
absorption of many foreign elements into their society. We can
assume, 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 Israel by legitimatizing the [sraelite seizure of the
Promised Land from the indigenous populations. In any case, there-
after, we never hear of any independent foreign entity living among
the Israclites. This fact shows that the process of the assimilation of
the indigenous inhabitants to Israelite society was complete by the
ume of Solomon,™

* Clear evidence for a policy of integrating the foreign clements into the Solo-
monic state can be found in the structure of Solomon’s twelve administrative districts
(1 Kgs 4:7-19), which were formed by following Israclite wribal boundaries and alse
by incorperatng former Canaanite regions, see A. All, “Israels Gaue unter Salome™

1913), in Kiewe Schriflen zur Geschichle des Volkes ferael 11, Miinchen, 1953, pp. 76—80;
N. Nataman, Borders and Dusirets in Biblical Fistoriography, Seven Studies im0 Biblical
Ceegrrapliical Lists ( JBS 4), Jerusalem, 1986, pp. 167-201, T.N.ID, Mettinger, Solomanic
State Officinls. A Study of the Cinl Govermment Officials of the frraelite Monarchy (CBOTS
3}, Lund, 1971, pp. 119 [, maintains that Solomon’s subdivision of the districts was
based on a policy directed against the house of Joseph. According to Na'aman's
analysis, ibid., p. 168, however, “the inclusion of the ‘Canaanite’ districts in the
inhertances of Ephraim and Manasseh s the result of a literary process. ... It
has no basiz in actual fac”.

“ Bome scholars contend that the descendants of the Gibeonites survived as the
w'ifnfm without losing their ethnic identity even after the Exile, see Y. Kaufmann,
The Religion of Tvael from ity Begimings to the Babylonian Exife (ir. and abr. by M. Green-
hl:'l']:_, New York, 1972, P 251. However, .i| is more Iikl_l\ that 1||1'.rg"g|','!fr,l| wWere
descended from a mixture of alien peoples, of, G.H, Davies, “MNethinim”, in {08
I, Nashwille/New York, 1962, p. 541. On the other hand, Sogein, in fraelite and
Judaean Fhatory, p. 379, assumes that the Canaamites were granted autonomy within
the kingdom of Solomon and recovered their independence from the Northemn
Kingdomn of Israel afier the division of the United Kingdom. But we can hardly
find any explicit evidence in biblical sources for this assumption.
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We must deal here with the problem of the omission of the entry
“Canaanites” from the list of the descendants of the original natons
whom Solomon conscripted as slave-labourers (1 Kgs 9:20). We might
well classify this list as belonging to the group in which the Amorites
occupy the first positon, as “A H-P V J". But we are convinced
that we should place the missing entry not in the third but in the
first posiion 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 orginal formula, in which the Canaanites occupy
the first positon. The parallelsm between v. 20 and v. 21 shows
that the compiler of this list excluded the Canaanites 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 Perzzites. . .” (v. 20) // “Their
descendants who were left after them in the land . ..” (v. 21). “The
land™ in v. 21 clearly implies the Land of Israel, which was formerly
called the Land of Canaan. In other words, the compiler of the list
omitted the entry “Canaanites” 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 Hittites in the original formula included among the three major
nations, though they were in reality only a minor element of the
population in pre-Davidic Palestine? Information about two Hittites
among the heroes of David, Ahimelech (1 Sam 26:6) and Uriah
(2 Sam 11:3, etc.), testifies to the fact that there existed a commu-
mity of Hittite origin in Judah i the ome of Dawid.™ 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-
tact between the Israclites and the Neo-Hittites, 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 lists in the days
of Solomon regarded the Palestinian Hittiees, it seems, as a branch
of the Neo-Hittites in Syria. Hence the inclusion of the Hitttes

" Gibson, JNES 20 (1961), p. 226, thinks that Ahimeélech and Unah came from
Meo-Hittite kingdoms in Syria. It 15 not casy to suppose, however, that such remote
foreigners were included among those who were discontented with Saul’s regime
and gathered to Davd (1 S8am 22:2), cf. Delaponte, in DESyp IV, col. 104
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among the major nations in the original formula, though in the third
position. This assumption also explains the peculiar fact that the
original formula is preserved only in two lists (I1:1, 2), while the sec-
ond formula “C H A P V J” is the prevailing one, being found in
five cases out of fourteen (I1:5-9). It is likely that the insignificant
Palestinian Hittites and all other foreign elements ceased to exist in
the United Kingdom by the end of the time of Solomon. So, as
regards the use of the term “Hitates”, the reference to the more
important “Neo-Hittites™” overshadowed that of “Palestinian Hittites”,
and the second formula, elevating the Hittites in the second posi-
tion, had already been compiled perhaps by the end of the time of
Solomon,

To sum up, the formulae “CAHPV ][ and “CH APV J”
were compiled successively one after the other in the days of Solomon,
while the third formula “H A C P V ]J” appeared in the seventh
century B.C. On the other hand, the formulae “A CH PV J” and
“AHCPYV ] were formed as secondary modifications of the first
and second formulae, respectively, in the ninth or the eighth cen-
turies B.C.*

We have no intention of f]i.\{'uh:ii:'lg here the I't‘]iLlir!-]I‘l]ﬁ.p between
these formulae 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-Israelite nations
of the Promised Land, the Yahwist employed the term Canaanites,
the Elohist preferred the name Amorites, while the Priestly souree
made habitual use of Hittites.** However, the foregoing investigation
into the six-name hists has made the thesis {lm':-:lirmul}h*_ We have
shown that the first posiion on the six-name lists shifted from the
Canaanites to the Amorites, and then to the Hittites, as the appli-
cations of these terms developed in the ancient Near East. It is likely
that the choice of one of these appellations in preference to the
others 1s likewise not characteristic of a specific “source™ but simply
reflects the use of these terms in a particular period. Moreover, it
is impossible to determine the age of a certain passage on the basis

Richier, [ Bearbeitnngen, p. 42, assumes that the six-name lisis arose as a

mnemonic device for teaching historieal geography. However, it is difficult, on this
.'!.*L:Gl.]]I]|:l[iuII. to |'K'|'r|.|.'i|l. the great diversity in the order of C, A and H v the first
hall’ of these lists,

].'.’ M. :\-n:dl::_' The Old Testament Werld, E.l.lll'iEIII'l_ 1 Oy, (8 Tl
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of the simple presence there of one of the formulae of the six-
name lists, for there was a clear tendency to regard the second
formula “C H A PV |J” as quasi-canonical afier its compilation. In-
deed, it is retained in passages regarded as Deuteronomistic or post-
Deuteronomistic (Josh 3:10; Judg 3:5)* as well as in later sources
Ezra 9:1; Neh 9:8; 2 Chr 8:7). In other words, it was always pos-
sible for a “source™ to choose one formula [rom the formulae trans-
mitted as common tradition.

In addition, it is important to note that the term “Hittites” is,
contrary to the prevailing view, never used in biblical sources as a
peneral designation for all the inhabitants of pre-Israelite 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.g., 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-Hittites. This fact shows that the
terms Canaanites and the Amorites had been fixed as general des-
ignations for the original nations in biblical traditon before the term
Hittites had lost its specific sense completely with the destruction of
Hamath, the last Neo-Hittite kingdom, in 720 B.C. By the end of
the eighth century B.C., as we have mentioned above, the term
Hittites had in biblical sources been given the position of represen-
tative of the pre-Israelite nations in the place of the Canaanites and
the Amorites under the influence of the expanded significance of the
term Hatti, signifying the entire population of Syria-Palestine, in Neo-
Assyrian inscriptions. But it was too late for the term Hittites to
become another general designation for the indigencus population
of the Promised Land,

® For the Deuteronomi character of Josh 3:10 see Noth, Das Bueh Jaswa,
- 23 cf. also [;|||H|<||1||'l_ I af & fes récils, . ||:":.|.__I A H1)ggil|. .:r'rmlr.u.'.'. A Commentay
OTL), London, 1972, PP 51 T _||.Ia|_|_1 35 15 reparded as E'II:I‘H'I}I:'IIII'I'I:IIIIIII'Ii'\.[i! h‘_-.
G. Fohrer, Mntroduction &0 the O Testament, London, 1970, P 213,
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3. Lists of Representative Nations

There are three two-name lists, which consist of the Canaanites and
the Perzzites (Gen 13:7; 34:30; Jude 1:4-5). Since the Perizzites
are, together with the Girgashites, the most obscure of the °
¥

seven
nations”,™ it is not casy 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-
Israchite Palestine. Hence, on the basis of the meaning of the term
frrazi as “rural country”, it has been suggested that “the Canaanites™
and “the Perizzites” here stand for “those living in fortified cities”
and “those living in unwalled towns or hamlets”.™ It is by no means
clear, however, whether we can regard the names of the “seven
nations” as exclusively political and social, not ethnic, designations.™
Rather they seem to be ethno-geographic as well as ethno-linguistic,
as In the case ol the criteria for classifying the nations in the “Table
of Nations”, i.e,, “by their families, their languages, their lands and
their nations™ (Gen 10:20, 31; f. 10:5).%

From a comparison of the two-name lists with the six-name lists,
we may assume that “Canaanites” and “Penizzites” are employed as
terms for a broader division of population groups, which include not
just the Canaanites and the Perizzites but other ethnic elements as
well. In that case, by applying the rules for charting the six-name
lists, we can put the two-name list into the following diagrammatic
form: C--P--. S0 it is possible to regard the term “Canaanites™ as
representative of the major nations, and the name *Perizzites” of
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 the six-name lists according to an ide-
ological scheme reflecting the changing importance of peoples. They

A See BLF. Schnell, “Penzzite”, in I08 11, Nashwlle/New York, 1962, p. 735
5.A. Reed, “Perzzite”, in ABD V, New York, 1992, p. 231

' Schnell, in £08 111, p- 735; du Buit, in DSy VI, col. 120; of, KB, p. 777,
HALOT I, p. 965,

* Mendenhall, The Tenth Generation, p. 1535, takes the “seven nations™ to be exclu-
sively socio-political groups, but the purely socio-political approach makes it difficult
to explain the ethno-linguistic diversity of Syria-Palestine in the biblical period.

¥ Although recognizing language as a criterion, Speiser, in f08 I11, p. 236, holds
that the principal criteria in biblical tradiions were nation and country, iec., ethno-
geographic ones.
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are too simple: they reflect blocks of some kind. Therefore it is
difficult to say exactly what ethno-geographic or linguistic groups are
included in the names of the two nations. Sill, the above diagram-
matic form “C--P--"" suggests the hypothesis that the grouping of
the two-name list was based on an ethno-linguistic criterion, that
is, “the Canaanites” stand [or Semitic populations, and “the Perizzites”
for non-Semitic.™ It is generally assumed that the Perizzites, the
On the other hand,

Hivites and the Jebusites were non-Semitic.’
the Canaanites and the Amornites were f!t"ﬁ'l]i.ll'l"lk' Semitic. In addition,
the Hittites in Palestine must have been classified by the Israelites
as members of the Semitic group, since they had been, as mentioned
above, completely assimilated to their Semitic surroundings.

We have regarded two of the five-name lists, one omitting the
Canaanites and the other the Perizzites (11:2, 8), as variations of the

six-name lists, and the problem of the lack of the entry *Canaanites”

has already been dealt with. Now, our analysis of the two-name lists
has made it clear that the Perizzites could stand as representatives
of the minor ethnic groups. Accordingly, it 15 also possible to assume
that, in the List in Exod 13:5, from which the entry “Perizzites” i1s
missing, thus giving it the form “C H A — V ", the entries “Hivites”
and “Jebusites™ stand for two subdivisions of the “Perizzites™.

The sole three-name list, “the Hivites, the Canaanites, the Hitttes”
Exod 23:28), is also to be classified among the “hsts of representa-
tive nations”. If we chart it again following the same rules as in the
case of the diagram of the six-name lists, it can be schematized as
“W — 0 — 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 hypotheucal, these three appellations undoubt-
edly stand for three representatives of three different ethic groups.
[he criterion of classification seems rather ethno-geographic than
ethno-linguistic, unlike the two-name lists, for the order of the entries
sugeests a north-south direction (cf. the order of the Hivites and the
Canaanites in 2 Sam 24:7 and the Hittite settlements in southern
alestine in the Book of Genesis).

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

CIL Speiser, in DB I, pp. 237, 241; idem, in WHGP 1/, po 103,
' Speiser, in IDR I, p. 242, links all three with the Hurmans
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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+]) 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 (113, 12, 16, 18) can
be categonzed under the heading “geographical lists™. In these hists,
the nations are arranged geographically, as indicated by the accom-
panying geographical notes. The following chart gives a general view
of the composition of the “geographical lisis”. The list in Gen 15:19-2]
will be placed last as it has a different character from the others,

Table 111

Mo MNatons in order as found, classified by Mo, of Biklical
groups according 1o the geographical notes rations praussagnes
| | A .1I.|"'."I.I|I'|\ i!l |E'II' |::r||1 -::-| .'\;n'l_:r'h
bl H J A {in the hll country |
C L |:-'. the seq and along I:|||_'_||||'|;|._||'.' 5 | MNum 13:29
2 a} A (bevond the Jordan to the west
b) C (by the sea 2 Josh 51
3 al  (in the east and the west
I.l 1': IE II"I 1141 |J|I" rll” COry
¢) ¥V junder Hermon in the land of Mizpah f3 Josh 11:3
i a) Kenites, Kenizites, Kadmonites
b) H P, Rephites, A
ey O
e | 10 Gen 15:19-21

The first three lists give us a consistent picture of the geographi-
cal distribution of the pre-Israclite nations in Palestine, that is, the
Canaanites dwell by the sea coast and in the Jordan valley, while
the Amorites live, together with the Hittites, the Jebusites, and the
Perizzites, in the hill country.*! This situation is summed up in the
bricfest way in the list in Josh 3:1 (cf. Deut 1:7), while the wo lists

N. Na'aman, “Canaanites and Perizetes™, BNV 45 (1988), pp. 42-44, is of the
opinion that the pair, Canaanites and Perizzites, stemmed from a late strutum in
the biblical wadition and “the concept of the Penzeites as a name for the raral
population of the country emerged due o popular etymologization of the ethnic
name Perzeites”.

U For the I'I'L:‘il:.l]1!-'~ of the Amorites and those of the Canaanites., see Maisler
Mazar), Untersuchnngen 1, pp. 39-53, 67-74; of. also Speiser, in WHFP 1/1, p. 169,
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in Num 13:29* and in Josh 11:3 particularize the various ethnic ele-
ments dwelling in the hill country. In addition, the former mentons
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 each list. The former is part of a report made
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-
ern region were beyond their horizon. It is also natural that they
should have put the names of the inhabitants in order of south to
north direction, i.e., from close by to far off. The latter list is part
of the story of the appeal of Jabin king of Hazor to all the kings
and the inhabitants of Palestine (Josh 11:1-3). Evidently, the Hivites
“under Hermon in the land of Mizpah™ were specially included in
the list because of the northern location of Hazor. It is also con-
ceivable, however, that this list was formed on the basis of the first
formula for the six-name lists “C A H PV J7, with a slight modifica-
tion in the order of the last two entries. It is quite clear that the
reversal of the order of the Hivites and the Jebusites was carned
out according to the principle of geographical grouping.

Accordingly, the structure of the list in Josh 11:3 15 doubtless
schematic rather than geographical in the real sense of the term.
Nevertheless, we have reason to believe that both the geographical
lists in the Book of Joshua were compiled from authentic historical
tradition based on experiences undergone when the Israclites came
to Palestine; and such experiences must be reflected in the spy story
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 Israel (Gen 15:18bB). However, an analysis of its
structure shows that this list belongs to the category of “geographi-
cal lists™. This list is incorporated in the story of Abraham, who

[u}

2 “The descendants of Anak™ in the preceding verse (v. 28} cannot be included in
the Lst, since the term Anak iz not vsed as an ethnic deagnation here, see M. Noth,
Numbers (OTL), London, 1968, pp. 105-107; of. E.C.B. MacLaurin, “ANAK/ANAS",
VT 15 (1965), pp. 468-474,

* Cf. Richter, M Brarbettngen, p. 42, Lohfink, ke Landverfeissung als £, p. 66;
CF. also Aharoni, The Land of the Bible, p. 66. But there is also a skeptical view
about the histonicity of the geographical division between the Canaanites and the
Amaornites, e.g., de Vaux, Hlorre andene f Toail, p, 130,
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dwelt, presumably, in Hebron at that time; that is, it is composed
from the viewpoint of a person residing in the South, as in the case
of the list in Num 13:29. We can assume, accordingly, that the
nations are lined up here in order of south to north direction. In
fact, the first three tribes were populations living in the Negeb.* The
Hittites, who are mentioned as the first entry in the second group,
were, as has been discussed above, inhabitants of the Judaean hills.
The following pair, the Perizzites and the Rephites, can be posi-
tioned in the forest country between Judah and Ephraim according
to the tradiion 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 even regard
them as one and the same nation.® It thus becomes clear that the
second group is made up of four ethnic elements living in the hill
country and the Transjordan. And then, as the third group, the
Canaanites are referred to as the inhabitants of the sea coast and
the Jordan valley.

Up to this point, there is an exact correspondence between the
two lists in Num 13:29 and Gen 15:19-21, from a structural point
of view.

Gen [5:19-21 MNum 13:29

Kenites, Kenizites, Kadmonites | Amalek

H P, Rephites, A HJ A
C C
z ]

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

" We do not know who the Kadmonites were, since they are mentioned only
here. They are sometimes identified with “the People of the East” (#né-gedem) (Gen
29:1, etc.), see KB, P- B24: bt “the E’q'-:lpll' of the East" 153 understood as a gen-
cral desipnation of the nomads in the desert east of Palestine { Judg 6:3, etc), see
L. Ephtal, The Anctenit Arabs. Nomads on the Borders of the Fertile Crescent S5 Centeeries
A.C, Jerusalem/Leiden, 1982, pp. 9 £, 62

® For the traditions about the Rephites and the Amonies see J.R. Bartlet, “Sthon
and Og, Kings of the Amorites”, FT 20 (1970), pp. 268 [
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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 formulae 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 ol
nations up to seven in the seven-name lists, as a varation of the
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 sugeested that we can find some echoes ol the Davidic
Empire in the divine promise of land made to Abraham and his
descendants in Gen 15" This view clarifies the significance of the
first three tribes, whose presence makes our list unique. With regard
to the Kenites and Kenizites, we have demonstrated elsewhere that
they were integrated into “greater Judah” together with other south-
ern 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 southern 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 ol Israel). It follows,
therefore, that the first three names represent the foreign 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 ol the list implies
Dawvid’s conquest of Jebus-Jerusalem completing the Israelite 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 Israel. According
to 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 Jerusalem.” The Girgashites and the
Jebusites were added at the end of the list in order to emphasize

“ OF R. Clements, Abratam aud Daetd, Genesis 13 and 5 Mearsing for frraelite Traditon
SBTS 5, London, 1967,

YOT. Ishida, The Royal Dynacites i Ancient Trenel, A Study on the Formation and Deoelofiment
of Roval-Lhyaasin .I'rl'-e---"-;_r::- BZAW 142), Bedin/New York, 1977, pp. 65 1.

#0f, U, Cassuto, “Jerusalem in the Pentateuch” (1951), in Biblieal and Oviental
Sinifies 1: Bible, _JI'I'II'\-.III'I'I'I. 1973, P- T,

" Lohfink, Ihe Landverkeissung als Fud, pp. 75 [, has suggesied that the expression
“River (mahar) of Egypt” in the definition of the ideal border of Isvael {v. 18bf) may
be regarded as a “hyperbole” from the peried 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 o make the number of components in
the list up to ten, a symbaolic figure for completeness.™

5. The List i the Table of Nations

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

a) Canaan, Sidon, Heth

b) JAGV

c) Arkites, Sinites, Arvadites, Zemarites, Hamaihites

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 classification in the Table of Nations. As
has been assumed for a long tme, the contnuation of this passage
{Gen 10:15) 15 surely to be found in vv. 18b—19, in which the later
expansion ol the Canaanites to southern Phoenicia and Palestine is
described.” It thus becomes clear that Sidon is regarded here as the
homeland of the Canaanites, from which they spread later to the
Land of Canaan. It 15 remarkable, however, that Heth is also included
within the Canaanite sphere. It is not casy to determine what the
term Heth stands for here. It is widely accepted that the association

A Clements, Abraham and Daved, p 21, 23, holds that “the reference to Gthe
land of the Kemies, the Kenizites aned the Kadmonites' was the ongnal identification
of the land, which a later editor has expanded” by adding the other seven names
to indicate the range of the Davdic Empire. Similarly, Lohfink P Landverhessmng
alt fd, pp. 72-76, arpues that the hst dates from the tme of the settlement of the
tribbe of Judal, but the definition of the ideal border from the period of David and
H-:|||||'||-:||:|_ de 1\';u|:~._ Histoire anciene r.|"|r-rr.r.-|'_ P 4. also I||I|:'|k.‘- l]1it1 this list .\l,i':l'lt'lll!":l
from times before the Kenites and the Kenizites had been absorbed into Judah,
However we have tried to show that lists of this sont were compiled only afier the
complete absorption of all the foreign elements into the United Kingdom. About
the view of the Deateronommistc origin of the st see M. Anbar, "Genesis 15: A
Conflation of Two Deuteronomic Narvatives™, JBL 101 (1982), pp. 53 [

" Bee C. Westermann, Genests [ Kagated 1-11 (BEKAT 1/1), Neukirchen-Viuyn,
LHGS, pp. BY94—HU, Maisler (Mazar), !l:u.".".r-.'J(.'II.'J.'.I_I_;'.".'J I, P T4, has held a different
view, according to which Canaan is referred to as the &éds epdeymas of all the north-
emn neighbours of Isracl and of the pre-Israclite inhabitants of Palestine, bt v, 19
15 a late gloss.
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of Canaan with Ham (Gen 10:6) designates its status as an ex-

province of Egypt.®® By analogy it is then possible to understand that
Heth stands here for the part of Syria over which the Egyptians
established their rule under the Eighteenth and Nineteenth Dynasties,
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 group consists of four pre-Israelite nations. It is ex-
tremely difficult to regard them as subdivisions of Canaan, corre-
sponding to Sidon and Heth in the preceding verse, as has been
generally recognized.™ In our opinion, these four nations were added
here in later times in an attempt to form a quasi-seven-name list
composed of these and the preceding three terms, taken as the names
of nations. The presence of the entry Girgashites also suggests the
secondary nature of this lineup of nations. The order of the nations
was, presumably, determined on the basis of the grouping of the
geographical lists. A sequence of nations like “H | A™ s found
nowhere but in the list in Num 13:29 (III: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-
em Phoenicia and a Neo-Hitute inland city, located not far from
the preceding Phoenician cities.™ It is clear that these five cities had
nothing to do with southern 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

' See Aharoni, The Land of the Bible, p. B
_* For the Egyptan rule over Syria in this period sec Helck, e Beziehungen
.{!::.lf.l."r'r."\.. PP 0% H..

* For the view that the Table of Natons was composed dunng the perod ol
the United Kingdom, see B, Mazar, “The Historical Background of the Book of
Genesis™ (1969), in The Farly Biblcal Penod. Histemical Studies, Jerusalem, 1986, pp.
5H7-5%; cf. also Aharoni, The Land of the Hible, p. 8.

% Bee Westermann, Genesis [, pp. 694 I,

* For the identificaton and location of these cities see Westermann, Ceemesis 1
P by,

" The theory of a double expansion of the list has been advanced by J. Simons,
“The ‘Table of Nations® (Gen. X): Is General Structure and Meaning™, 0TS 10
{1954, p. 168,
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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-Israelite nations (] A G V)
were given as subdivisions of Canaan (Palestine), the four cites of
northern Phoenicia as subdivisions of Sidon (Phoenicia) and the
Hamathites as representatives of Heth (Syria).*®

6. Lists m Later Sources

In the following diagram, the three lists found in later sources (1:24,
25, 277" are charted according to the same rules and with the same
signs as employed in Table I1.

The diagram clearly shows that all three were composed, with
some modifications, on a pattern based on the second formula of
the six-name hsts “C H A P V |, This fact implies, as we have
suggested above, that the second formula was accepted as a quasi-
canonical pattern of the list of pre-Israelite 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 Hittites
must have been felt to be strange in the Chronicler's tme, when
the term Amurru had lost its significance as representative of the
whole population of Syria-Palestine. Instead, it denoted the Arabs,
as the reference to “the kings of Amurru who live in tents” in an

Table IV

Mo, Nations in order as found No. of | Bibhical passages
nations

C H* F - ], Ammonites, Moabites,

Egyptians, A 8 Ezra 9:1
2 CHAP-]JG 6 Neh 98
: HAPV ] 5 2 Chr 8:7

@ ]. Skinner, A Cratical and Fxgetical Commeniary o (eemesis (1CC), Edinburgh, 19307,
p. 215, asks: “Is u possble that the last five names were onginally given as sons
of Heth, and the previous four as sons of Zidon?™

* The list given in 1 Chr 1:13-16 (1:26) is excluded from this category, since it
is identical with the list in the Table of Nations (Gen 10:15-18a).
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inscription of Cyrus, king of the Persian Empire, indicates.”™ This
15 the implication of the term “Amorites” in the list of nations in
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 tirne.” In contrast, the first four natons in this hst are men-
tioned here only rhetorically. They were known by the Jews as the
peoples dispossessed in ancient times, as is testified in Ezra’s prayer
(Neh 9:6—-8).

It is interestng to note that the order C+A+H s found in Ezckicl's
words on _Jerusalem’s ongin: “By origin and birth you belong to the
land of Canaan. Your father was an Amorite and your mother a
Hittite™ (16:3; cf. 16:45). It has been widely held that the prophet’s
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. Otherwise, we cannot explain the reference to
the Hittites. Historically speaking, Ezekiel should have mentioned the
Jebusites instead of the Hittites.™
tion of teling history of Jerusalem, chose these nations simply because

But the prophet, who had no inten-

of the notoriety 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.

“ FH. Weisshach, Dre Ketlinchrften der Achdmeniden (VAB 3), Leipzig, 1911, p. 6,
Line 20; bt CAD K, e 601, renders Sarrdns mdi Amurt as “the I'Lill:_"\ of the West™;
cl. alzo ]_.1\'|'|;1||i_ i|| Plr.l".flﬂl. P 122,

' OF van Seters, T 27 (1973, P. T6.

2 E A, Jirku, “Eine hethitische Ansiedlung i Jerusalem zur Zeit von El-
Amarna”, JOPF 43 (19200, pp. 58 1 Masler (Mazar), Umtermnucfungen 1, pp. 80 £
W, Zimmerh, fzebel [ (BRAT 1371}, Nevkirchen-Yiayn, 1U08, pp. 34/ L

B O van Seters, FT 22 (1972), p. 80

There are explicit references o the Amonites in pre-Davidic Jersalem in Josh
10:1-27, but we find no reference to the Hitotes there, Attempts to wenofy the
Jebusites with the Hittites or to regard the former as a branch of the latter are
uncorvincing, On the contrary, the mention of the Jebustes amnd the Hnutes side
by siche in most of the hsis of the pre-lsrachite nations shows that they were different
cthnic groups; cf 5.A. Reed, “Jebus”, in ABD LI, New York, 1992, pp. 652 f.
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7. Conclusions

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

a) From the period of the settlement down to the establishment
of David’s Empire, the Israelites considered the indigenous population
as composite, This recognition was expressed first in the “geographical
lists” as well as in the “lists of representative nations”. The former
were composed on ethno-geographic principles, while the latter were
based on ethno-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 general framework, when they were compiled in the days of
Solomon as an expression of the legitimation of the Israelite seizure
of the Promised Land from the indigenous nations. Afier that, the
first formula of the six-name lists “C A H P V |7, 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 hall of the sev-
enth century B.C,

¢} The fact that the second formula of the six-name hists “C H
A PV J", was employed by the authors in later times suggests that

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

d) Besides the lists in the main stream of development outlined
above, other lists were composed as modifications of the basic pat-
terns or formulae, such as the five- or seven-name lists or the lists
in the Table of Natons and Gen 135.

Admittedly, many problems remain to be solved. We have not
dealt with the question of the identification of the minor nations,
such as the Perizzites, the Hivites, the Jebusites, or the Girgashites.
MNor are our theses on the Amorites and the Hittites in pre-Davidic
alestine proved. We have intentionally left these problems on one
side, since our source material is, at the moment, not adequate to
solve them. Nor have we atempted to verify the attribution of the
passages in which the lists of nations are found to Pentateuchal
“sources”. For, the fluid character of the source-analysis of the Pen-
tateuch aside, we assume that independent material such as the hsts
ol nations transmitted on its own.
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Despite all these problems, we are convinced that our study has
shown that the complicated structure of the lists of pre-Israclite

nations can be explained neither by a static acceptance of their his-

toricity™ nor by a categorical rejection of it,* but by a dynamic

approach to their historical development, with a general reliance on

the historical consistency of the biblical traditions.®

¥ Eg., Mendenhall, The Tenth Generation, p. 155, regards the “seven nations” as
exclusively socio-political groups,

“ Eug, Richter, fhe Bearbeitungen, p. 41, atributes all the six-name lists o the
Deuteronomisis and does not find any geographical or cthnical connotation in the
names of these nations, while van Seters, FT 22 (1972}, pp. 68-71, suggests a post-
Deutcronomistic dating during the Exilic perod for the lists in the so-called JE
[raassEes,

¥ In this conncction, the judgement of Speiser, in WHFFP I/1, p. 169, seems
sound: “The lsts may be stereotyped, but they rest on reliable waditions”,
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SOPET: THE LEADERS OF THE TRIBAL LEAGUES
“ISRAEL" IN THE PRE-MONARCHICAL PERIOD*

|. A Critical Reconsideration of the Theory of “Minor Fudges”

The Hebrew sentence mapyspat (or sipat) “ef-wéira’dl, which 15 gener-
ally translated as “he judged Israel”, is mentioned seventeen times
in the Books of Judges and | Samuel concerning the following eleven
persons: Othniel, Deborah, Tola, Jair, Jephthah, Ibzan, Elon, Abdon,
Samson, El, and Samuel.' In the period of the monarchy they were
called saf‘tim and were regarded as the leaders of Israel in the pre-
monarchical period,? but oddly enough the title §36# was given none
of them in the narratives concerning their deeds.” As is well known,
the term safét is generally used in the sense of a “judge” particu-
larly in the Book of Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomistic histori-
cal works referring to the judicial functionaries who were either tribal
clders, the appointees of the king, or the priests.” But it is extremely

* This essay is a revised version of the study which appeared in RS 80 (1973,
P 514530,

'.]l;::];: 3-10: 44 _;-':E,r’:'_r:'.'_nl.:: 102, 3: 12:7. 8,9, 11a, 11k, 13, 14; 15:20; 16:31 (5ifar;
| Sam 418 (fFfar); 7:15, 16 (fpag), 17 (f@paf); cf. | Sam 7:6 (waypifpsl ‘ef-d'né yifed'd

! Inthe Deuteronomistic survey of the |Jt"l‘iﬂr] of the Judges =_]I.I.I.|.u 2:11-19), see
M. MNoth, [berlieferungspeschichiliche Studien. Dhe cemmeliden und bearbeitenden Creschichts
werke fm Alten Testament, Tibingen, 1943, 1957, pp. 6, 53, 91; 2 Sam 7:7 (read
if'té instead of Jilfté, sec BHK, despite P. de Robert, Juges ou tribus en 2 Sarmuel
vil 77, FT 21 [1971], pp- 116-118; but see below n, 36), 11 = 1 Chr 176, 10
2 Kgs 2%22; Ruth I:1. |. Lust, “The Immanuel Figure: A Charismatic Judge-
Leader”, ETL 47 (1971), pp. 464-470, argued that Isaiah had in mind the judge-
rulers in the pre-monarchical period by fafflapk £bariianah (1:26),

' Othniel and Ehud: mdia” (Judg 3:9, 15), Deborah: o'%7%% (4:4), Gideon: gibbér
frapil (6:12), Jephthah: gibbir fawif (11:1) and ré' and gdgn over all the inhabitants
of Gilead (11:11%, Samson: w'zir ®lahim (13:5, 77 16:17), Eli: &dk& (1 Sam 1:9), and
Samuel: rdbi® (3:20), “i-"lehim (D6, 7, 8, 10}, or »Feh (211, 18, 19); of. ek foo
Deborah [ Judg +:4), the participle feminine instead of a third person feminine per-
fect in MT, suggests an office of judge,

t See R de Vaux, Ancient frael. fts Life and fntitutions, London, 1961, pp. 152 ff;
M. Weinfeld, Denteronomy and the Dewteronomic School, Oxford, 1972, p. 234,
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difficult to find in the biblical narratives that these pre-monarchical
leaders called f@itim acted as judges in the court of justice.®

The difficulty of seemingly non-judicial satim is well known.
Modern scholarship has tried to solve this problem on the basis of
the customary division of the 5g'#m into “major” and “minor judges™.®
According to O. Grether the designation for the “major judges” was
originally médsi’, but, when the term came to be reserved for God,
it was substituted by §36# which was already the designation for the
“minor judges” in the same period.” M. Noth proposed that the tra-
ditions of the “minor judges” (Judg 10:1-5; 12:7-15) 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 dtle
of the former, i.c., faftim, influenced by the tradition of Jephthah
who was a charismatic hero as well as a “minor judge”.” Furthermore,
Noth incorporated the theory of the “minor judges” as the “pro-
claimers of the law”, as advanced by A. Klostermann® and A, Alt,'®
into his thesis of the Israelite amphictyony'' and maintained that the
“minor judges” held the central office of the amphictyony as the
proclaimers of its fundamental law; this office was administered by
one judge elected for life by the wribal confederation and was sue-
ceeded by another without interruption.”

Eli the priest most probably exercised some judicial functions, since priests are
sometimes mentioned along with judges in court procecdings (Dewt 17:9, 12; 19:17,
ete). Opinions are divided on the interpretation of the passages which might indi-
cate judicial acts of Deborah Judg 4:5) as well as those of Samuel (1 Sam 12:3-5).

About the division of the fffim into “major” and “minor judges” see O, Fiss-
lelde, The O8d Testomend, An Trtroduction, Osdord, 1965, PR 958 EJ_'I, }-',np_-_:i,]._ Inire
duction o the (0d Testoment, From i orignes o the closing of the Alevadrian canen, London,
L980%, pp. 175 £ About a short survey of the history of eriticism sec A. Malamat,
“The Period of the Judges”, in B, Mazar (ed.). WHIP L/ Judoes, Tel-Aviv, 1971,
pp. 130 i, For an extensive bibliogrphy on f6#m see H. Nichr, “0907, in THWAT
1'p[”.. :":illll:lﬁ.lr"_ 1994495 eols. 408-4192

" ) Grether, “Die Bezeichnung *Richter’ fiir die charismatischen Helden der
vorstaathichen Zen™, JAW 57 (1939), pp. 110-121; of. W, Beyerlin, “Gattung und
Herkunlt des Rahmens im Richierbuch”, in Tradition und Sitwation, A, Weiser Festchrfl,
Goningen, 1963, p. 7.

' Noth, Eberliglemmgpeschichiliche Studien, pp- 47 1

" A Klostermann, Der Pendatench, Leipzig, 1907, pp. 418 if,

' A Al “Die Urspriinge des israchiischen Rechts” (1934), in Klane Schriften zur
Creschichte des Volkes Tsvaed 1, Minchen, 1953, pp. 300

M. Noth, Dar System der zoill” Stammme fsracli (BWANT 4710, Stuttgart, 1930,

M. Noth, “Das Ami des ‘Richters Israels”™ (19500, in Gesammelte Stedien zum
Alten Testament 11, Minchen, 1969, pp. 71-85; idem, The History of Iirael, London,
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THE

This thesis found great approval among the scholars," and many
theories have been developed upon it In the opinion of R. Smend
the “major judges” were the leaders of the War of Yahweh, whereas
the “minor judges” were the representatives of the amphictyony,
both offices never being mixed up.' According to the analysis of
W. Richter the tradition of the deliverers, i.e., the charismatic heroes,
as well as that of the 5@f‘tim, 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 Deuteronomistic historian could no lh[L_L{L‘T assimilate
the deliverers to the f3%im except in the “introduction” [ Judg 2:7-19%
and the “Bespelstiick™ (3:7-11)." It is interesting to note that these
studies sharpened the distinction between “major” and “minor judges”
which 1s 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, El,
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 suffete holding a central authority as a political-military leader,
f'run]|}|1~[-'_'l'_..' denied the abowve distinction.!” On the other hand, this
distinction was ignored from the beginning, or was minimized by
those who tried to explain the term §Gfé for the pre-monarchical
leaders by means of the semantic interpretation of the term. According
to L. Koehler the term Safif as a deliverer is derived from a meaning

L960¢, pp. 101 £ While Klostermann and Alt supposed that the law proclaimed by
the “minor judges” was the Canaaniie casuistic law adopted by the people of lsrael,
Moth thought that it was the charactensie law of the Israclite ||'r|]:l||||. tyony. According
to H-]. Kraus, D prophelische Verhiind) des Rechts i Jrrael (TS 51), Ziirich, 1957,
p. 18, faftim were the prophetic-charismatic proclaimers of the law of the .IIII1:I|| =
yony as the successors of Moses and JII-\II"I.I Wazkir was regarded as another office
of the Israelite amphictyony by H.G. Reventlow, “Das Ami des Mazkir”, T.Z 15
1959), pp. 161-175.
¥ Ea, J. Bright, A History of frael (OTL), London, 1960, p. 151, 1972, p. 166;
de Vaux, Ancient frael, p. 1315 but see now idem, Histoire ancienne o Toraél 11, La
pérode des Juges, Paris, 1973, pp. 19-36.
L - \'-I|1-e|l|'| Jahwekrieg nnd  Stémmebund, Erpdmmgen zur dlteston (eschiolds Fariels
FRLANT 84), C.uullnf: n, 1963, pp. 33-20
' W, Richier, Die Bearbeitungen des “Reflerbuches™ in der desterononiischen Fpocke (BBB
Bonn, 1964, pp. 128 L
b H.W. Hertzberg, “Dic kleinen Richter”, TLEZ 79 (1954), cols, 285-290.
J- Dug, “Die ‘Sufeten Isracls™, Arh 31 (1963), pp. #44—468; of. also K.-1.
Schunck, “Dic Richter Istacls und ihr Amt”, in Congress Poltane, Gendve 1963 (V1 Sup
15), Leiden, 1966, PP- 252962
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of the verb dfia “to help a person to his right”; accordingly, §#§%im
were those who helped the people to gain justice by liberating them
from foreign oppressions.' H.C. Thomson held that, owing to their
charisma by which they could express the divine will (mifpa) in some

situation of importance to the amphictyony, both “major” and “minor
judges”™ were called §3ffim, though the former acted in military
whereas the latter perhaps in civil affairs.'

While the latter studies did undermine Grether-Noth’s theory,
apart from the hypothesis of the Israelite amphictyony,” the theory
of the “minor judges” merited critical reconsideration in the 1960s.
Y. Kaufmann argued that it is quite unlikely that the “minor judges”,
about whom traditions tell at most about their numerous descend-
ants, held a central office recognized by all Israel, while no charisma-
tic heroes, whose great achievement of the deliverance of the nation
was in circulation in folk tales and poems, could achieve the national
unity. Moreover, it is difficult to find any essential difference be-
tween “major” and “minor judges”. The fact that both Tola and Jair,
who belong to the so-called “minor judges”, “arose (wayyigom)” ( Judg
10:1, 3) shows that they were also deliverers like other “major judges”
(cf. 2:16, 18; 3:9, 15). Indeed, as for Tola it is written: “He arose
to save (lhasta®) Israel” (10:1). It 1s also to be pointed out that the
expression “after (ah’ré) so-and-so” in the formula of the “minor
judges” does not mean that the succession of the same office took
place without interruption as in the case of the royal succession
where 1t 15 expressed in the term “instead of (lafaf)”. From this
expression we may rather suppose that the “minor judges” were also
charismatic leaders who sporadically arose one after another.?

® L. Kochler, “Die hebrdiische Rechisgemeinde™ (1931), in Der hebrifsohe Mensch,
Tiibingen, 1953, pp. 1531 £; “judge (who setles a cause, helps to one'’s rightl™ in
KB, p. 1003,

" H.C. Thomson, “SH( ”'”J-.I and MISI ]I".\.f!. in the Book ':'E._Jlli':i_l-f""ii”. TS
19 (1961-62), pp. 74-85. According to J. van der Ploeg, “SAPAT et MISPAT™,
(T8 2 (1943), pp. 144-155, Deborah, El, and Samuel were the “charismatic judges”
and the major judges were the “charsmatic chiels”, and both of them had the
authority to be consulted in difficult cases which were brought in by the members
of the amphictyony; f. also DA, McKenzie, “The Judges of sracl”, FT 17 (1967),
pp- 118=121.

About the critical discussions on the hypothesis of the Israclite amphictyony
see . Fohrer, Gechichte der israelitischen Religion, Berlin, 1969, pp. 78-83; de Vaux,
Huslotre ancienne o 'fraél 11, pp. 19-36; NK. Goowald, The Trbes of Yafuoeh, A Sociology
of the Religion of Libenated Israel, 1250-1050 B.C.E., Maryknoll, N.Y,, 1979, pp. 345-386,
748754 ADH. Mayes, "Amphictyony”, in ABD I, New York, 1992, pp. 212-216.

" Y. Kaufimann, The Book of Fudges, Jerusalem, 1962, pp. 46 i (Hebrew)
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According to A. Malamat the essential difference between “major”
and “minor judges” can be found not in the character of their office
but in that of the literary sources drawn from, folk narratives for
the former whereas family chronicles for the latter.”

2. The Meanings of the Word 5pt in the West Semalics

However, a decisive argument against Grether-Noth's theory came
from the investigation into the West Semitic word i especially in
the light of the texts from Mari (18th century B.C.) and Ugarnit (14th
century B.C.).* In the Mari documents so far we have fapatum (verh),
sapitum (participle), Siptum and fapiitum (abstract nouns) as the deriv-
atives of §pf, which correspond to the Hebrew words Safaf, idpet and
muspit, respectively.® The usage of these words made clear that the
term §p¢ has no judicial meaning as its primary connotation, but
rather it is to be translated as “to issue orders, to exercise authority,
to rule, to govern, to administer” or the like. In the Mari documents
sapifum appears to be a person with the administrative authority like
a distric governor or a high administrative official.” In the texts from
Ugarit, while [p{ is sometimes used as a synonym for dyn in the king's

% Malamar, in WHFP I/HL Fudees, p. 131,

® F.(C. Fensham, “The Judees and Ancient lsraelite Jurisprudence”, OTWSA 2
(1959, pp. 15-22; A van Selms, “The Tide Judge™, OTWSA 2 (1958), pp. 43—
A. Malamat, 2", in Encyclopaedia Biblica IV, Jerusalem, 1962, cols. 576 [ (Hebrew);
idem. “The Ban in Mari and in the Bible®, OTWSEA 9 (1967}, p. 45; idem, “Man",
B 34 (1971), p. 19; idem, in WHFP /T Judges, p. 1315 idem, Man and the Parly
dsaciite Experience {The Schweich Lectures 1984), Oxford, 1989, pp. 33 £, 77, M.s.
Rozenbery, The Stem bt An Investigation of Biblical and Extra-Biblical Sources {Diss.),
Pennsylvania, 1963, pp. 170-222; W. Richter, “Zu den ‘Richtern Israels’”, AW
77 (1965}, pp. 59-71; W.H. Schmidt, Kemplum Goftes tn Uganl und fsvael zur Herfunj?
der Kinigspridikation Fahwes (BZAW 80), Berlin, 19667, pp. 36-43, 78; H. Cazelles,
“Institutions et terminologie en Deutéronome 1 6177, in Congress  Volume, Genéve
1965 (VTSup 15), Leiden, 1966, pp. 108 f; E.A. Speiser, “The Manner of the
King”, in B. Mazar {ed.), WHFP /L Judges, Tel-Awv, 1971, pp. 281 . On an
extensive bibliography on the root i and s derivatives in the Semitic languages
gee A, Marzal “The Provincial Governor at Mari: His Title and Appoiniment”,
JNES 30 (1971), p. 188, n. 1.

4 ]. Bottéro and A. Finet, Réperiotre analytique des Tomes I a V des Avchives Royales de
Mari (ARM XV), Paris, 1954, pp. 264 [; AHw, pp. 1172 £, 1247; CAD 5/1, pp.
450 £, 459 £; CAD 5/3, pp. 91-93; CL. KB, pp. 579 [, 1002 T

2 Gee A Marzal, JNVES 30 (1971), pp. 186-217. Marzal, ibid., esp. pp. 202 [,
made it alse clear that in Mari d@piten, together with merfum, was not the admin-
isteator within the tribal system, but the governor of a province (falwm) appoinicd
by the king.
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dispensing justice for widows and orphans,” it is also found in the
parallelism with mlk and zbL% In the latter case, it is very likely that
this term implies “ruler” or “sovereign™.” In the Phoenician inscrip-
tion of Ahiram of Byblos (10th century B.C.) the “staff of mipt” stands
in parallelism to the “throne ol the king” ™ It is also likely that mspy
here signifies “royal” rather than “judicial”.” In the Punic and Neo-
Punic inscriptions ipt stands for the title “syffete”, which was originally
translated as mdex meaning Roman consul but later as ree when he
held the military as well as the civil leadership.®

Before finding the West Semitic parallels in extra-biblical sources
H.W. Hertzberg maintained that the verb sifat 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 it in the other
West Semitic languages, however, scholars have inclined increasingly

to think that the meaning “to rule” for the term ipf cannot be

LT 127:45-50 (p. 194); 2 Aqght: v 7 . (p. 248).

fptn JF mikn (UT 51: v 43 € |p. 171]; ot v 40 [p. 255)% mipth /7 melick (£/7
b9 vi 28 [ [p. L6S]Y; dof whr £7 20 ym (U7 6814 £, 16 [, 22, 24 1 [p. 180]

' J. Aistleitner (ed. by O. Eissfeldt), Werterbuch der ugaritischen Spracke, Berlin, 1963,
L M2 R-:I.-'I'|||:-l':|“=_'|. The Stem l'll'-'.". P, 215 {: C.H. Gordon, !':_:\_'\r.'r.l.'r.; Textbook [AnOr
38, Roma, 1965, pp. 503 L; Schmide, Rt Cottes m Oloaril wnd Frroef pp- 36 11

= thisy hir mipth thigh k' mikh (KAT 1:2); a close parallel can be found in a Ugaritic
e, ks mikk fephr fe mfpek (E77 49 vi 28 1 [p. 169]); of. already H.L. Ginshery,
“The Rebelion and Ddeath of Ba®lu®. O 5 (1936 L P 1749

The stafl) “of his authority”, F.M. Cross and DN, Freedman, Early Hebren
Crthazraphy, A Sy of the Epipraplic Foidence (AOS 36), New Haven, 1952, P 14
“son sceptre judiciaive (seigneurial)”, CF. Jean and J. Hoftijzer, 2450, p. 171; “der
Stab seiner Herrschafi®, W. Raillig, K47 11, p. 2; “the scepter of his rule”, ]. Hadtijzer
and H._fc-l]:_'-.'“lu;, DINTVETL . 365; but “his judicial siaff™, F. Rosenthal, “Canaaniue
and Aramaic Inseriptions”, in ANET, Princeton, 1969, p. 661. CL Rozenberg, T
Stem Apf, pp. 217 €; Richwer, AW 77 (1965), pp- 68 I

B A ot ":!.'.':-'.'h'" s TS0, I 316 DINIAST PP 1182 f.: Richter. _.::-l“l 77 (1965 i
y 10,

HW, Henzbere, “Die Entwicklung des Begriffes weon im AT™, SAW 40 (1922,
pp- 256-387; 41 (1923), pp. 16-76.

Against the assertion of Hertzberg arpued L. Koehler, in Der febraicche Menseh,
pp- 131 L, n. 9, that the original meaning of the verb S s “entscheiden zwi-
schen™, From the examination of around 200 cases of the verb fifal in the Hebrew
Bible Grether, .ZAW 57 (1939), pp. 111 f, came o the conclusion that moest of
L]'Ii"ll'l |'|.|'u' I||l.' IIIL'LIIIiI'IL!:‘"\- "I'|'l.'|||h|'|l'|'|!'||'||_ |._|:I,4'i! I::'||i.|'|:|_ Hr-.'l‘:ﬂ S0 !'m.lf.r'r:_ FARRR] ]{-.'n:'hl:
verhelfon, urteilen, strafen”, while the I:I'I-:'isr'.iuq “regeren” may he found ”“|:~ three
umes (Amos 2:3; Dan 912, wice). L1, Secliomann, “Zur Terminologie fir das
Genchisverfahren im Wortschatz des biblischen Hebrdizch”, in Hebrische JI.:-_;r.flr.-_;.--.,_-].-;,r,:_::_
W. Bawmgariner Festsehrgff (VTSup 16}, Leiden, 1967, pp. 273 i, maintained that the
verb Jifaf in the meaning “herrschen™ cannot be found in the Hebrew Bible except
once (Dan 9:12), and in all the cases where sl sigmifies ruler non-lsrachite malers
are referred Lo,
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excluded from its usage, though the meaning “to judge” is doubt-
less dominant in the Hebrew Bible.™ It is unlikely that in the case
of Jotham who s the “people of the land” in the place of the
leprous Azariah (2 Kgs 15:5 = 2 Chr 26:21) hus activity was confined
only to “judging”. Therefore, $ifé here must have the meaning “gov-
erming”.” In the same way, 3§ #* yiéfni’el whom Yahweh commanded
to shepherd (fir'df) the people of lsrael (2 Sam 7:7 = 1 Chr 17:6)
cannot be “judges” in a narrow sense of the term but “rulers” because
their activity “to shepherd the people”.” Sapit standing in the par-
allelism with either melek (Hos 7:7; Ps 2:10; 148:11; cf. Isa 33:22),
far (Fxod 2:14; Amos 2:3; Mic 7:3; Zeph 3:3; Prov 8:16; 2 Chr 1:2
melek and sar (Hos 13:10; cf. Ps 148:11), or razén (Isa 40:23) also
appears to imply a “leader”, a “ruler”, a “sovereign”, or the like. Be-
sides, there are some cases where §3f@ standing alone is generally
regarded as a “ruler” in accordance with the context (Mic 4:14; Dhan
9:12). Moreover, when the elders of Israel asked Samuel to appoint

* Of. Fensham, OTW5EA 2 (1959), pp. 17 W; Rozenberg, The Stem i, pp. 16 115
Richter, ZAW 77 (1965), pp. 58 [; Schmidt, Kiniglum Golles i Ugarit und Tsrael, pp.
38 [, ]. Jeremias, “Aispal im ersien Gotesknechislied (Jes. KLIT 1-4", VT 22

1972), pp. 31 ., suggested that mispat in Isa 42:1 refers to the royal function of
the servant of Yahweh: of, also W.AM. Beuken, “3 feipat: The Fist Servamt Song
and its Comtext™, FT 22 (1972}, pp- | L.

® Of ] Gray, I & I Kings. A Commendary OTL), London, 1977, pp. GlE [
J.A. Montgomery and H.5. Gehman, A Criffeal and Fxepetical Commeniary on the Books
of Kings (1CC), Edinburgh, 1951, p. 448, suggests that the tite “Judge of the peaple
of the land” is a technical term for regency. However, M. Cogan and H. Tadmor,
I Kings. A Nap Translation with Tetrodection and Commentary (AB 11), New York, 19088,
p. 167, find here special obligations of the Davidic king to the People of the Land
i qudicial matters,

P SibE iR d in 2 Sam 7.7 is generally emended into 5867¢ yidd on the baas
of | Chr. 17:6, sce Richter, Bearbeit p. 1B, n. 20. But Z.W. Falk, “Sapét
withet”, Lesonénn 30 (1966), pp. 243-247 (Hebrew), held that the emendation s
unnecessary, since the term et here is a synonym for fid in the sense “ruler”,
This view was accepted by S.E, Loewenstamm, “Ruler and Judge. Reconsidered”,
Lesomimn 32 (1967 /68), pp. 272-27¢ (Hebrew), though he denied Falk's suggestion
that the term 8¢ is derived from 880, and made it clear that these two terms are
derived from two different proto-Semitic words; of also E.Y. Kutscher, “A Marginal
Note o 5.5, Loewenstamm's Article”, Lefnéun 52 (1967/68), p. 274 (Hebrew). PV,
Reid, %ty in 2 Samuel 7:7°, CBQ 37 (1975), pp. 17-20, suggested the reading
fb'té for MT 5id, a denomitative Ol panticiple rom idbet, standing lor “stall bear-
era’, Lo, irbal leaders Iﬁu- clders. Nl._lt'.l.'il]hl;l,illiirl:\-_l\_ :_||.| the ull:{lil.'.\".il:-ll-.. the ement lation
based on 1 Chr 17:6 scems most tenable, of, H. Nichr, THAT VIII, col. 425.

‘ ""E|]||'|;||.'|4,'rr|” is a designanon ol king in the ancient Near East, of, 2 Sam 5:2
| Chr 11:3; Isa 44:28; Jer 315 23:2, & Mic 5o Ps 7872, etc,; sec also M.-].
Senx, Fpithéter ropaler alke ies ¢f sumiériennes, Paris, 1967, pp. 243 f; Alw pp. 977
ef. also HALOT 101, pp. 1259 £; W, Vancil, “Sheep, Shepherd”, in ABD Y, New
York, 1992, pp. 11871190,
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for them a king Fofitend (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
hakkissé’) in Solomon’s palace is called also *ifam hammispat (1 Kas
7:7). On the analogy of the Ugaritic and Phoenician inscriptions
mentioned above where bfr mipt stands in parallelism with k& mik>
in my opinion, the meaning of the words should imply the Hall of
the “Government” rather than the “Judgement” as generally under-
stood,” because the throne-room was not used only for the judicial
court (cf. Isa 16:3).

3. The Delwerer-Rulers of Israel

For all the peoples in the ancient Near East, judgement was one of
the important royal functions, but, needless to say, it was only one
of the royal responsibilities. The above examples appear to show
that the West Semitic word st primarily implies this sort of gov-
ernment. We may thus conclude that §@fat in wayispat ‘et-yisra’él in

the Books of Judges and 1 Samuel also signifies not “to judge” in
a narrow sense of the term but “to rule” in which the function “to
Judge” is included. From this meaning of the term 5t as well as the
analysis of the formula of the judges (Judg 10:1-5; 12:7-15) and of
Samuel (1 Sam 7:15-17 + 25:1) W. Richter came to the conclusion
that §f"fim 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 government." Therefore, Richter
did not find any relationship between the §36%in and the amphictyony,
but he followed the Grether-Noth's theory in assuming that the

# About the term 5368 in association with far, y6'Es, mha fg, melel, and rdzén, see
Rozenberg, The Stem ipf, pp. 64 ; abouwr “a king Ffitmi” see Rozenberg, ibid.,
PP 26 and 239; Speiser, in WHFP 1/, p. 282; cfl also Hertzberg, JAW 40 (1922,
p. 237.

o See above o 29,

W ZW. Falk, “Two Symbaols of Justice™, PT 10 (1960), pp. 72 [; Gray, [ & I
Kings, p. 179, Rozenberg, The Stem 5, pp. 26 [, thought that “this was the hall
where the king rendered decisions”, and the translaton of ¢ here @5 either “10
give decision”, or “to adminisier justice™. M. Noth, Aswee 1. 1 Konige 1-16 (BEAT
941, Neukirchen-Viayn, 1968, p. 137, held that the comment on the throne-room
as roval tribunal i a secondary addition,

" Richter, -:.l“I TT (1965), PP 59, 70 0; of. G, Fohrer, fitroduction o the Ofd
Testament, London, 1970, Pp. 207 1
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Deuteronomistic historian added the formula of the judges to the
narratives ol the charismatic heroes, who had originally nothing to
do with the above local administrativejudicial functionaries.” How-
ever, the figure of the deliverer-iaf*tim is already found in the proph-
ecy of Nathan (2 Sam 7:7%, 11 = 1 Chr 17:6, 10" originating in the
tme of David and Solomon™ It is also worth noting that Richter’s
theory, according to which Jephthah and Samuel belong to non-
deliverers, 1.e., “minor judges”, is irreconcilable with the farewell
speech of Samuel which expliciily mentions these two together with
Jerubaal and Bedan® as the deliverers of Israel (1 Sam 12:11).%
Since the charismatic heroes are called §@6%im in various traditions,
it is difficult to assume that the figure of the deliverer-fgftim is a
pure invention of the Deuteronomist. Rather, if the term $#6d has
the meaning “ruler”, the very deliverers deserve to be called 53ftim.Y

If we assume that the pre-monarchical leaders called f@tim were

tr ]{||'||t<'|'. .-:”1' 7 |'f||i.'-!- y P -1?.

t .-"uiln(“li; to Grether, .:.lll' 57 (1939), P 119, the eariest evidence for the
term {3%fim as the name of the chansmatic heroes 15 found 0 the prophecy of
Mathan. Against this view, Kichter, SBerbeiingm, pp. 119 £ idem., JAW 77 (1963),
p- 59, n. &k But his argument scems untenable.

" On the Solomonic origin of the propheey of Nathan see M. Tsevat, “Suadies
in the Book of Samuel I The Sweadfst House: What was David promised in 11
Sam. VII 11b-162", HUCA 34 (1963), pp. 71-82; A, Weiser, “Dic Tempelbaukrise
unter David”, ZAW 77 (1965), p. 156; N, Poulssen, fKimg wed Tempel im Cilabenszengms
des Alten Tesfamentes (SBM 3], Stuttgart, 1967, pp. 43 {1 Isheda, The Soval Dynasies
it Awncient Frgel. A Sty on the Formation and Developmient of Roval-Dhnastic Tdeology (BEZAW
142], Berlin/New York, 1977, PP B81-99: wee also below P 157 .

Since the name Bedan is not mentioned in the Book of Judges, various emen-
dations have been '\II!_':_L":I'.CII:'I'I. Y. Zakovitch, “bdn = _'l_."-'.".!llv. FT 22 (1972), PP- 123-125,
held that Bedan is none other than Jephthah's second name, ke Gideon-Jerubaal;
of. PK. McCarter, f Samwel. A New Translation with fnfroduction, Notes and  Commnenitery
AB 8), Garden City, NY., 1980, p. 211 But it 15 possible o regard lim as an
unknown deliverer rom any other source, see Malamat, in WHFFP /11
p. 313, n. 13.

* (On the |||ig.;i11 of the farewell hI,'II'I'i'h of Samuel |.l|]i|'|i-:r|!h are divided: accord-
ing to Noth, Uberleferungroecfichtliche Stnden, pp. 59 [, this was wnitten by the author
of the Dewteronomistic history; off H . Boecker, fhe Sarlefung der Anfiinge des hoinigioms
in den deuteronomestischen Abschmitter des L Somowelboeches (WMANT 31}, Neukirchen-Yluyn,
1969, pp. 61 i But Eissfeldr, The Ol Testament, p. 262, allocated it to the source E.A.
Weiser, Samuel: siie geschichitliche Anfpabe und religitse Bedeutung (FRLANT 81), Gittingen,
1962, pp. 88 £, held that this chapter originaied in the Gilgal tradition which tells
of Samuel’s role at the establishment of the monarchy, McoCanter, T Samuel, pp.
14-20, 217-221, proposed that Samuel's address in chapter 12 came from the
praphetic narrative of the nse of kngship with Deateronomistic additions i s,
615, 1967}, 20b-22, 24-25.

T Against the view of Richter that &% had no function of the military leader,
see Schunck, in Congress Folume, Genéve 1965 [V ‘.HLIE'I 15), PP o959 T,

L
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the “deliverer-rulers™ of Israel, we may ask why the formula wayyiipat
el-yisri’dl is missing in the narratives of Ehud, Shamgar, Gideon,
and Abimelech, though any essential difference cannot be found
between these and the other #3f%im. As for Ehud, we might suppose
on the basis of the addition of LXX to Judg 3:30, xai #xpvev abtoic
"A®S Ewg o0 anéBoavey, that this formula was omitted from the origi-
nal text in the course of transmission.” Since there is reason to
believe that Shamgar was a non-Israclite,™ it is natural that his “rule”
over lsrael is not told ( Judg 3:31). In the story of Abimelech wapyasar
‘al-yisra’dl (9:22) clearly substitutes for this formula, because fr is a
synonym for i here as has been shown in the parallel between sar
and Jafél (see above p. 43; but see also below p. 52). Most puzzling
is Gideon’s case, since, despite his clear refusal of the hereditary
rulership offered by the men of Israel (8:22-23), the biblical story
reveals that he was de facto one of the most powerful “rulers” in the
pre-monarchical Israel.” In my opinion, this formula was omitted
from the original text when the episode of his refusal of the ruler-
ship was inserted into the story of Gideon,™ because his answer: “I
will not rule ({7"“emsal) over you, and my son will not rule (I#"-yismal
over you~ (8:23), made an obvious contradiction to the formula: “He
ruled (fdfaf) Israel”.

4. The Tribal Leagues “Asrael”

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

% CfL Grether, -:-”'-. AT (1939), P- 113 n. 3: R.G ||-|||i||q_ _}.'.';.If;'_'.r:_ Tntroducfuon,
Translation, and Commentary (AB 64), Garden City, N.Y., 1975, p. 87; but J. Schreiner,
Sepluamnia-Massora des Buches der Richter (AnBib 7), Roma, 1957, p. 49, regarded it
as an addition made by LXK,

* B. Maisler (Mazar), “Shamgar ben Anat”, in Palestine Exploration Fund Cuartely
Sateneni, London, 1934, pp. 192-194; A, van Selms, “Judge Shamgar™, FT 14
964}, pp. 294-50%; O. Eissfeldt, “The Hebrew Kingdom®, in CAH 1, ch. XXXV,
Cambridge, 1963, p. 22; Malamae, in WHFP I/T0 p. 137; of, also R.G. Boling,
“Shamgar”, in ABD V, New York, 1992 pp. 1155 £

“ See Malamat, in WHEF /0L Foedges, p. 148.

Apart from the question whether this episode reflects the situation in the pre-
monarchical peried or originated in the lae monarchy, it is gencrally recognized
that these passages orginally did not belong 1w the old waditon of Gideon, see
C.F. \1-.;‘1i|.|1'1_.'_ “The Sources of the Gideon Stories™, VT 7 (1957, Pp- 161 .
W, Beyerlin, “Geschichte und heilsgeschichiliche Traditionsbildung im Alen Testa-
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ing but the “confederation of the twelve tribes of lsrael”. ™ According
to W. Richter, however, *lsrael” in the formula of the judges [ Judg
10:1-5; 12:7-15) and of Samuel {1 Sam 7:15-17 + 25:1) could be
understood as the political-geographical term for the Northern King-
dom and the United Kingdom, respectively, as it was employed in the
royal annals of the Israclite monarchies. But Richter concluded that
we can hardly know the precise meaning of this “Israel” in the pre-
monarchical period.” While Noth's assertion of a tribal confederation
of all Isracl that could appoint ene §bé for its central office is difficult
to accept especially in the light of the evaluation of the perod by
the hiblical tradition ( Judg 17:6; 21:25), Richter’'s conclusion is unten-
able. It seems necessary to make a re-examination of the name of
“Israel” in the narratives of the §@ftim to reveal the nature of the
concept “Israel™.

To begin with, let us examine the term “Israel” in case of Deborah
and Barak. According to the prose version (Judg 4) ten thousand
men from Zebulun and Naphtali under the command of Barak in-
spired by Deborah defeated the Canaanites, whereas in the Song of
Deborah (Judeg 5) another four tribes, Ephraim, Benjamin, Machir,
and Issachar, joined with Zebulun and Naphtali. From this infor-
mation we may conclude that Deborah and Barak formed a six-tribe
league against the Canaanites the nuclens 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 'II'.1||;.I'|u|:-q-:'-\.|||5-:Eil:|' von Richter vi—viii”, FT 15 (1963), P
19 f; B. Lindars, *Gideon and Kingship®, F78 16 (1963), pp. 315-326; cf. also
MNoth, The History of forael, pp. 164 L

= MNoth, m Cesammelte Studen 11, p. 81

W Richter, JAW 77 (1965), pp. 46, 49, 50 I, 55.

* Noth, The History of lsrael, p. 150, n. 3, regarded the mention of four tribes in
addition to Zebulun ;uul r\:::phhlli Ak !:li-lllil. iEI.I!II.\ in war in the .‘i-l:lth a8 a M'-:-lru:::ﬂ:w_.
cxtension, According to A, Weiser, “Das Deboralied™, .\:.'1“' 71 (19597, PP 6B7-97,
the enumeration of tribes in Judg 5:14-18 has nothing directly to do with the cam-
pargn of Deborah and Barak, which was fought only by Zebulun and Naphtah,
but a tnbal roll-call on the occasion of a feast of the amplictyony. But we may
rather interpret these two sources as complementary, see Kaulmann, The Hook of
Judges, pp. 113 5 Smend, Jahoekre wad Sifremebund, pp. 10 £, n. 3; Malamat, in
WHTFP 1/ Fudees, pp. 137 A

# “The ten-tnbe confederation of Tsracl” is ofien supposed on the basis of the
song of Deborabh, see 5. Mowinckel, “'Rahelstamme’ und ‘Leastimme™™, i For
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It is clear that this tribal community was called “Isracl”, because its
common God, Yahweh, is called “God of fsrael”™ (4:6; 5:3, 5). On
the other hand, it is also self-evident that the concept of “Israel” in
the “warriors with long hair of Irael” (5:2° and in the *command-
ers of Israel 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 fsrael” (307, 11) and in “fourty thousand in fsrel™ {5:8)
had to do only with the same six tribes which formed a league
because of the common suffering from the Canaanite oppression.
And the “people of Israel” who defeated the Canaanites (4:23, 24)
obviously refer to the six tribes only. When the poet says: “Until
you arose, Deborah, arose as a mother in fsael” (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 forael” who came to Deborah for migpat (4:3). The above
observation shows that the name “lsrael” is used here in a double
sense, 1.e., on the one hand, it is applied to the large unit of all ten
tribes, on the other, it is a limited sense to a part thereof, In other
words, “Israel” can be the name of 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.
From this observation we can come to the conclusion that “Israel”
in ki’ saf'tak “et-yiin’dl (4:4) is not the name of the ten-tribe commu-
nity but the designation of the six-tribe league against the Canaanites
organized by Deborah and Barak.”

Ligant mach Ounrran, 0. Eicgfeldt Festochrf! (BZAW 77), Berlin, 1958,
AW 71 (1959), p. 87; K.-D. Schunck, Benjonm. Untersuchn
Cresclichle emes oraelifischen Stammes (BZAW 86}, Berlin, 1963, pp. 70
* About diffréa’ pridl see O.F. Bumey, The Book of Judees wath Introduction and
Notes, London, 1918, pp. 107 £; E. Tiubler {ed. by H-]. Zobel), Biblische Studien 1.
Die Epocke der Richter, Tiibingen, 1958, p. 154, n. |; de Vaux, dneient Brael, p. 467,
In the analysis of the Song of Dieborah Smend, Jofwekrieg und Skimmebnnd, pp
10 1., maintained that “neben dem Israel m der Aktion sieht also ein Isracl in der
Potenz, und nur dieses zweite triig 1|h='||1:u||Jl den Namen Israel”. Kaonfmann, The
Book of Judpes, pp. 36 [, emphasized that, since the wribes of lsrael were associated
in the commaon l't]1l'|i('.'l]. |'t||llt!|'.||. and |'I'|i_L[i|)l,l.\ |_l:1||!_|r1{|, i|;| the Pn_'-nLr:.r].':rrhiq';al
penod, though they had no political unity, every attack on a tribe from outside
was always regarded not as a tnbal but as a national event, From the analysis of
the boundary list in the Book of Joshua ¥. Aharoni, The Land of the Bible. A Flistorical
Gesgraply, London, 1966, p. 235, came o the conclusion that there existed a covenant

pp. 157 £; Weiser,
v gur Entstefung wnd
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This double meaning of “Israel” can be discovered also in the
narratives of other §@ftim. “Isracl” as the greater tribal community
is found in the expression “liberation of Israel” in the story of Gideon’s
call (6:14, 15; cf. 6:36, 37), whereas the “Isracl” called up by him
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 nuclens (6:34-35; 7:23). But the absence of Ephraim,
the important member of the tribal community “Israel” (7:24-8:3),
did not hinder Gideon’s league from calling itself the “camp of lsrael”
(7:15). In the story of Jephthah, “Israel” often signifies “all the inhab-
itants of Gilead” (10:17; 11:4, 5, 26, 27, 33) who appointed him r&§
and gasin (10:18; 11:11). “Israel” here appears to have included a
league of the tribes east of the Jordan in which at least Gilead and
Manasseh participated (cf. 11:29).% On the other hand, the “history
of the settlement of lsrael” which he told the king of the Ammonites
(11:15-23) is doubtless the history of the great tribal community of
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 Israel (11:39-40). But it is difficult to assume that Jephthah,
who repelled the Ephraimites with many casualties (12:1-6), was
appointed §3f# by all Israel in which Ephraim was included. Hence,
“Isracl” which Jephthah ruled (12:7) was the tribal league of Gilead
upon which he presided as % and gasin. In the same way, the “peo-
ple of Israel” whom Ehud called up against the Moabites were the
Ephraimo-Benjaminite league (3:15, 27), while “Isracl” which El
ruled (1 Sam 4:18) appears to have been a league formed by the
tribes of central Palestine (cf. 4:1-18)."7 It is hkely that the same
tribes were lately re-orgamized by Samuel who led the resistance
against the Philistines after the downfall of Shiloh (I Sam 7:3-17).%

of the six northern tribes: Ephraim, Manassch, Benjamin, Zebulun, Asher, and
Naphtali, in the period of the Judges, and this covenant was “Israel in the limited
sens¢ of the term”,

4 M. Ontosson, Gifead, Trodivon and Histery (CROTS 39, Lund, 1969, PP- 155 H#,
169 fE, 246,

" Noth, The History of Tsrael, p. 166, suggested that in the first battle at Ebenczer
a part of Israel fought, but in the second the whole confederation of the tnbes, i.e.,
the amphictyony, participated in the war against the Philistines. It is clear that this
suggestion was based on the hypothetical theory of the Israclite amphictyony.

“ Since part of the chapter clearly reflects the situation after the victories of Saul
and David, the historicity of 1 Sam 7 as a whole has been generally regarded as
doubitiull. !']n::n.l.:'l.':'r1 a number of scholars found some ancient tradioons i thas
chapter, see Weiser, Samuel, pp. 524 W.F, Albright, Samued and the Bepnmings of the
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In the story of Samson, “lsrael” under the Philistine rule ( Judg
13:5; 1+:4) doubtless refers to the greater tnbal community, but
“Israel” which he ruled (15:20; 16:31) was evidently 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
Isracl Tola”, and the fact that he lived in Ephraim, though he was
a man of Issachar, would show that he also organized an Ephraimo-
lssachar league against unknown enemies. 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; off Num 32:41; Deut 3:14; Josh 13:30; 1 Kes
4:14; 1 Chr 2:22). The tradition about Ibzan’s thirty sons and daugh-
ters (Judg [2:9) shows that he made many connections with other
clans."™ From this fact we may hold that Ibzan’s “Israel” was a coali-
tion formed by clans around Bethlehem, the town of Ihzan™ It is
possible to assume a similar situation for Abdon [12:13-15) who had
also forty sons and thirty grand-sons. Lastly, we may also suppose
that “Isracl” which Elon the Zebulunite ruled was the same sort of
coalinon of the clans in the land of Zebulun (12:11-12), (Ilwin;_-' [
the nature of the sources 1t is difficult to prove positively that “Israel”
ruled by these f@ftim 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 Israelite amphic-
yony, nor |'{'g.‘|r|h'+] it as an anachronistic usage of the term.

The account of Othniel (3:9-11} preserves the act of the deliverer-

fiftim in the briefest form™ as follows:

Fropfrelic Mopemend, Cincinnat, 196]1, o 145 H. Sechass, “Traditionsgeschichie von 1
Sam 8, 10,; ¢ und 127, AW 77 (1965), pp. 292 ; idem, “Die Vorgeschichte der
Kinigserhebung Sauls™, ZAW 79 (1967), pp. 155 {f; B, Mazar, “The Philistines
and their Wars with Israel”, in B. Mazar (ed.), WHP IJUL Judees, Tel-Aviv, 1971,
pp. 177 [ ef also F. Langlamet, “Les récits de Pinstitution de la royaué (I Sam.,
D Wellhausen aux travawx récents”, RE 77 [1970), p. 170; Ishida, The
_,l'..'.:.-,':a." .I'J Pp- 13 [ ?‘n!l't Arier. ||l.'1.'..'|..'fr.'. PP 148151,
N Malamat, |1'.|'.|f_-,”’ 17111 __:I:I.'.' oes, P 1351

HII:III':':-. The Fook of _:r.'r 9,

For the international ireaties which were generally concluded by marnage
between royval houses, sce A, Malamat, “Aspects of the Foreign Policies of David
and Solomen”, FVES 22 (1963), pp. & I, who partcularly dealt with the foreign

5 P X

marital ties af David and Solomon: o ;||~-:|_| I}, Levenson and B |[.||;'|-.'r||. “The
Political lmport of David's Marriages”, JEL 99 (1980}, pp. 507-518,

Ly _'I.-:1'|-|'|||||'_'\_ o Math, [ |I|'|'rlll.|:'.'lf'.l'r.'|.1:'\..-_\_r'.r'.'ln'l.fnl.'nlu'l.' e S, Pp- 21 i...h[llli.lj; 3:7-11 came
from the Dewteronomisic historian, Richwer, Searbe PP 23 IE, 52 1, 90 I,
[14 f, held that this section was composed as “Beagneltiok” by Rdy, under the
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a) the deliverer received Yahweh's spirit (charismal;

b} wayyiipat “et-piira’dl;

¢) he went out war, and Yahweh gave his enemy into his hand;

d) the land rested untl his death.

What was, then, wayyigpal “el-yisra’dl which took place between
recerving Y ahweh’s spirit and going out to war? Since the meaning
“to judge” in judicial proceedings for the term ffal does not fit well
for the context, either this verb has been understood as a synonym
for hdii'a standing in the previous verse™ or the whole sentence 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
Israel”, i.e., “to organize them for war™™ In my opinion, Kaufmann’s
elucidation 1s correct, fitting the sitwation as corroborated by other
cascs of the deliverer-igftim. 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-igh'tim."” After being infused
with God's spirit, he sent a call-up throughout all the territory of
Israel, and at Bezek those who answered his call were organized into
a tribal league called “Tsracl™ (11:5-8)." It is clearly told that Gideon

mfluence of Deuteronomy before the final redaction of the Deoteronomistic his-

tory, of. J.A. Soggin, Fudees. A Commentary (OTL), London, 1981, pp. 45 £ How-

ever, though the narrative is highly schemane, it s bardly true that this 15 a pure

Deuteronemiste composibion, see Bumey, The Beok of fudpes, pp. 04 L HW

Hl'|!.r|_|-.'|_1_§_ .“'.'.-' H.u.:.':l.r _;II-'IIHH_ ficliter, .f'f.un'.l:.' AT Iy ., [.l':ll'.illﬂi'.':l_ 195492, PP 163 [
P

 §
J Crray, __-fr."-n'.'mr_ _:."l.'r."'_;r.- and Ruth (MCRB), London, 1967, pp. 213 : H-:l’.i.ll;;__ G
pp. 82 £; of. A, Malamat, “Cushan Fishathaom and the Decline of the Near
around 1200 B.C.7, FANES 13 (1954), pp. 231-242.

= (k. Moore, 4 Cnfical and K el Commentary on fudges (1CC), Edinburgh,
184987, p. 88; Burney, The Beok of Fudges, p. 66 [;:-.I!.._ sl Judges and Ruth, p. 261,

* Richter, Bearbetungm, pp. 25, 61.

g |'||1r|:|'|\-.|||._ TELOS 19 (196] b, P 7. Re"l::'l'l'illg [ L1 .l‘;.-l.:'l'llll,'l..‘\. 1:-:Ii|||'| | Sam
7:5-6), Boling, Judees, p. 835, found in it that *he (= Othniel) presided over a con-
fessional reaffirmation of ultimate loyalties”,

% Kaulfmann, The Book of Judges p. 104; cf according to Fensham, OTHWAA 2
1959), p. 18, the meamng of §¢ here 5 "o act as a chansmatic leader™.

= A, Alt, “Die Staatenbildung der Ismeliten in Paliistina™ (19300, in Kleine Schrflen
sy Ceeschichte des Volkes Tirael 11, Miinchen, 1953, P 1Y ff: W, ]5|.'1_.|'|'|1'.'|. “Das Kanigs-
charisma hel Sauwl™, C.”]' 15 (1961, P 188,

“The men of Judah . ..” (11:8) 15 clearly a secondary msertion which reflects
the dupalism in the penod of the kngdom, see Richter, ZAW 77 (1965), p. 53,
According to Schunck, Bemomin, p. 90, the whole verse is a late addition except
wayyibg'dem Fidzeg. Opinions are divided on the extent of the tribal league “lsrael”
organized by Saunl at that tme. Noth, The Sistory of foael, po 169, held that the
whole -:'-::-:|||.|.'<1-:':1|.I||:-.'| -:||. the twelve I,|i|:l<'\. E:-:1|[:|-:'||:-:|[4'|| in the |'.||:'|:||_ri:iq::|. \\||i||'
K. Mohlenbrink, “Sauls Ammoniterfeldzug und Samuels Beitrag zum Konigtum

LASL




CHAFIER

T 0

acted after the same pattern, i.e., receiving Yahweh's spirit and organ-
izing a tribal league before going o war ( Judg 6:34-35). In the case
of Deborah, who was also divinely inspired as indicated by her tite
“prophetess” (4:4), her attempt to organize a tribal league against the
Canaanites was recorded, it seems, in general (4:4-5) as well as in
detail (4:6-10). After having fulfilled his divine ordination by assas-
sination of the Moabite king (3:15-25), Ehud succeeded in orgamz-
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 until
he took office. Moreover, it 15 also told that after having received
Yahweh's spirit he organized a league of Gilead and Manasseh before
going to war (11:29),

These examples clearly show that f3fim were military leaders who
rose up when Yahweh's spirit came upon them, organized local tribal
confederations called “Israel” (wayrspdt “el-yisrd’él), and went to war
as the commander of the army of their confederations. Deborah also
follows this pattern in going to war as the supreme commander,
though Barak was her chief of staft (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 tribal leagues which
they organized (weayyeipdl “ef-yuird i), Their office was for life, but their
authority was not extended to their descendants. An exception was
Abimelech, who succeeded Gideon (Judg 9). But his kingdom was
established outside Israel, and his control over “Israel” was not
regarded as the rule of fgfé as the different verb sdrar instead of
safat lor his rule may indicate (9:22)."

5. From the S6pet-Regime fo Monarchy

With the ever increasing pressure of the Philistines in the mid-11th
century B.C., the Israclite tribes realized that the tribal leagues organ-

des Saul™, JAW 58 (1940741, pp. 5770, thought that only Benjamin and the
tribes east of the Jordan came to fight under Saul’s command; of. G, Wallis, *“Die
Anfinge des Kénigtums in Lsrael”, W Halle 12 (1963), pp. 242 £, In my opinion,
in addition to the tribes of cemral Palestine and from cast of the _]III"I..I.II.. of whom
Saul’s main force consisted, the other tribes from “all the I:1'1'I'i1ll:|'\_. of Israel™ (v. 7
sent contingents (o the campaign, sce Ishida, The foyal fymastes, pp. 36 L

I Malamat, in WHTP I/ Judses, 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 and
equipped enemy. Thereupon, it appears that the tribes of central
Palestine organized a league centered around the shrine at Shiloh
and appointed Eli the priest as its leader. Thus he became a “priest-
sapef” (cf. 1 Sam 4:18). This move must be regarded as an attempt
to establish the stable system of the tribal league. Since 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 “Israel”, i.e., the representatives
of the league, with the responsibility for the military operations (4:3).
In the catastrophe after the defeat at Ebenezer it was Samuel who
made a great effort to re-establish the unity of the tribes of central
Yalestine 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-fagfa™ (cf. 7:15-17). It is interesting to note that
his confederation took over the institutional change which had begun

Y de Vaux, Ancient foraed, pp. 350 0; A, Cody, A History of Old Testament Priesthood
AnBib 35), Rome, 1969, p. 60; M. Haran, Temples and Temple-Service in Anetent Lereel
An Inguiry infe Biblical Cult Phenomena and the Hestorical Setting of the [ Yiestly Schoel, Winona
Lake, 1985, pp. 58

* M. Newman, “The Prophetic Call of Samuel®, in frael’s Prophetic Heritage, Exvays
in Honar of J. Muilenburg, London, 1962, pp. 86-97, held that Samuel the propher
took over the functions of the covenant mediator of the amphictyony formerly exer-
cised by Eli the priest and transmitted them to the charismatic prophets. M.A,
Cohen, “The Role of the Shilonite Priesthood in the United Monarchy of Ancient
Israel”, HUCA 36 (1963, pp. 65 1, maintained that Samuel’s authority was derived
[rom his posinon as the Shilonite SECr-pr i el H.ML Ordinsky, “The Scer-Priest”,
in B. Mazar (ed), WHFP /I Judmes, Tel-Aviv, 1971, p. 273, According to the
analysis of M. Noth, “Samuel und Silo”, VT 13 (1963), pp. 390-400, 1 Sam 3 was
'-"::-I'I'||:I':I:\I'I:| |!':\-' an author whe wanted to show the close relation of Samuel o Shilo
by combining the Shilonite tradition {1 Sam 1; 2:11, 18-21) and the Jerusalemite
wadition (2:12-17, 22-36). Although a Jerwalemite polemic against Shiloh i3 clearly
lound in 1 Sam 2:35, it appears to me that the narratives on the sins of Eli's sons
and the punishment of his house (2:12-17, 22-36; 3:1-18) were originally com-
posed as Samuel’s apology against the descendants of the house of Eli, when Samuel
took over the league of the central iribes; of, T, Willis, “An Anti-Elide Narrative
Tradition from a Prophetic Circle at the Ramah Sanctuary™, JBL 90 (1971), pp.
288-308,
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at Shiloh. Accordingly, he did not take command in war, though
he played a priestly role as the leader of the confederation (7:5-11).
[n addition, he made clear the hereditary character of his office by
appointing his sons to §af'tim Fyosed’el (8:1).0

But the fact that Samuel had to change the center of his league
from place o place instead 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 suec-
ceeded in paralysing Samuel’s 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.™
" who was l:.-l.]h'lhll: of

Indeed, if Samuel had been a “deliverer-i
mobilizing his tribal league, the elders of ].L|}L‘1|] besicged by the
Ammonites would have sent their messengers directly to him (cf.
11:1-4). It was only Saul’s spontaneous heroic action after the tra-
ditional manner of the charismatic leaders called §Gf%tim, which was
able to muster the Israelite army for the relief of Jabesh (11:5-7)."
Now realizing the limitadons of the old §#f&-regime, Samuel, the
last “iafé”, finally gave in to the elders of “Israel”, who had asked
him to appoint a king (8:5, 6, 20), and took the initiative to cstab-
lish the first monarchy in Israel”

From the foregoing study we can come to the conclusion that the
formula wayyespal (or fapal) ‘el-ysra’d 15 used as a sort of lermunus fech-
nicus signifying the charsmatic leaders who spontaneously rose up,
orgamzed tribal leagues called “Israel”, and ruled over them unul
their death. This government of §gfi@ corresponds exactly to the socio-

A note on the appointment of Samuel’s sons as f%im in Beer-sheba (1 Sam
8% would show that Samuel's rabal leagee tried o invite the southern tribes, Tt
15 possibe that the name of another town in which the sccond son was appointed
was found in the 1|:|i!_'1."|<|.'| text, see Mo [\l:':'lf.ll'._ 17 (1967, P 121. Richter, .:”E
77 (1965), p. 59, pointed out that among a triple accusation against Samuel’s sons:
tuming aside after gain, taking bobes, and perverting justice (8:3), wiale the last
two belong to the Richlerspregel, the first can be referred 0 every miler.

Albright, Samuel and the Hegmmings of the f"rlln'i-"rf..!r Movement, p. 14

“Sarmuel” in 1 Sam 11:7 is gene |.1|\. e an addinon, see I". Sopmin,
Das Kemgtem 0 Foveel, [f FEDFURDE, SIS Fonine BZAW 104), Berlin, 1967,
p- b4, But some -..,'|'||'-|1|.|'~. do not accept the omission of the name “Samucl”, see
H.W. Hernizberg, ! & IT Semuel. A 'I",--.--.l.-i.-r.l.'.-.'.g'. OTL), London, 1964, p. 9, n. ly
Weiser, Somwel, pp. 26, 70, 75, It 15 possible to assume that Samuel co-operated
W 11|| Saul by supporting the latter's charismatic action.

For the historical process of the establishment of the monarchy see Ishida, The

Raoyal fhmasties, pp. 51 K
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political conditions of the lsraelite 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 lsrael? It is unlikely that
this terminology was current in the time of the charismatic leaders
called 5afifm, because none of them had this title in their own nar-
ratives. A. van Selms suggested that the editor of the Book of Judges
borrowed the title f6%tim from city-states at the coast in the period
of | Il':f.l"ki:-l.!'.l:_'.” but, as has been ]Ji)it'lh*(l o, 1|'|-:'}' were M['ru(l:\' called
fofitim in Nathan’s prophecy (2 Sam 7.7 = | Chr 17:6) originating in
the early monarchical period. In additon, since it is very clear that
the term fafit generally referred to a “judge” in the judicial sense
of the term in the 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
for indicating the leaders of pre-monarchical Israel.® In my opin-
ion, the earliest evidence for the word §3f8 as a leader of the tribal
league can be found in the appointment of Samuel’s sons as SG6'fim
Fyisrd’dl (1 Sam 8:1). It is not incidental that this terminology appears
in Samuel’s last years, because it is very likely that the people, who
‘governing them like all the nations”, keenly

were looking for a king *
lelt the necessity ol a terminology for the earlier system of the gov-
ernment and its leader in order to differentiate it from the termi-
nology of the newly established monarchy.™

® Cf Malamat, in WEGP I/ Fudges, pp. 129 1

" van Sclms, OTHWSEA 2 (1959), pp. 49 f.

“ Prof. A, Malamat suggested to me that the West Semitic word 8¢ might have
originally a double connotation, i.e., *to judge” and “to govern, to rule”, of which
the first was dominant in wrban scciety like Ugant, while the second onginated in
the tribal society hke Mar. In lsrael co-existed both inbal and sedentary raditions
from the bepinning. It 15 interesung to note that Kuscher, Lefomau 32 (1967/768),
P 274, .\lngl'-‘LL'cl that the term i ||1ig|||_ be a latecomer to hiblical Hebrew, since
it does not occur in l:'ill'I:L hiblical PoCiTy.

" Rozenberg, The Stem dpf:, pp. 88 €, thought that the reason why the term 6
as a ttle does not appear m the early period 15 to be found m the ransitory natare
of the regime of the 36#; see also idem, “The S3fim in the Bible”, in B. Mazar (ed.),
Netsont Celneck Memonal Volrome (Eretz-lsrael 12), Jerusalem, 1975, pp. 85* [ cl. KA
H]Jl'ixt'l. “Backeground and Fanction of the Biblical Nasi*™, CRO 25 (1963), p. 117
It MYy ok strange, however, that there was no definite [('I'I:I'Iill.l:ll.ll:_'\j' for the |'|,':_r|:.l'|:'||'
of #ifd when it was fully funcuoning, But, since this was not common established
regime in the ancient Near East like, for instance, monarchy, the designations of
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As for the name “Israel”, in the pre-monarchical time it simulta-
neously indicated the whole as well as part of the tribal community.
Similarly, the same usage 1s found in the narratives about the Umnited
Kingdom, where “Israel” refers to the United Kingdom, to the north-
ern tribes, or to a part thereofl™ Hence the people who did find
fundamental difference between the government of §df&# and monar-

chy could on the other hand apply the same term “Isracl” in its

general and particular senses.

the regime and its leader could be fixed only after a long experience. B, Halpern,
The Emergence of frael in Canagan (SBLM 29), Chico, 1983, p. 207, dare not “deter-
mine when the ill(lﬂ('-[ll'_ll;llllll' arcac”, although he inclines “to concede the exis-
tence of some natonal structures before Saul’s ame, one of which was the |'|ll:-i.:il:-Il
of Il".l'_JI_III' i

“Tsracl” for the United Kingdom or all the mbes of Israel: 2 Sam 6:1; 10:9;
11:1; 17:11, cic.; for the northern wibes: 2 Sam 3:00; 5:1-3; 1 Kes 1:35, etc.; for
a part of the northern tribes: 2 Sam 2:9 (Gilead, Asher?, Jezreel, Ephraim, and
Benjamin}; 2:28 (Benjamin, of. 2:253); 3:19 (the northern tribes except Benjaminj;
cl. H.-U Minbeel, Davrds Awfstiey i der frithe teraelitieher Crenchichiss .'.'.'.-'.l.':'l.'r.l_;' Diss, ), Bonn,
1959, pp. 109 [; Richter, JAW 77 (1965), pp. 50 .
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NAGID: THE TERM FOR THE LEGITIMIZATION
OF THE KINGSHIP*

L. Fowur Theses on the Title Nagid

The title nagid 1s sometimes applied to royalty in the Hebrew Bible,
Although many suggestions have heen made about the function of
the title, its exact meaning still remains undecided.' The suggestions
made may be grouped under the following four categories:

a) A sacral atle from pre-monarchical times: a charismatic war-
leader,” a title connected with the Israelite amphictyony;®

b) A future king: a king designate,' an heir apparent,’ a crown
prince;”

c) A synonym for the term melek: a Deuteronomistic term for the
national leader;’

d] A politico-administrative title: a prefect®

*

This CASIY 15 a revised version of the studdy winch ;||;||;u';|_:¢'-;i n ]I;l,l',l'.l' 301977
pp. 33-al.

' For an extensive bibliography and a summary of various views see G.F. Hasel,
T, m THWAT V, Stutteart, 1984-86, cols, 203-219,

* A Al “Ihe Staatenbildung der Isracliten in Palisting” (19300, in Kldne Sefrflen
sy Ceeschichle des Volkes Jovged T1, Minchen, 1953, 18 23 W.F. _"|.|'|:||_-'E;_-:|:'||__ Samnee! ard
.'II'-:_:;'I-'nJ!-'Jn_.';- af the ﬂ'-'llu".r.’n'.-n'n'e' Mevemeni, Cincinnati, 1961, Pp- 15 [: W. Richter, “Die
rid-Formel, Ein Beitrag zur Erhellung des ndgid=Prohlems™, B89 (1965), pp. 71-84;
L. Schomidy, Mensclilicher FErfols wnd Jahwes Inilsative, Sindien v Tradition, !?.l[r'llf.l.l'!'!'|.'|'|.'.l_l|
wnd Fisiorie in Uberlieferungen von Gidern, Saul, und Parid (WMANT 38, Neukirchen-
Viuyn, 1970, pp. 152 ff.

M. Noth, “David und Israel in 2. Bamuel 77 (1957 o in Crerammelle .‘r'l'|.'.'.ll.u'.'r ZUm
Aiten Testament, Minchen, 1960°, pp. 335 [; H. Gese, “Der Davidshund und die
Zionserwiihlung”, JTK 61 (1964), p, 23,

' M. Noth, The History of lsrael, London, 1960% p. 169, n. 1.

' T.C.G. Thornton, “Charismatic Kingship in Isracl and Judah®, 775 14 (1963),
. 8.

E. Lipinski, “Nagid, der Kronprinz™, FT 24 (1974), pp. 497-499; T.N.D.
Metinger, Kng and Mesdah. The Ciil and Sacral Legitimation of the Iaelite Kings (CBOTS
8), Lund, 1976, pp. 151-184.

" R.A.L Carlson, Dartd the chosen

mg, A Traditio-Historieal Apjroach to the Secomd Book
of Smmuel, Stockholm/Géteborg/Uppsala, 1964, pp. 52 /; of. T. Vedjola, fre aoge
Dynastie. David wnd die Endstolung semer Dynaslie nach der dewteronomistischen. Darstellang,
Helsinka, 1975, pp. 52 T, 129, 1539, 141.

1G.C. Macholz, “NAGID—der Statthalier, ‘praclectus™, in Sefer Rendionl B, Rendtor
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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 aptness to the context of the passages in which

the term is used as a royal title. The texts in question are as lollows:

Saned
) Now the day before Saul came, Yahweh had revealed 1o Samuel,

“Tomorrow about this time [ will send o you a man from the land
of Benjamin, and you shall anoint him to be ndfid over my people
Isracl. He shall save my people from the hand of the Philistines™
| Sam 9:13-16).

2} Then Samuel took a vial of oil and poured it on his head, and
kissed him and said, “Has not Yahweh anointed you o be nagid over
his people Israel? And you shall reign over the people of Yahweh
and you will save them from the hand of their enemies round about™

10:1 LXX).

Dierid

3 And Samuel said to Saul, “You have done loolishly . .. .. for now
Yahweh would have established your kingdom over Israel for ever.
But now vour kingdom shall not continue; Yahweh has sought out a
man after his own heart; and Yahweh has appointed him to be nafid
over his people™ (13:13-14).

b When Abigail saw David .. . .. she fell at his fect and said, “Upon
me alone, my lord, be the guilc. . ... and when Yahweh has done 1o
my lord according to all the good that he has spoken concerning you,
.1|ch has ‘:|],>|:.:11L| ] you na i over [srael, my lord shall have no cause
of gnef....." 25:23-24. 30-31).

5 Then all the tnbes of Israel came to David at Hebron, and sad,

Fis |"\.r."'.l|' Diclheimer Blitter zum Alten “Testament 1), Dielheim, 19753, PP 39-72,

" On the basis of an assumed connection 'nlll. the preposition mged, ‘.hc' ig]
nal meaning of the term is generally explained as "one who stands in 1Iu‘11 activei:
form) or “one |;||.||:|'|,| in [ront” Fs,|-~.|u form): but we cannot even decide whether the

Limmuna e

form is active or passive; see Richier, 85 9 (1965), p. 72, n. 6; J. Liver, 3, m
Enc i Bitliea V ]u-umulc-ln 1968, col. 753 (Hebrew). An attempt to relate
the d by J.J. Glick, “Nagpd-Shepherd™, 1713 |f||=.'{_ pp. 144130, has
been I||-:|"-:-.| uy |'\|I-:-:|v-|tll see Richier, .H 9 [1965), P 72 [, n 7. Another Slg=
pestion was made by Mettinger, fing aned .l.fr- iah, pp. 158162, 182, according io
which the word rigd 15 “understood as a (al pasive ps At I‘ﬂl:' of the root » -"- =
[ €w] |:|:'r||"|.|j:1'| I Juiy . “The gense of the term is then ‘the one El‘ll.lllullllll.{l.. "‘.lll' Cfe:
designated™ (p. 182) As he observacd, there scems to he a word play between the
word Fhageld and the wrm rddid in the bibhcal narranves. Then s it a PalGsetnmadon
in the biblical time? See B, Halpern, The Emegence of foreel tn Camaan (SBLM
Chico, | 963, p. 200, n, 50.

" The name David is implicit in this passage; see H'W. Hertzberg, T & ST Samuel
OTL), London, 1964, p. 105; PK. McCarter, [ Swnuel, A Nao Translabion with
fmiroduckion, Notes and Commentary (AR 8), Garden City, N.Y., 1980, p. 229

toge
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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 Isracl; and Yahweh
said o you: You 'ilmll |:]-e' shepherd of my people lsracl, and you shall
be .h'r.rgm" over Israel™ (2 Sam 5:1-3%: cf. 1 Chr 11:1-2,

G} And David said o :"-Il('hlﬂ. ‘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).

/] Thus says Yahweh of hosis, “I took you from the pasture, from
following the sheep, that you should be migd over my people Israel
(2 Sam 7:8; cf. 1 Chr 17:7

8) And he said, “Blessed be Yahweh, the God of Israel, who with his
hand has fulfilled what he promised with his mouth to David my
father, saying: Since the day that [ brought my people out of the land
of Egypt, I chose no city in all the tnbes of Israel in which 1o build
a house, that my name might be there, and 1 chose no man as nigd
over my people Israel; but T have chosen Jerusalem that my name
may be there and 1 have chosen David 1o be over my people Israel”
2 Chr 6:4-6).Y

Solaron
9) King David said, “Call 10 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 yvou the servants of your lord, and
cause Solomon my son o ride on my own mule, and bring him down
» Gihon; and let Zadok the pricst and Nathan the prophet there
anoint him kjl'l_L'_ over [srael: then blow the trumpet, andl say: I-””S-L
live King Solomon! You shall then come up after him, and he shall
come and sit upon my throne; for he shall be king in my stead; and
I have appointed him to be mifig over Israel and over Judah” (1 Koz
1:32-35),
10) And they made Solomon the son of David king the second time,
and they anointed him as nagid for Yahweh, and Zadok as priest

| Chr 29:22h).

Abak

11} And Rehoboam appointed Abijah the son of Maacah as chief, as
ndgig among his brothers, for he intended to make him king (2 Chr
11:22).

I;r'e'.'-"l.".-'rjra.r.'r e som -_.:,l"..1'.;-'."m|'

12} Thus says Yahweh, the God of Isracl, “Becanse 1 exalted you from
among the people, and made you nigid over my people Israel, and

Phe name David is implicit also in the following ext: “Though Judah became
stromg among his brothers and a nd@gd was from him .. ." {1 Chr 52 In a smi-
lar context the tribe Judah is called nd@gd: “Then King David rose to his feet and
saic: . .. Yahweh, the God of Israel, chose me from all my father's Imum- to be

king over Isracl for ever; for he chose Judah as nagg . . . ] Chr 28: I
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tore the kingdom away from the house of David and gave it to
you....." (| Kgs 14:7-8),

Baasha

13) And the word of Yahweh came to Jehu the son of Hanani against
Baasha, saying, “Since I exalted you owt of the dust and made you
nigid over my |1|'|:!J]1' Israel .. ... " 1N6:1=2.

Hezehah

14) And before Isaiah had gone out of the middle court, the word of
Yahweh came to him, “Turn back, and say to Hezekiah nag@d of my
people, thus says Yahweh, the God of David your father: I have heard
your prayer . . ... behold, T will heal you ... .." {2 kgs 20:4-35).

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

2. A Critical Reconsideration of the Previows Theses

Apparently, the first suggestion, which regards nag@id as a sacral title
originating in pre-monarchical Israel, has enjoyed the widest approval.
This thesis is based mainly on the fact that the title nagid appears
in most cases in connection with Yahweh’s designation of a future
ruler over Israel, his people. But difficulties arise for this thesis in
the cases of both Solomon (no. 9) and Abijjah (no. 11} who were
appointed to be nagid not by Yahweh but by the reigning monarch.'
Accordingly, the advocates of this thesis dismiss these cases as excep-
tional and settle the problem by speaking of a misuse of the term."”
Even if this explanaton were to be accepted, the thesis of the pre-
monarchical Israclite ongin of the title & hardly convincing., The
most serious argument against it 1s the complete absence of evidence
of its attribution to anybody pror to Saul.™

As to the second thesis, it is not easy to apply the meaning “crown
prince” or “heir apparent” to five monarchs (Saul, David, Jeroboam,
Baasha and Hezekiah) out of the seven kings whose designation as
ndgid 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 “ndgid of my people” (no. 14).

? In text no. 10, Solomon was ancinted as #i@ig by the people; this text must
be dealt wath separately, see below p. B7,

BAl, in Alame Sehnften 11, p. 62, n. 1; of. Richwer, B2 9 (1965), p. 7.

WOl Liver, in ,nr‘,.'lr."|'."|'.'.l||'.'\.-.'4'.'|il'r1 Bibfica VWV, cols. 753 £ (Hebrew): [.‘i[:lil.i.\'ki. I 24
(1974), p. 498; B. Halpern, The Conslitulion of the Monarchy i Joael (HSM 25), Chico,
1981, pp. 36,
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Moreover, Jotham the son of Azariah really deserved the title “crown
prince” when he acted as regent for his leprous father, but he was
called simply “the king’s son” (2 Kgs 15:5); this expression doubi-
less corresponds to médr farri in Akkadian, which denotes “crown
prince, designated successor”.'® The more general definition “king
designate™ fits the whole situation better. Sdll, we can hardly explain
Hezekiah's case on the basis of this assumption. In addition, it is
worth asking why the title nagid was borne by only seven monarchs
out of the 42 kings of Israel and Judah.

The third theory that takes the term nddid to be a Deuteronomistic
synonym for the term melel seems unjustified. We should again draw
our attention to the fact that the title was applied to only one sixth
of all the kings of Israel and Judah. If the term had been Deutero-
nomistic, this title would have been borne by every king, since the
Deuteronomists were, as is accepted, responsible for the compilation
of the Books of the Kings.'"” Admittedly, it seems to be a synonym
for the term melek in many instances. However, it is definitely not
so in the case of Solomon (no. 9) and Abijah (no. 11). In both the
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
term ndgid signifies the politico-administrative function of “pracfec-
s” in i.:itin, i.e., the POSSEss0T of the ]'1!|]']Ig power. He derives it
from the passages {'c:m't']'nit]g Dawid’s appointment of Solomon as
ndgid (no. 9), where, according to his interpretation, the former en-
trusted the latter with the governance over Israel and Judah. He
maintains further, that in all the other instances, where Yahweh des-
ignated a king as nagid, the original implication of the term was
adapted to a theological explanation of the structure of the Israclite
kingship, which was actally Yahweh's kingship entrusted to a human
king." The thesis scems unwarranted, since it is precisely in those

¥ A, po G15b; CAD 572 pp. 105-108, FM., Cross, “The Stele Decicated to
Melearth by Ben-Hadad of Damascus”, BASOR 205 (1972), p. 41, reads 750 73
O in the Melcarth Stele and translates the words as “crown prince of Aram™, but
this reading remains a tentative suggestion; of, JLO.L. Gibson, Tedbook of Syran Semidic
fnseriptions 11: Aramaic Inseripions, Oxford, 1975, pp. 3 1

" From the fact that a pricst of the Temple in Jeruzalem had the tide rdgg in
the last days of the kingdom of Judah (Jer 20:1) we may suppose thae this title was
applied not only to royalty but also to any appointee as the head in the days of
the Deutcronomists,

" Macholz, in "s.l,"uf‘r’ Jrf.".-.'rff.'.'llljf; P G5 T
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texts where the relation between Yahweh's kingship and the Israelite
monarchy is 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 Samuel’s farewell speech (1 Sam 12), that the term

nigid is not used. On the other hand, it is unlikely, as I will discuss
presently, that the problem of Yahweh's kingship is the main theme
of the narrative about Samuel’s anointing of Saul as nd#@id (1 Sam
9:1-10:16). Nor is it easy to assume that the same problem is dealt
with in “the History of David’s Rise” in which the term nagid 15
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 migid, by assuming the function of ndgid in other mstances
to be secondary." The function of ndfid must have been the same,
at least in contemporary sources.

5. The Situations in which the Title Nagid &5 mentioned

From the observations of the fourteen texts cited above, together
g
id, it seerns

with the foregoing examination of the four theses on ndg
possible to draw the following conclusions:

a) The title nddid was introduced into ancient Israel only with the
establishment of Saul’'s monarchy.

b) It was applied solely to the kings from the period of the early
monarchies, i.e., from Saul to Baasha, with the sole exception of
Hezekiah, Accordingly, it seems justifiable to deal with Hezekiah's
case scparately.

c¢) It was a royal title, but not an exact synonym for the term
.*m':e'ﬁ.

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 utle; they
are Ishbaal, Rehoboam, Nadab and Asa.

® For “the History of David’s Rise” see Mettinger, Aing and Mecaah, pp. 33 fl.;
[. Ishida, The Royal Dymasties fn Anciens frroel, A Study on the Formabion and Develafmnent
of Roval-Dynastic fdeology (BZAW 142), Berlin/New York, 1977, pp. 553 ff; McCarter,
[ Samuel, pp. 27 I

" Macholz, in Sgfer Rendtorff, pp. 39 1, adopted this method from Lipinski’s study
m FT 24 (1974, PP 107-499: of. also Mettineer, _|r|,|.l|.5‘: aned Messeak, PP- 158-171.




NAGID: THE TERM FOR THE ROYAL LEGITIMIZATION 63

Under these circumstances, it appears important to make clear the
situations in which these six monarchs were appointed to be nagid
In comparing them with the other four, who did not bear the tle,
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 legiimacy 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 king (1 Kgs 1:5-53); and Abijah was cho-
sen as successor to the throne out of 26 brothers (2 Chr 11:21-22),
although he seems not to have been the eldest son.™

This argument is supported by an examination of each of the texs
concerning the designation of theze six kings as ndfid (nos. 1-13). 1
have demonstrated elsewhere, that the theme of the narrative about
Samuel’s anointing of Saul as ndf@gd (nos. 1, 2) should be regarded
as Saul’s claim to the divine election of his kingship, in order to
limit the voice of the people of Isracl, who had originally elevated
him to the kingship.*' Then, the main concern of this narrative is
to be found in Saul’s attempt to legiimatize his kingship. All the
texts about David’s designation as nddid (nos, 3-8) are obviously con-
nected with the theme of the defense of the legiimacy of his king-
ship against the house of Saul by underlining Yahweh’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 acquisiion of part of the kingdom which had been ruled
under the house of David (no. 12}, We may assume that this pas-
sage was originally Jeroboam's legitimization to the people of his
monarchy as against that of the house of David, although the pre-
sent text was written in the form of a prophetic accusation against
him. Similarly, Baasha'’s appointment as ndgid is combined with his
divine election “out of the dust” (no. 13). It seems that the expres-
sion “out of the dust” corresponds to the Akkadian phrase mar a
mammamm “son of nobody”, which denotes a usurper.® Therefore,

The pranciple of primogeniture was fundamental o the royval succession of the
throne of Dawvd, but it was often overruled; see Ishida, The Royal Chmasfes, pp.
155 fE

See id., pp. 49 L
“ About the legitimization of the kingship of David, see ihid., pp. 55 T
A A, p. 601a; CAD M/ pp. 200 £ W. Brueggemann, “From Dust to 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 appointed to be ndgid not by Yahweh but by
David and Rehoboam, respectively. This fact reflecis a situation in
which legitimization in the framework of the dynastic succession was
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’s designation of his suc-
cessor, then, the latter’s enthronement. In other words, the desig-
nation as rdagid was the precondition for enthronement.

The simwation was quite different in the case of the appointment
of the founders of dynasties as nagid by Yahweh. For them, it was
not an actual condition for their elevation to the kingship. The tra-
dition that Saul was “a handsome young man” (1 Sam 9:2) when
designated as nddid shows that his title ndfd stemmmed from a ret-
rospective interpretation of the historical facts, which brought about
his monarchy. David had other circumstances. The term ndgd is not
used in the story of Yahweh's election of Dawvid in his youth (16:1
13, This story emphasizes that Yahweh had already chosen David
as king instead of Saul while the later was stll reigning. David was
already king [cf. 5:1) while he was keeping the sheep (5:11). Accordingly,
he had no need to be first designated as nagd, at least in this highly
ideological story, before he was anointed king. In all the six texts
about David’s designation as ndgid (nos. 3-8), the title ad@id has noth-

ZAW B4 (1972), pp. 2 1, maintains that this royval formula of enthronement lies
behind the creation formula in Gen 3:19 and finds a parallel between the down-
fall of Baasha and his houwse (1 Kgs 16:3) and Yahweh's sentence on Adam: "to
dust you will return™. It is unlikely, however, that the prophecy about the destruc-
ton of the royal house was included in the original formula of enthronement.

2 _"l.'[-:':li.u_q{':i'_ Fing and Messiah, pp- 131 ff., maintained that the theological use of
the term mdfid 1o CX[ress divine l|<-x'i:|_!"||::[i.||:: of the kit'.q derived from the secular
use of the erm of which the oldest occurrence 15 found i David’s desigination of
Solomon (1 Kgs 1:33). However, the divine election and the reigning king's desig-
nation are not mutually exclusive for the legitimizaton of the kings who succeeded
to their own fathers’ thrones; cf. Ishoda, The Royal Dynashies, pp. 6 (1

2 There is a suggestion o emend ngfed YHWH (1 Sam 16:6) wo w7gid YHIVH,
but it is not accepable; see |LH. Grenback, Die Geschichie vomn Awfitiog Davids {1.5am.
=2 5am. 5. Trodifion wnd fn.:ur.l.llfplnr'ffn.'.'. (:l:-|;||:'|'|||:|.;l:'ll. 1971, p. 70,
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ing to do with any precondition for his enthronement, but only
testifies to the legitimacy of his rule over Israel. Similar circumstances
are to be found in the short notes on the rise to power of Jeroboam
and Baasha (nos. 12, 13).

From the above, we may assume that the term nagid was origi-
nally the title 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 before their accession to the
throne, perhaps with the exception of Ishbaal because of the state
of emergency at his enthronement (1 Sam 31:1-7; 2 Sam 2:8-9),
although their appointment as miagid is not mentioned explicitly.
However, when the legitimacy of the kingship was disputed, and
only then, the kings expressly mentioned their designation as ndgig
in order to demonstrate that their appointment as ruler had been
legitimately confirmed by human or divine authority, A similar phe-
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
ol dynasties or of contested successions, although it is very likely that
all the kings of Israel and Judah were actually ancinted at their
enthronement.™

4, Later fJ'.'?'g*.l'Jr‘]'m.';'.r.!.’

As to the expression “nrdfid of my people” in Yahweh’s words to
Hezekiah through lsaiah (no. 14), we must suppose a different situ-
aton. Since it reminds us of the common expression “nagid over
my/his people” referring to the kings from the early monarchies
mos. 1-3, 7, B, 12, 13; cf. no. 6), it is certain, that this ttle of
Hezekiah originated in the early usage, which showed Yahweh’s des-
ignation of each king as the ruler of Israel, the people of Yahweh.
But Hezekiah had no special reason to emphasize his divine desig-
nation as the ruler of Israel at this juncture. The whole story tells us
about Hezekiah’s miraculous recovery from a fatal sickness, which
was connected with the deliverance of Jerusalem from the Assynian
invasion “for my (i.e., Yahweh's) own sake and for my servant David’s

* See A, Malamat, “The Last Kings of Judah and the Fall of Jerusalem”, fE7
18 [1968), p. 140,
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sake” (2 Koz 20:6). Therefore, the central theme of this story is not
the fate of Hezekiah himself, but the existence of Jerusalem and the
house of David. In fact, Yahweh is called here “the God of David

your father” (20:5). This context shows that the expression “nagid of

my people” serves here as a sign of Yahweh's support of the rule
of Davic
is omitted from the parallel passage in Isa 38:5).

I’s house over the people of Isracl. (However, the term nagid

I our interpretation of Hezekiah’s title “nagid of my people” is

acceptable, we can conclude that the original use of the ude nagid
as a term for the legitimization of the kingship ceased with Baasha.

Indirect but clear 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 God of Isracl: T anoint you melek

over the people of Yahweh, over Israel. And you shall strike the
house of Ahab your master.....” (2 Kgs % 6-7). If we compare
this passage with text no. 2 (Saul), it becomes evident that the term
melef 15 here substituted for the term nagid.

Thereafter, the implication of the term changed in vanious ways
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 term melek: “Who cuts off the spirit of w'gidim,
who is terrible to malki-"ares” (Ps 76:13); “nagid of Tyre” (Ezek 28:2);
other passages in which the term seems to imply king or ruler are:
[sa 535:4; Job 29:10; 31:37; Prov 28:16; Dan 9:25-26; 11:22; 1 Chr
52 (implicitly David); 28:4 (the tribe Judah).

b) The title of the chiel 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 Chr 9:11; 2 Chr 31:13; 35:8).

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

In short, the title addd, in later times, came to stand for king,
ruler, chief priests and chief officials of the Temple, chiel officers,
governors and military commanders. Although their functions are
quite different one from another, we may give a common definition
to all the uses of the word: the appointee as the head of a certain
group or organization. In this sense, the original meaning of the

7 The meaning of 1'fidim n Prov 8:6 15 unclear, Pl:':".'IH::I:-: the text 15 COrTLEpE.
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term as “one 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
Chronicler’s special terminology. The question then arises, whether
we can include texts no. 8 (David), no. 10 (Solomon) and no. 11
Abijah) in the source material for our investigation of the early use
of the term, since they come from the Chronocler’s texts without
parallels in any other books. In these cases, we may still maintain
that texts no. 8 and no. 11 can be utilized 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 nagd, afier he had already become
king (1 Chr 23:1). This order is the reverse of what the text in
1 Kings (no. 9) indicates. Moreover, the expression “na@d for Yahweh”
stands isolated in the Hebrew Bible, and its implication is unclear.
We have the feeling 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
term ndgid as an expression for the legitimization of the kingship
ceased with Baash in the Northern Kingdom and with Abijah in the
Kingdom of Judah. It seems that the firm establishment of the monar-
chy in both the kingdoms by dynastic succession made it unneces-
sary to emphasize the designation as nigid prior to the accession to
the throne.”

For a different interpretation see Halpern, The Consithutton, p. 7.

Halpermn, The Constitufion, pp. 10-11, holds that the ttle’s fall into desuetude
came [rom .;'n|:||:'|:'|:.1ui:| :||r1:-|>||'§' of the divine designation in the |:|:'t'.in:'u:| after the divi-
sion of the United Kingdom. We are of the opinion, however, that the tide ndgfd
was not always connected with the deity’s designation in the early monarchics in
lsrael.




CHAFTER FOUR

THE PEOPLE UNDER ARMS IN THE STRUGGLES
FOR THE THRONE*

I. The Military Factors

According to the biblical narrative in 1 Samuel 8:20, the monarchy
was introduced into Israel when the people wanted 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 mherent in kingship. Simi-
larly, the biblical historiographers in the Books of Samuel and Kings
generally do not omit to mention the military factors involved in the
foundation of new dynastics or in irrepular suceessions to the royal
throne in the kingdoms of lsrael and Judah, although they are never
eager to report on purely political matters. It was not easy for them
to explain the course of events without mentioning the military fac-
tors that had plaved the decisive role in the strugeles 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
between the kingdoms of Israel and Judah concerning the people
under arms as a determining factor at establishment of the royal
throne.

2. Two Types of Seizure of the Throne in the Novthern Kingdom
Apart from David’s accession, the throne of the Northern Kingdom
of Israel, including Saul’s monarchy, was seized ten times during its

existence for about three centuries. In these dynastic foundations or

* This essay 15 a revised version of the study which appeared in J.A. Emerton
ecl.), Cogress Volame, Jerusalem 1986 (VTSup 40), Leiden, 1988, pp. 965106,
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changes, two types of seizure are differentiated one from the other
in the biblical sources, While the first type was carried out by the
people who helped their war-leader to the throne, the second was
executed by usurpers who conspired against their lords. Each type
is expressed by its set formula.

The first formula is formed by the expression wayyamlifi *até: “And
they made him king” or wayyamiiké ‘ef-P.N.. “And they made so-
and-so king”, with ecither kol-ha‘am: “all the people™ or kel-yisra’dl: “all
Israel” as the subject. The second formula consists of the following
four expressions. wayyigsar “@lar: “And he conspired against him”,
wayyakkéhi: “And he struck him down®, way'miféhi: “And he killed
him”, and wayyimlak tahtaw: “And he reigned in his stead”. We shall
call the first the wayyamliki-type and the second the waypgsar-type.

In addition, some biblical narratives tell us about the divine des-
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 strongly coloured by
a certain theological interpretation of the course of events, with
proper analysis we are able to obtain important historical informa-
tion from these materials too.

According to our sources, the wapamliki-type foundation is recorded
in the case of the following three kings: Saul in 1 Samuel 11:15,
Jeroboam ben Nebat in | Kings 12:20 (cf. 2 Kgs 17:21), and Omni
in 1 Kings 16:16. On the other hand, the throne was seized in a
wayyigior-type coup d’étal by the following five usurpers: Baasha in
1 Kings 15:27-28, Zimn in 16:9-10, Shallum in 2 Kings 15:10, Pekah
in 15:25, and Hoshea in 15:30. The dynastic changes made by Jehu
and Menahem cannot be classified at once into either of the two
types because of the irregular condition of the source materials. We
shall deal with the problems later.

Among the three founders of the wayyamliki-type, both Saul and
Jeroboam ben Nebat have prophetic narranves, in which Samuel
anointed Saul to be nigd (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 lsrael (I Kgs 11:26-40). In the meantime,
the people remained passive according to the characteristic mode of
prophetic narratives. It is striking, however, that the expression
wayyamlek/ wayyamliki ‘a6 “And he/they made him king” is missing
in these narratives. In other words, the prophets anoint future kings
and announce their divine designation, but the expression wayyamf#t/
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wayyamiiki " is not used in connection with the prophets’ actions.

[n this connection, mention must be made of two narratives in
which the verb bimlit 15 used with God as the subject, i.e., in
| Samuel 15:11, 35 in the narrative of Saul’s rejection and 1 Kings
3:7 in the narrative of Solomon’s dream. In both narratives the royal

investiture is remembered as divine appointment. Evidently, this is
a theological reflection about a past event. Therefore, it is legitimate

for us to treat these cases separately.! Accordingly, in the historical
descriptions in the Books of Samuel and Kings, it is always the peo-
ple who made someone king by the expression weyyamliki *atd.

Who are the people? The narrative about Saul’s enthronement at
Gilgal tells us that they are the people called up for military service
from kol-g'bil yisra’dl: “all the territory of Israel” (1 Sam 11:7). By
contrast, kel-yisra’@: “all Isracl” who assembled at Shechem to nego-
tate with Rehoboam on the conditions for their subordination to
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 Kgs 12:20) were the
people under arms.

The brief report about Omri's aceession tells us that those who
made him king were the people who had been encamped against
the Philistines at Gibbhethon under his command (16:15-16). Pre-
sumably, these troops, called either ha‘aim or kolyisrd’d, 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” (Fhamiikd) just as
Omri’s people did (16:21).* From the above it is clear that the peo-
ple who acted as the driving force in the wayyamiiki-type l[oundation
were the people under arms from “all the territory of Israel” or the
armmy called “all Israel”.

' T.N.D. Mettinger fines a “synergism™ in the fact that the verb himdi is nsed
with both God and human beings as the subject, Kine and Messah, The Cioil and
Sacral Legitimation of the fraelite Kings (CBOTS &), Lund, 1976, p. 107, This is a
different approach from ours.

* J.A. Sogein has suggested on the basis of the recensions of the LXX that Tibni
WS IE‘::" |vLi.!1u |']-:'l.'!|'|| |W [|Il.' E.le:l|:ll.i.|:li' .Im::i1‘|1||::|'5.' |'|III IIn:l.‘!'||';| |,|:.||1F_|4'|,E I,|:|,- |:|"|:|'r:|:|||-__ "'"l'i.l'uli__
King of Isracl in the First Hall of the S%th Century B.C." (1972), in Old Testament
and Ortenial Stedies (BibOr 29), Rome, 1975, pp. 50-55; idem, A History of Irrael,
From the Bepinnings fo the Bar Kockba Reoll, AD 135 London, 1984, P 202, However,
it is not casy to accept the view, since there is no reason to suspect that “all Israel”
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We come now to the wayigii-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 15:25) succeeded in attacking their lords in the capi-
tal cities shows that 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 case of
Baasha and Shallum, who assassinated the reigning kings outside the
capitals (1 Kgs 15:27; 2 Kgs 15:10), their titles as royal servants are
not given. Instead, the texts report their origins: Baasha was from
the house of Issachar, and Shallum probably from Jabesh in Gilead.”
These pieces of information point out that the supporters of Baasha
and Shallum came from their own tribes, while Zimri and Pekah
recruited rebel forces from their own soldiers. If this assumption is
tenable, “the fifty men of the Gileadites” with whom Pekah con-
spired (15:25) are to be understood as the king’s bodyguard, like the
Cherethites, the Pelethites, the Gittites, or the Carites in the Jerusalem
court.’

In the account of Hoshea's usurpation we have virtually no infor-
mation about his supporters, except the fact that Tiglath-Pileser's
invasion of the country served as the background (15:29-30). But
we can learn ahout the situation from Tiglath-Pileser’s text, accord-
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 Omn king were the militia of the kingdom of Israel; see Mettinger, Kirg
and Messtah. [ 117 E. Wiirthwein, s Erste Bueh der MJ?.I.':-_;\-.' ﬂ:'J_.-'}."."r." I=16 (ATD
11/1), Géingen, 1977, p. 196

b See R Althann, “Shallum™, in ASD V, New York, 1992, p. 1154

' This sugmestion does not exclude the thesis of the Gileadite invelvernent in the
power struggles in the Northern Kingdom; see T. Ishida, The Ropal Dynasties in
Ancied Torael, A .\_lm.h e bhe Formealion anid .rJaTT.':'.:.'RJJ.-7.'f -'_I.u‘ ff'-':li'-'l.'-'.f:".-h'(n"--':'-' fl’-fl’l'-'lll-:g"l BEAW 142),
Berlin/MNew York, 1977, pp. 175 £; N. Na'aman, “Historical and Chronological
MNaotes on the Kingdoms of Isracl and Judah in the Eighth Century BCY, VT 36
1986), pp. 78 L

' P, Rost, Die Keilschrifttexte Tiglat-Pilesers T, nach den Papierabklatschen snd Originalen
des Britischen Musenms 1: Finlettung, Transeripifon und  Ueberselzung, Worterverzeichnis mit
Commentar, Leipzig, 1893, pp. 80 £; H. Tadmor, The fuseriptions of Tiglath-Pileser {1
King of Asgyria, Criscal Edeteon, o ith Iniroductions, Translaltons ard Commentary, Jerusalem,
1994, pp. 140 [ (Summary Inscription 4, 15-18"; AL Oppenheim, “Babylonian and
Assyrian Historical Texts”, in ANET, Princeton, 1969% p. 284; cfl alo K. Borger
and H. Tadmor, “Fwel Beltrage zur alttestamentlichen Wissenschalfi :11t|:1.',rl.lr‘:l.|. 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 Ad%im
or kol-yisra’dl.

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
we find all the expressions of the wapigsar-type formula except the
very expression wayyigidr ‘Gliw. A comparison of his action to that
of Omri seems to help us to understand the situation. Hearing of
Limit’s coup délat, 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
to an end (2 Kgs 15:13-14). Menahem’s delay seems to have been
caused by opponents with whom he had to fight before reaching
Samaria (15:16).

These actions of Omri and Menahem clearly indicate that there
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 Omn and Menahem. The fact that
the formula gisvi **fer gasar: “the conspiracy which he made” is found
in the stereotyped references only to Zimri (1 Kes 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 Jezebel’s taunting words to Jehu:
“Is it peace, you Zimrn, murderer of your lord?” (9:31).

However, there remains a significant difference between Omri and
Menahem. Menahem’s troops are never called kol-yisra’el as against
those who supported Omri. This can be understood as a sign that
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 explain
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 hakayil (15:19-20)
shows that he succeeded in gaining the support of the people of the
kingdom during his reign.® But this can also be regarded as the cause

Inschriften Tiglatpilesers IT1Y, Z4AW 94 (1982), pp. 244-249: Na‘aman, 1T 36 (1986),
pp- 7I-74
5 For gibbiré hahayil see 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).7 In any case, Shallum’s coup d'état and Menahem’s seizure
of the throne inaugurated the rapid dissolution of the Northern
Kingdom. The prophet Hosea also refused to recognize the legiti-
macy of these last kings in the following words: “They made kings
(hém himliki), but not through me. They set up princes, but without
my knowledge” (Hos 8:4); “I 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 prophenc
narratives in 2 Kings 9-10, of which the beginning reminds us of
the two accounts of Saul’s designation as nafid and king in 1 Samuel
9-10. They especially resemble each other in the prophetic anoint-
ing which both the candidates received with a divine commission to
destroy the enemies, Another similarity may be seen in comparing
the acclamation given to Saul with the proclamation of Jehu's king-
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 koi-sibgi yisddl: “all the tribes of Israel” (1 Sam
10:20), whereas those who proclaimed Jehu’s kingship were the com-
manders of the army who had been stationed in Ramoth-gilead
2 Kes 9:4-5). l:]1fln1:'|}1|,~|;ﬂ'l.,', Saul’s elevation was l't‘['tlgr]i?’.t'(l a5 a
legitimate action by all the people. Accordingly, dissenters were called
“worthless fellows™ (1 Sam 10:27). Despite the prophetic anointing
with a divine commission, however, there is no evidence to show that
Jehu’s revolt was accepted unanimously by “all the people™ or “all
[srael”. On the contrary, his wholesale massacre was remembered
in a certain circle as a treacherous deed to be punished by God even
about a century later, as the prophet Hosea's following words indi-
cate: “For yet a litle while, and I will punish the house of Jehu for
the blood of Jezreel, and I will put an end to the kingdom of the
house of Israel” (Hos 1:4).

In fact, Jehu's revolt was nothing but a conspiracy against the
legitimate king, carried out by a group of commanders under his

[srael: The Role of Political Institotions in the Biblical Period™, FWH 11 (1968]
p. 63, n. 353; C. Schiifer-Lichtenberger, Sladt sond Fidpennseenschaft mm Alten Testament,
Eine Ausenandersetzing rit Max Webers Studie <Das antibe Judemtum= (BZAW 156), Berdin/
Mew York, 1983, pp. 313-321; H. Eising, “71", in TWAT II, Swugart, 197477,
cols. 905

" See Ishida, The Royal Dynasties, pp. 172 1
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leadership in co-operation with Elisha’s prophetic community and
other Yahwistic zealots like Jehonadab ben Rechab. Therefore, the
]Ii..\'lnt'illg'i'::tphL'r' in 2 Kit]gﬁ 9:14 does noi |hr‘g¢l not r:|||l1_.' o mention
the expression wayyilgaiie yahed’ . . . ‘el-yéram: “Jehu . . . conspired against
Joram”, though in a slightly different wording from the wayyigsar
formula, but also to emphasize that kel-pisra’al: “all Israel”, were with
Joram on guard at Ramoth-gilead.’

The People’s Role in the Kingdom of Fudak

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
as 1ts 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
expressed by the formula wayyimlik P.IN, é'nd tahtde: “And so-and-so
his son reigned in his stead” (1 Kgs 11:43; 14:31; 158, etc.). The
reigning king’s designation of the heir is specially mentioned only
when the principle of primogeniture or the priority of the surviving
cldest 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 "lel.?.i'rlh was taken captive before they had
designated their successors.”” In all these instances the political powers
called either kol-‘am yhidah: “all the people of Judah™ or ‘em hi'dres:
“the people of the land™ intervened in determining the succession

el arranged by the
|:-I|s-."'|..-:-"_-']:.:lll faction m the Northern Kingdom, “841 B.C.: The First _'IL-\._x!.|i.:|:|
Invasion of Israel®, FAOS 91 (1971), pp. 383389, If 50, we can regard Jehu's seizure
of the throne as a dynastic change supported by Assvria like Hoshea®s usurpation.
It is also worth noting that Menahem paid mibuie o Tiglath-Fileser 11 to assure
his throne with Assyrian backing (2 Kgs 15:19-20); of H, Tadmor, “Azrvau of
Yaudi®, in C. R ibin (ed.), Studies in the Heble (Scripta Hicrosolymitana &), Jerusalem,
1961, pp. . For the ‘Lwlrl in sources about Menahem’s tribute sce M. Weippert,
“Menahem von [w..itl und seine Zeitgenossen in einer Steleninschrift des assyrischen
Kanigs Tiglathpileser I aus dem Iran™, ZDPF 89 (1973), pp. 26-55; Tadmor, The
Fusertptions of Tiglalh-Pileser I, pp. 68 £ (Ann, 13%), 89 (Ann, 27), 106-109 (Stele 1T A),
“See Ishida, The Royal Dynasties, pp. 152, 169.
' Bee ihid, pp. 162164,

M.C. Astour has suggested that Jehu's revolt was a coup ¢
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of the throne of David. Their actions are formulated by the expres-
sion wayyamliki ‘ats."" The expression kol-‘am yhidah and ‘am hiares
are generally regarded as synonymous, and they represented “the
whole body of citizens of Judah”, according to the currently pre-
vailing view."” Without entering into this much-debated problem, we
wish to 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.e., they were the people who participated eithes
in the coup d'étal against Athaliah (2 Kgs 11), in the warfare against
Jehoash of Israel (14:11-14, 21), in the counter-revolt against the
conspirators against King Amon (21:23-24), or in the warfare against
Pharach Meco (23:29-30),

It is surprising, however, that the people who determined the sue-
cession problems in the last days of the kingdom played only a pas-
sive role in the early 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, after
[shbaal had been assassinated, “all the elders of lsrael came to the
king at Hebron . . . and they anointed David king over Israel” (5:3).
It is striking that the expression waypamliti “ié is missing in both the
texts. Instead, royal anointing is mentioned."

Apart from prophetic anointing of Saul (I Sam 10:1), Dawid
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 mentoned above, Solomon (1 Kgs 1:34, 39, 45;
cf. 5:15; ef. also 1 Chr 29:22), Joash (2 Kgs 11:12), and Jehoahaz

)},

23:30). Absalom’'s ancinting 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 wappembifi &8 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 heen
suggesicd o make the subject Jehoiada; see B, Stade and F, Schwally, The Book of
Kings, Leipeig, 1904, p. 236; A. Sanda, Die Bifcher der Kiinige 11 (EHAT 9/2), Miinster
i Westl, 1912, p. 131; ]. Gray, J & Il Kings. 4 Commentary (OTL), London, 1977,
P 571 However, in addition to the context of vv. 12-14, the usage of the expres-
sion wayvamfikd *Hd requires that the pl. must remain by taking Af%m in v. 13 as
the subject; sce also B, Wiinthwein, O Brcer der Kinipe: 1K, 17-2.K8k. 25 (ATD
11/3), Gowingen, 1984, pp. 34, 349 [

In my opinon, “the people of Judah” has a broader connotation than “the

people of the land”™; see below p. 90, For the discussions on “the people ol the
land” see below pp. 81 i

' For discussions of royal anointing see Mettinger, fing and Meonaf, pp. 185252,
15, H:lllu':ll. The Constifndiom r:l_,ll 1 .'Ifr.l.'.'-']."l-':.". in ferael (HSM 25}, Chico, 1981, PP
13-19: K. H.;--_.I;..;.I{]. “Sron” in TWAT V, Switeeart, 1984-86, cols. 46-59, c5p. 19-55.
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in these texts, Solomon, Joash, and Jehoahaz were given at the same
time either the reigning king’s designation (Solomon) or the people’s
appointment indicated by the expression wayyamlikii *até (Joash and
Jehoahaz). But royal anointing stands alone in the texts about David
and Absalom. This observation suggests that the expression wayyam/ikii
‘id 15 intentionally avoided for David and Absalom.

According to 2 Samuel 23, the military factor that determined
the foundation of the dynasty of David was not the men of Judah
but David’s men whom he brought up with him from Ziklag to
Hebron, These soldiers called ‘ansé dawid: “David’s men™ were, as
their appellation suggests, his personal army which consisted of six
hundred men, originally four hundred, who had been organized by
David [rom those outside normal society (1 Sam 22:1-2). Besides,
foreign mercenaries like the Cherethites, the Pelethites, and the Gittites
served as the king’s bodyguard. This army was loyal only to the per-
son ol David and had nothing to do with the tribal society of Israel."
In these circumstances, the only condition required for David to
establish the kingdom was the consent of the men of Judah, and
they showed it by the rite of anointing. Similarly, the anointing given
to David by the elders of Israel is understood as their acknowledge-
ment of Davids rule over Israel.'® At that time the wibes of Israel
no longer had any military power to compete with David’s army,
This time again the determining factor which made David king over
Israel was his own personal army.'®

" The epieode about Itta the Gittite in Absalom's rebellion (2 Sam 15 19-29
well illustrates the status of David's foreign mercenaries. For David's personal army
see B de Vaux, Anclent Trael. Its Life and Institutions, London, 1961, pp. 218-222,
L.M. Muntingh, “The Kerethites and the Pelethites, A Historical and Sociological
Discussion™, in A H. van Zyl (ed I, Strieltes on e fooks of Samuef, Pretora, 1960, PR
t5-33: B. Mazar, “The Military Elite of King David™ (1963), in The K ly Hiblical
.'I"r.l]:f-r.' .‘rllri-.'.'l?.' -.'!l '.'.'-'|r£-|"\-._|l."l'-.i.‘-ili.l'l'l:l.L '.‘-*'rif-, |'IE:-_ H'i‘ I'-J‘Ir i"tr HI,'IlI("».'_ "l]_‘t'-_“_:’ll:\. t;|"|'<-_||||_|;|5.||-:"_
ABD T, New York, 1992, pp. 49-52,

' Pointing out that anointing has a contraciual meaning, Mettinger, fing and
Megsuah, p. 228, interprets the rites of anointing given to David by the men of Judah
ang the elders of Israel as “the e |'|}||,"-.' homage to the f'\':.nL;"_ i other words, “for-
mal Ii:ll.i'|:1|‘;l.' acknowledgement of allemance™.

" We are told in 1 Kings 11:23-24 that the kingdom of Aram Damascus was
established in a similar way to the kingdom of Judah. In this narrative, the last
verh s difficult because of the pl: wapimf%G “and they became kings” (v, 24).
W. RIIH-.J];H. “hwm Text der Kimgshiicher™, .:.lijli-f-: 19511, P 205, has :‘||3,_-;:'L-h|-~.[.:-r|
the reading wayeslidhd “And they made him king”, and Wirthwein, Tas Frsle
Buehe der Bimige, p. 138, follows him. Criticizing the emendation, M. Noth, Kiiige 1
{. Kinige 116 (BECAT 9/1), Neukirchen-Viuyn, 1968, pp, 240, 242, rendered: “und
herrschten in Damasukus wie cin Foomig” It is not a natural reading. I we apply
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In his rebellion against David, Absalom finally suceeeded in ral-
lying kol-'if yisra’edl: “all the men of Israel” (2 Sam 16:18; 17:14, 25,
etc.).'” However, they were not present at his accession in Hebron,
It was carried out as a surprise by his initiative. Then they were
told to recognize his kingship (153:10). It was a conspiracy which
began in secrecy. Then it gathered strength rapidly, swallowed up
all the men of Israel, 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 ancinted, his anointing is also under-
stood as the manifestation of the people’s acknowledgement of his
kingship.

4. King-Makg by the People

From the foregoing discussion it has emerged that the expression
wayyamliki *#té 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 connec-
tion, mention must be made of “all Israel” who assembled at Shechem
to make Rehoboam king in 1 Kings 12:1. In this text the expres-
sion lhamifif "6t6: “to make him king” is used with “all Isracl” who
were unarmed, as we have noted above. This exceptional use of the
expression can be explained by the situation that the objective of

our analysis of the expression wayvamifa “6td w0 the text, the emendation waypamd,
is unacceptable. It seems that the verb should be read in the sing. on the b
r'.':r ]\-\ -ul'l'_j..".. .1'A.1l:-|!|15_'-:|‘:r'||:".1_x .|||{| ||-H {Ql'||r'|:.|||. .| r.'-..r.-'m.' .-.'r.'.r." .I':.".r_::.'.ln .u." f.'.'-lr.'r.'.q. Ry
o the Books of Kings (ICC), Edinburgh, 1951, pp. 241, 246; cf. also W.T. Piuard,
Anerend Denascns, A Flitoreal Stedy of the Syrian Ciiy-Stale frome Earlient Times antil ity Fall
b the Assyrans i 732 B.OCE, Winona Lake, 1987, p. 96, n. 50,

For Absalom’s supporters see Tadmor, JIH 11 (1968), pp. 49-57; wdem,
“Tracditional Institutions and the Monarchy: Social and Political Tensions in the
Time of David and Solomon®, in T. Ishida (ed.), SEDS, Tokvo/ Winona Lake, 1982,
PR 241 f-.._ 46 [ ?'lrl'llil'lj_lhl':.\, King and Messink PP 12] |.__ ]'-. Crilsemann, |r.:'.¢.'
Widerstand pegen dos Komigtum. Die antibinilichen Texte des Alten Testamentes wund der Kampf
um den friiken vrashifischen Staal (WMANT 49), Neukirchen-Vieyn, 1978, pp. 94101

1 Aceording to 2 Chr 22:1, yai'hé yrifilayine: “the inhabitants of Jerusalem™ made
Ahaziah king. Since he was the only surviving son of the late king (21:17; 22:1),
we cannot imagine that there was any succession problem. Yet it seems that there
litical tension: cf, Iy ;l,rl:||':.'\i; of this passage in Ishida, The fl.'r_;:..;.'!' !.E'::.l.-.-fj.'_-._
P. 159 f, At the same tme, we must note that the Chronicler’s use of the verh
bimli does not always it owr analysis of the same verb in the Books of Samucl
and Kings, see 1 Chr 11:10; 1232, 39; 2922

WaAS A
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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
Saul’s army, took Ishbaal and “made him king (wayyamiiéhd) . . . over
all Israel” (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” (I&° mamlik i) (2 Kgs 10:5); (c) Pharaoh Neco

“made Eliakim . . . king” (wayamlek . . . “el-"elyagim) (23:34); (d) the king

ol Babylon “made Mattamah . .. king” (wayyamiet . . . el-matianyah
24:17). In these texts those who acted as king-makers were a coms-
mander of the army, high officials and leading men of the capital
city, though they did not exercise their authority, and foreign con-
querors. These examples show that, if there was no normal succes-
sion, whoever possessed the strongest power, including the people
under arms, could determine the roval successor. At the same time,
we may conclude that the formulary expression wayyamiEt/ wayyvam
fikii *atd was used as a definite technical term for king-making as a
political action in the sources discussed.™

Among these irregular king-makers, the people under arms espe-
cially deserve to receive attention as the representatives of the so-
called democratic tradition of the Israelite society.™ Who, then, were
the people under arms? This 1s a big problem with which we can-
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 o further studies.

" Judg 9:6 reads: “And £ol-ba™ Ffem and fol-bd mulld’ came together, and they
went wayramlifa “of-"bimelef melef™. The text shows that the assembly, which con-
sisted of the ba®™lF Fhkem and b melli
The wording of the expression ookl “a-""bmell Fmelek s shightdy different from
the formula .'rr1||r;.r.'.'|'f.{:\.'j- :r.'g P.N. in the Books of Samud and ['Gll:_;.‘.., but the prac-
tice described i3 the same. For the nature of Abimelech™s kingship see H. Rewviv,
“The Government of Shechem in the ElAmarna Period and in the Days of
Abamelech™, JEF 16 (1966), pp. 252-257.

* For the relationship between the popular assembly and the kingship in lsrael
see A Malamat, “Organs of Statecraft in the Israclite Monarchy™ (1963), in The
Hibfieal _.f.lr."..'.'.g'-.-!'.'!_l\'.'x.' Reader 111, New York, 1970, . 165-19%- _J..-'L 5||_u;_1_i:|. D
.‘|;..r.'.';"|'.un.' i ferael, Il.rllfljlljl_j;l. Shanrunse, ."'.'I.'n'.;n'.':'.J.'.'Ilr.'i_;-: BZAEAW 104, Berlin, 1967, PR
18—H0, 44 [, 69 £; Tadmor, JWH 11 {1968), pp. 46-68; idem, in SPDS, pp. 239-57;
Mettinger, fwg aud Mesnalh, pp. 111-130; Crissernann, O Widerstond gepen das Admptom,
pp. M-101; Halpem, The Consfitnfion, pp. 187-216.

rl. ]'I(:l\\l""\i('lj 'IKI'H.!'| (¥ 1|'|;_IlCI,' ."||II'|;1|E'|.I'I'E| ki”.‘_"
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a) We can clearly observe the structural change of fol-hd'dm or
kol-yiira’dl according to the historical development. First, those who
made Saul king at Gilgal were irregular tribal league organized ad
finc for saving |abesh-gilead; secondly, those who made Jerchoam
king at Shechem were a popular assembly, called kol-g“hal yisnt’sl
(1 Kegs 12:3) or ha‘edah (12:20), which seems a well-organized polit-
ical body; thirdly, those who made Omri king in the military camp
were the milina of the Northern Kingdom.

b) Our historiographers emphasize the unity of Israel achieved on
the occasions of king-making by the people, as the following words
incicate: “They came out as one man” (1 Sam 11:7); or *There was
none that followed the house of David, but the tribe of Judah only™
| Kgs 12:20). Similarly, the people are called in these contexts fol
hi‘am or kol-yisr@’él. Is this unity a ficton fabricated by the histori-
ographers? We are of the opinion that the term fol- here is to be
understood not as quantitative but as qualitative. Omn's case gives
a good example. Although feloyira’dl made him king (16:16), i'si
fhii‘@m: “half the people” followed Tibm to make him king (16:21).
The term kol here seems to imply the legiimate representation.”’

c) There was a contrasting development between the kingdoms
of Israel and Judah concerning the people’s involvement in king-
making. In the Northern Kingdom the people even took the initia-
tive twice to establish their monarchy, i.e., 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 Israel to play the active role as a
united military factor in establishing their monarchy. This action
may be regarded as a popular eflort to recover the unity of Isracl
which had been lost in consequence of the wayyigsd-type usurpations
of Baasha and Zimri. However, the people of Israel could not alter
the subsequent historical development in which the dynastic changes
made by the wayigidr-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 personal
army acted as the decisive factor in every critical phase. 'The period
of David and Solomon was the formative years of the people of

Cf. Tadmaor, in SPDS, p. M4,
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Judah, centering around the Davidie-Judahite ideology,™ they emerged
for the first tme as a significant factor to secure the dynasty of David
against Athaliah’s usurpation. Their designation ‘am hd'dres sugmests

that a solid unification of the people was achieved by this period.

Finally, it was ‘am hd'dres who acted as the decisive factor in deter-
mining the succession to the throne of David in the last days of the
kingdom.

The nucleus of this ideology 15 formed by the docinne of the jont elecoon of
David's house and of Zion, which originated in the covenam of Yahweh with David,
see Ishida, The Roval Dhvmasiies, pp. 147




CHAPTER FIVE

THE PEOFLE OF THE LAND AND THE POLITICAL
CRISES IN JUDAH*

1. The Fudaeans m e Monarchical Period

In his basic treatment of “the people of the land™ (“am hd’dres),
E. Wirthwein defined the expression as “die zu einem bestimmien Terri-
tarium gelivige Vollbiirgerschafl”, i.e., the full citizens of a given terri-
tory.! He further maintained that the expression “people of the land”
of Judah is synonymous with “the people of Judah® (‘am y%hadak or
‘wesd yhiidah) as the designation of the Judaeans in the monarchical
period, excluding the inhabitants of Jerusalem.” This definition of the
term was confirmed by R. de Vaux by distinguishing *“the people of
the land” from the king or the ruler, his servants, the nobles, the priests,

and the prophets, i.c., the monarchical and religious functionaries.”

% This CRAAY s a revised version of I.||-:' ‘\.I:'.'.II:\.. which :'.p|||':||l:'-:| in r}.lllfu|I 1 (1975),
pp. 2534,

E. Wiirthwein, Der famm ba'arer an Allen Testament [ BWANT 66), Stuttgart, 1936,

p 1 ol Lo Rost, “Die Bezeichnungen fiir Land und Volk im Alten Testament™
1934}, in fhas Klane Credo und endere Studien zum Alten Testament, Heidelberg, 1965,
p. 92,

Wiirthwein, Der ‘aeem fa'erez, pp. 15 . According to 5. Talmon ‘em da’ares libnd
yehtidih were the Judahites who followed David to Jerusalem, the new capital, from
Hebron, *The Judacan “dm Ha'ares in Historeal Perspective”, in Fourth World Congress
af Fewish Studies (1963) 1, Jerusalem, 1967, pp. 71-76; idem, “7780 227, in Engclpaedia
Bibigea VI, Jerusalem, 1971, cols. 239-242 (Hebrew]: of, €. Schifer-Lichtenberger,
St wnd Evdlgenossenschaff im Alten Testament. Eie Auretnandersetzing met Max Webers Shudte
< s andife _}.I.'r."rr.ln'l.'.'r.' = (BZAW 156), Berlin/Mew York, 983, [E8 395, The late

Prof. B. Mazar suggested to me in his lener of March 8, 1974, that we may assume
that both the Hittites in the story of Abraham’s purchase of Machphelah (Gen
12-13) and the inhabitants of the land which Moses made spy out (Num 149) are
anachronistically called “the people of the land”, since they were also the inhabitants
of “the land of Judah™.

'R, de I'A.Iill,l_'\q,. Ari |:.-'.'r|' Terael. i .|r.l.."-' i -r.'."\-.'.'..'ll'lll..'-.'.'._ [.II!I'II':.I:Ill. 1961, P. '."|: i.-:il'l'l!l.
“Le sens de 'expression “peuple du pays’ dans PAncien Testament ot e rile poli-
tque du peuple en Israél”, 4 58 (1964), p. 168; of. J.L. McKenze, “The People
of the Land’ in the Old Testament”, m Akfen des undzivanzigsten  Inlernationalen
Chientalisten-Rongresses Meinchens 28, Awg. bis 4. Sept. 1957, Wiesbaden, 1959, pp. 207 [;
H. Tadmor, ““The People’ and the Kingship in Anciemt Isracl: The Role of Political
Institutions in the Biblical Perod”, JWH 11 (1968), p. 67.

23:7,
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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

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 ty to make clear the intention of
the historiographer who employed the expression ‘am hd’ares.

2. The Rebellion agamst Athaliak

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 ongin of this political crisis
can be traced back to Jehoshaphat's alliance with the Omrides
(1 Kes 22:2 fi; 2 Chr 18:1 ff)), which was sealed by the marriage
of Jehoram, his son, and Athaliah, Omri’s daughter.® By makmg

EW. Nichalson, *“The Meaning of the Expression 7787 0U in the Old Testament”,
F55 10 (1965), pp. 59-66, rejects o regard “the people of the land™ “as a techn-
cal term designating a specific class or group within the population of Judah™ and
concludes that “the termn has no fixed and rigid meaning but s used rather in a
|||.:I'I'E1_. :_.'|-||:-|_,|| and fluid manner and varnes in meanmg [rom context w0 context”™
['MN.D. Mettinger maintains that the %am bi'dres who had a role at the royal investi-
tures in the peried afier Solomon correspond 1o the %em as the popular assembly
in the previous period, King and Messtak. The Civil and Sacral Legitimation of the Traslite
Kmmgs (CBOTS 8), Lund, 1976, pp. 124-130. B. Halpern holds that “the erm ‘the
|}|_'|:-|;|_|_' of the land' 15 not a wchnical CXPressIon for some fixed .‘-I.I}.I-L",_I'l:'ll.'q:- of the
tribe or kingedom of Judah™, The tufion of the Monarchy n frael (HSM 23},
Chico, 1981, p. 194. On the other hand, 5. Talmon, in Fourth Porkd G
;flr'u'l'.'llﬁ Stntes _':III:-':: |._ Pp- T1-76,
viewed as a democratic or otherwise constitutionally circumsenbed institution. Rather
is it # body of Judacans in Jerusalem that rose o some power and importance
which was ultimately derived from their loyalty to the Davidic dynasty”. Moreover,
R.M. Good proposes that the expression “the people of the land” belongs o the
vocabulary of the time of the Deuteronomistic historian, i.e., the Exilic period, The
Sheep of His Pastire, A Study of the Hebrao Nown Amim) and fts Semitic Cognates (HSM
29, Chico, 1983, pp. 109-122. C. Levin comes to the conclusion: “Den ‘am -"rl'.-r.-r-

[T

oreis of

grues that “the S de'are of Judah cannot be

i eingoe -.-.h:.!lmlcn Sinn hat es nicht gegeben. Er ist ein exegetische Phantom”, Der
Siurz der Kon . Ein hapitel zur Creseficfi Judas w8 Fafifwndet o Chr ":IHE
]I:I_':-_ h|||_|:|!:.'|_|'|_ 1982, -5 9. For an extcnsive |'|'|l:!||.l||.|_‘fl..F:||'|'5. and discussions see
E. Lipinski, ‘00", in TWAT VI, Stungan, 1987-88, cols. 177-194; J.P. Healey,

“Am Ha'arez”, in ABD I, New York, 1992, pp. 164 L
Ci. T. Ishida, The Royal Dwvnastier in |r.lrI it lirael A Study on the Formation and
Dieelogment af Roval-Dynastic fdeofogy (BEZAW 142}, Berlin/MNew York, 1977, pp. 160 f.
" According Kaos H:'.Eh_ 2 Chr 22:2), Athaliah was Omn's

to one traditon
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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 in the last years of Jehoshaphat's
reign by his treatment of his sons. He bequeathed the property to
his sons, "but gave the kingdom to Jehoram, because he was the
first-born™ (2 Chr 21:3). This note on Jehoram’s designation is con-
spicuous. It is absolutely superfluous, because the first-born was usu-
ally the successor to the throne in Judah.” This reveals, therefore,
that Jehoshaphat had a special reason in defending his designation
of Jehoram. It 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 partici-
pated in the oppression (cf. 2 Kgs 8:18; 2 Chr 21:6). When he died,
Ahaziah, the only surviving son of Jehoram and Athaliah (2 Chr
21:17), ascended the throne with the backing of “the inhabitants of
Jerusalem” (22:1). The description of Ahaziah's enthronement is also
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
Judaeans,

Ahaziah’s monarchy was actually Athahah’s regime, since this

daughter, while the other tradivon (2 Kgs 8:18; 2 Chr 21:6) regards her as Ahab's
daughter. But chronological studies show that she could not be Ahab's daughter,
see |. Begnch, “Atalja, die Tochter Omns™, AW 53 (1935), pp. 78 [; HJ.
Katzenstein, “Who Were the Parents of Adhaliah®”, £E7 5 (1955), 194-197; Levin,
Der Sturz der Kinggin Alalia, p. 83, n. 3 W, Thiel, “Athaliah”, in A8D I, New York,
1952, pp. 511 [ see below pp. 99 f.

" When the prnciple of the primogenimure was overruled, we frequenty  hear
how and why the irregular succession took place, This kind of additional ex-
planation can be found concerming the succession of the following kings: Solomon
2 Sam 9-20+ | Kgs 1-2), Abjjam (2 Chr 11:21-22), Ahamah (21:17; 22:1), Azanah
2 Kes 14:21; 2 Chr 26:1), Jehoahaz (2 Kes 23:30; 2 Chr 36:1), and Zedekiah
2 Kes M:17; 2 Chr 3610y

O WL R1|r1nl|1||. Chronibbiicher (HA'T 711 .||||:;r;u1"1
“TT BT in f‘.}.'n_':.|'|"|.'||'.'.'J.-rﬂ.'.' Fibdeca 111, II1'I'|1:~':|]|'I:'|L_ 1

1955, p. 265; H. Tadmor,
Ccol. 539 (Hehrew),
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young king, who was twenty-two at his enthronement (2 Kes 8:26),"
was under the strong influence of the ambitious queen-mother: g"irgh'®
(cl. 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 Omn, from which she came, was completely destroyed
(2 Kgs 9:21-26, 30-37; 10:1-11, 17). Morecover, Ahaziah, her son,
wis 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. She immediately annihilated all the pretenders 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 seek the life of Jehoash, her infant grandson, as the
biblical source relates? H.L. Ginsberg maintains that it is difficult w
assume that she sought to destroy Jehoash, who “constitutes the sole
claim of her rule to legitimacy™.!' It seems that she only eliminated
some adult members of the house of David who might seek the
throne as rivals to the infant Jehoash. It is likely that the hiblical
historiographer, out ol his hatred for this forcign queen, distorted
the account presenting her as a ruthless ruler who seeks even the
life of her own grandson. In developing this thesis, H. Reviv argued
that _Jehoash was actually put in the custody of Jehosheba at Athaliah’s
request. This meant that Athaliah became the queen regent, although
never usurping the throne.'™ It is clear that she could not establish
her rule without some compromise with the priests of Yahweh headed

* According to 2 Chr 22:2, he ascended the throne at the age of forty-two. This
figure is clearly corrupied, since Jehoram, his father, died at the age of forty (2 Kos
B:17; 2 Chr 21:5), In the main texts of LXX stands here the number ".1'.'.'|-[||_1:."'_
while '-l'-'\'i'l'll\..'-'l\‘u'l.l.. In minor texts _I."\I :".l!.'-e':l".. I Chrongeles, Introduction, Transtation,
amd Noles (AB 13), Garden City, MUY, 1965, p. 125, assumes that the number “forty-
two” resulted [rom the conflation of the two raditions.

" About the office of queen-mother (g%fedh) see Go Molin, “Die Stellung der
Gebira im Staate Juda®, TS 10 (1954), pp. 161-175; H. Donner, “Art und Herkunfi
des Amies der Kéniginmutter im Alen Testament™, in J. Fredrioh Fedechnfl, Heidelberg,
1959, pp. 105-145; de Vaux, Ancian fivae, pp. 117 ff; Ishida, The Roval Dymoiies,
PP 156 M L.S. .“;fl]-:'.ll'il'lj_;, "{:ﬂ]i'l.'ll.“, in ABD V. New York, 152, ppR. h85 1.

' HL. Ginsberg, “The Omrid-Davidid Alliance and its Consequences”, in Fourdh
World Congress of Javich Studres (1965) 1, Jerusalem, 1967, p. 92,

® H. Reviv, “oir monw o 20", Beth Mikra 16 (1970/71), pp. 541-548 (Hebrew).




THE FEOPLE OF THE LAND 85

by 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
plotted 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 Jeholada the
priest and was carried out by the royal mercenaries and guards. In
addition, “the people of the land™ participated in it." Who were
“the people of the land”, who were differentiated from captains, the
royal mercenaries, guards (2 Kgs 11:19), nobles, and governors
2 Chr 23:200? From the course of history skeiched above we can
assume that they were those who were allied with the group which
opposed the regime because of its alliance with the Omrides. We
can also assume that the designation “people of the land” ("am ha’ares),
stemmed from classifying them as the opponents to “the inhabitants
of Jerusalem” ( y85"§¢ y'risfalaym), the supporters of the regime (22:1).

However, it is misleading to regard these designations as a sign
of the antagonism between Jerusalem and Judah. Among the oppo-
nents to the regime are mentioned such people as a seer (19:2),
Jehoram's brothers, some nobles (21:4), and the royal lamily (2 Kgs
11:1; 2 Chr 22:10). Most of them were Jerusalemites. Moreover, it
scems that those Jerusalemites who were suppressed by the regime
acted as the leaders of “the people of the land”."

1 Since B, Stade, “Anmerkungen zu @ Ko 10-14", .:.Hl' 5 (1885, PR 280 T,
it has been widely held that 2 Kgs 11 is resolved o two sources, 1.e., a pricsily
source (vv, =12, 185-20) and a popular source (vw. 13-18a); of. J.A. Montgomery
and H.5 Gehman, A Cofreal and Evegibical Commentary on the Books of Kngs (ICC),
Edinburgh, 1951, p. 4$18&; J. Gray, £ & {f Amgs. A Commenilary (OTL), London, 19777
pp. 366 I According 1o the analysis of Leving Der Sture der Kiigin Alaffa, pp. 16 T,
this chapter consists ol the following four layers: an ecarly text from the Book of
the Chronicles of the King- |:||'_J|,|!_|<|.'||. used by the Deuteronomistic his
covenant-theological redaction in the late Dewteronomistic penod, a pricsthy redac-
tion, and an carly Chronicler redaction. Against the view of separete sources,
W. Rudolph argues for the unity of the chapter, “Die Einheithehkeit der Ersgiblung
vom Sture der Atala (2 Kon, 117, in A, Berthold Festehrfi, Tiibingen, 1950, pp.
173-478. In his view, however, all references w ‘o b3y before v. 20 are sec-
ondary (p. 477). Halpern points out that the scholars do not reckon with the prob-
§|'|'|| -:|1. xi'.'|'||,4!l,:|r|-:'i|:\. i|| I,|'|i\ -:'h:1;}[1'|_ 'f.i:'r f.'--r.--..'l..'l.ln'n"-r.'. |:-. :':l..l . :'5:":'_ q t.. .||\-::- 1'A.| |.iu'|'.lr|i..
1 histoire de _Iil.h“._ FT 24 (1974, PR 438453,

" According to R, Gordis, “Sectional Fwvalry m the Kingdom of Judah™, JOR
25 (193435, pp. 237-259, there was always [nction concerning the high - places

orian, a
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The rebellion against Athaliah confirms this situation. It was
Jeholada the priest who took the initative. Furthermore, he relied

mainly on the royal mercenaries and guards to carry out his plot.

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 participation

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

people. Nor can we find any contrast between “the rejoicing peo-
ple of the land” and “the quiet city” after the rebellion (2 Kgs
11:20; 2 Chr 23:21), as E. Wiirthwein and A, Alt maintained.' It seems
that the '!]t‘l]}“r.;:[iun of the sentence, id'%r f@g'tah, 1= simply that “the city
became peaceful” after the rebellion successfully came to an end.”

[t must be pointed out that “the people of the land” plaved 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 inseparably connected with the purge of Baalism,
since the restoration of the Davidic throne could be legitimatized
solely by Yahweh who made a covenant with David by promising
the eternal rule of the house ol David over Israel (2 Sam 7:5-16;
| Chr 17:4-14)." On the other hand, the house of David was

between the Jerusalemites and “the people of the land”, who were the representa-
trves of country; the coaliton between them came into being only at the rebellion
against Athaliah under the leadership of the Jermsalemites,

5 Wiirthwein, D ‘amm ha'arez, pp. 24 I de Vaux, dncienl fsrael, p. 715 Nicholson,
785 10 (1965), p. 62.

" Wiirthwein, Der e ha’ares, P
Isracl und _[I.:l.|.|." 19511, in Klere .H:rllrrg:,-ﬁ'.-
1953, p. 127,

" O de Vaux, Ancient Frrael, p- 71; G. Buccellati, Cities and Natons of Arciemt Syria,
An Esvay on Political Instiuttons with Special Reference to the fraefite Renpdoms (Studi Semitici
26), Koma, 1967, pp. 168 I

B For the covenant of David see B, Weinfeld, “m2", in TWAT I, Stuttgan,
1970-73, cols. 799-801; idem, “Covenamt, Davidic”, in [DBSyp, Nashville, 1976,
PP 1HE— Y2 hl!'!lil'l:_"l'f, l|F|.-'r.'_l:' and Messieh, i 054 W |}:J :'l.lq{:;ul_]plul M f estament
Copmant. A Survey -_-,'- Clarres! {Jlf.-l'.-rr'n.-J-. Owford, 1973, PP £5-52: [shida, The Royal
Dynasties, pp. 99 fI; H. Kmsc, “David’s Covenant™, T 35 (19853), pp. 139-164;
G.E. Mendenhall and G.A. Henon, “Covenant”, in ABD 1, New York, 1992, pp.

IR

v A Al “Das Kinigtum in den Reichen
T SNT fa'r\|'||'|4-|."|!." Tes “.u"J..;': |"'..'.-.lr'." H. Miine ||_|,'||_
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acknowledged as the ruling dynasty over Judah by the covenant
which David made with the men of Judah when he established the
kingdom of Judah at Hebron (2 Sam 2:4)." This ideological struc-
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
in the rebellion against Athaliah were none other than the people
of Judah. Judging from the situation, it is reasonable to suppose that
only a part of the people participated in it. We do not know whether

1188 £, 1191 [ They recommend the term “charter” instead of “covenam™; M.D.
Guinan, “Davidic Covenamt™, in ABD 11, New York, 1992, pp. 69-72

* The wrm “covenant” is missing from the text, but we can hardly doubt that
a covenant was cstablished between David and the men of Judah a that time, just
as between David and the people of Isracl, when they offered the kingship o David
at Hebron (2 Sam 5:3), see A Alt, “Die Staatenbaldung der Israeliten in Palisuna™
1930), in Alene Schrnflen zur Geschichte des Volkes frmaed 11, Miinchen, 19533, po 415 o
also G. Fohrer, “Der Vertrag awischen Kénig und Volk in Israel” (1959), in Shodfen
ur alllestamenilichen 'f}.';u."n._q.'r und Creschickle (1949 1966) (BEAW 115), Berlin, 1969,
pp. 332 F,

P Opinions are variously divided on the parties between whom Jehoiada made
the covenant, A single covenant between Yabweh on the one side and the king
and the people on the other s mantained by G, von Rad, Studies in Deulerorarn
aBT 9), London, 1953, pp. 63 [, while M. Noth holds a single covenant between
the kin:-_'\_ and the E)I_'lll.lli' IIII-I:-'. “Dias alttestamentliche BundschlicBen im Lichie cines
Mari-Textes™ (1955}, in Cesammelte Studien zom Alten Tetamer!, Minchen, 1957,
pp. 131 f; of. also Levin, Der Sturz der fdnggin Afaba, pp. 60 0 According o D .
McCarthy, Trealy and Covenant. A Shudy m Form i the Aneinet Orenial Documenis and in
e (N Testament (AnBib 214), Rome, 19787 p. 215, the covenant was twofold, ie.,
a covenant ol the Fll:'ril:lll_' and king with Yahweh and one of the |:l|'1.-|:-|1' with the
i-.:|1||_; .-"l. L!|||,|'!|||:' COARETEATIL |:-|'I'.u'|'|'| 1'll-:l.ll'.'n.'."."l :s:'.l'l I|||' l::l:l'l:_' (i14] 1|I|' e .‘-il'il.' .'Llilti |H'1'.'.l.'l:']'|
the king and the people on the other is suggested by K. Baltzer, The Covenant
Formulary in Ofd Testament, Jeunsh, and Early Chrstion Witings, Osdord, 1971, pp. 78 1T,
and A. Malamat, “Organs of Statecraft in the Ismelite Monarchy™ (1963), in The
Mhiblical Archasologist Reader 111, New York, 1970, p. 166, A mrple covenant between
Yahweh and the king, between Yahweh and the people, and between the king and
the [:u,'q:-“]:' is argued |)} Gray, & K + P 579 and B. Mazar, 7D monom,
in Twpes of Leadership e the Biblical Pertod, Jerusalem, 1973, p. 32 (Hebrew). It seems
1 us that this was a double covenant between Yahweh and the king and between
the king and the people, since the covenant of David gave the positon ol media-
tor between Yahweh and the people to the Dasvicic kings; see also Halpern, The
Constitution, p. 276, n. 87; M. Cogan and H. Tadmor, ff Rings, A Nae Translation
.C['h'.llf f.l.’.'r-_.rg'u{.l.'-_r.r.' {fff.ﬁ'l :.‘rr,l'.lfh’jrfj.rr,'f]' .\.is IIE.-_ _\;{'\\' EI':I:I'L'_ III:IH-H‘.. I‘ﬁl! I;'E 1.. .‘\.I]I:":“ 'I}il.r:ll:i'l
.;'_ul,ms_:-lr for this sort of |,|1:-|,|.|:-|.r' covenant in the ancient MNear East see Ishida, The
.rf.'_.-:.':'.'.l' _.I’:l:.r.'rn.'rg".. Pp. 115 ff.

I Mettinger, Rimg and Meszah, p. 124, suggests the possitality that the rebellion
took place at a new year feast connected 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 Yahwism as
well as to the house of David, they opposed the regime under the
foreign gueen supported by “the inhabitants of Jerusalem”. The ini-
tiative for this revolt was taken by Jehoiada the priest of the temple
of Yahweh in Jerusalem.

3. Repterdes 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 24:25), which was the culmination of the conflict
between the king and the priests caused by the king’s intervention
in repairing of the temple (2 Kgs 12:4-16; 2 Chr 24:4—14) and his
plundering of the temple treasury (2 Kgs 12:18).%° Amazah, how-
ever, succeeded Jehoash in the normal way (2 Kgs 14:1; 2 Chr
24:27h). There was no Judacan king but Amaziah, whose father died
an unnatural death, however, he ascended the throne without any
intervention, A, Malamat suggested that the interventon of *'the peo-
ple of the land™ was not menuoned on this occasion due to the fact
that Amaziah was already an adult, i.e., twenty-five years old, at his
accession (2 Kes 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, Malamai
regards Jehoahaz's case as exceptional on the basis of his ;lHHllm]][i{m
that a coup d'état had been carried out by “the people of the land”™.

vears when the people from the whole eountry eame 1o Jerusalem (Deut 31:9 ),
It seems a conjecture based on an indefinite evidence (cf. 2 Kgs 11:4),

M. Sulzberger argues that “the people of the land” were nothing but the
|'|:|[i||!|.||| |'||||'.|':i| 'I.'\Illl.ll \I'l.'ul'll as |||1' F1'|:-I'l:'!-|'ll1.lli".-:' .II‘.":.}. !'::.1.2'".' 'I:'I".I'IJ!.I |]| |t|1' I:":'I'
I'iil al as well as the illf]'ili.ll \|:-'.'|l.'|'|':~. Anme ha arelss the Aucrent Hebrew Farleament,
Philadelphia, 1910 idem, “The Polity of the Ancient Hebreews™, JOR 3 (1912713),
pp. 1-81 of N. Sloush, “Representative Government among the Hebrews and
Phocnicians”, JOR 4 (1913/14), pp. 303-310. On the other hand, de Vaux, R4 58
1964), p. 171, 15 of the opinion that the elders (2gfuiny) acted as the representa-
tives of “the people of the land™

20 de Vaux, Amcent Trael P 377 {;I'.ﬂ.\.. I & I .Fl..;r.':_:-. P- 500: Reviv, Heth
Mikra 16 (1970/71), pp. 545

#* A, Malamat, “The Last Kings of Judah and the Fall of Jerusalem™, 17 18
1968), p. 140, n. 6

|}
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We may assume, however, building on this suggestion, that Amaziah
had been designated as the heir apparent long before Jehoash was
murdered, so that his succession left no room for a question which
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 batde (2 Kgs 22:1; 2 Chr 354:1). Apan
[rom his relatively young age, it appears that the political antagonism
at the court between the pro-Egyptian party and the anti-Egyptian
faction postponed his decision about the appointment of the heir
apparent.”

It must be mentioned, however, that “the people of the land” per-
haps felt no need to intervene in Amaziah’s succession because this
political erisis (which resulted from the conflict between the Davidic
king and the priests of Yahweh) did not affect either Davidic suc-
cession or Yahwism. Moreover, “the people of the land”, whose power
was not strong enough to take the imtiative in the political change
at that period, could not intervene in Amaziah’s succession without
an invitation from one of the parties in the capital city.

Amaziah also fell a victim to a conspiracy (2 Kegs 14:19; 2 Chr
25:27). Owing to lack of direct information, the motive of this con-
spiracy is very obscure. Some scholars assume that the same conflict
between the roval and the sacerdotal authorities cansed the conspir-
acy.” A closer examination of the biblical sources indicates a different
situation, however. Amaziah took 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 been suggested, on the
erounds of chronological studies, that Azariah ascended the throne
not after Amaziah was killed but when Amaziah was taken captive
by Jehoash king of lsrael at Beth-shemesh (2 Kegs 14:13; 2 Chr
25:23). This took place at least fifieen years before Amaziah’s assas-
sination (cf. 2 Kgs 14:17; 2 Chr 25:25)." On the basis of these obser-
vations we may suppose, as H. Frumstein {Tadmor) has sugpested,

H About the political conflict at Josiah's court see ibid, p. 140,

= Gee de Vaux, Angent forael, po 377; Reviv, Beth Mims 16 (1970/71), p. 548
However, Gray, ! & ff fings, p. 613, prefers a military uprising.

T See |. Lewy, Die Chronologe der Rinni v fomaed umd Fuda, Giessen, 1927, pp.

e

11 ff; H. Frumstein {Tadmeor), “Trammmsn moraT™ in ST, TEs”, in Engelebacdia

F
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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™ (ko! ‘am-yhidalk) who helped Azarnah ascend the
throne instead of Amaziah (2 Kes 1421; 2 Chr 26:1). It has been
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 vacant throne left by
the deleated king who was taken captive, those who elevated him
to the throne must have been all the men who were fighting against
the enemy. Thus, we must assume that “all the people of Judah”,
who supported Azanah, 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
the designation “people of Judah™ does not always signify “the people
of the land”, but it was used in the wider sense as the designation
of the whole nation of Judah including the officials in Jerusalem.

When Azariah became a leper, Jotham, his son, administered pub-
lic affairs as the regent. His office is described as “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
from that of king Ahaz (2 Kas 16:15; cf. Ezek 45:22; 46:9-10). In
both cases, it appears that the expression “people of the land” is used
simply as a synonym for “the people of Judah” under the monar-
chical rule. Accordingly, it is difficult to deduce from these passages
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
vear period Irom Athaliah’s overthrow to Josiah’s enthronement.

Biblica 1, Jerusalem, 1950, col. 439 (Hebrew); H. Tadmor, T07001727, in Encpelopacdio
Biblica IV, Jerusalem, 1962, col. 282 (Hebrew); ER. Thiele, The Mysterious Numbers
of the Hebre |r||:.'_g‘--_ Crrand |{1||1i||1.. 19835, p. 1949,

Y Frumstein (Tadmor), in |f'...l||':.fl'-"ll'.lrln'n'.l.r.l' Bibfeca 1, col. 4539 (Hebrew); of, also Ce HEAT]
and Tadmor, If Kmgs, p. 159,

" Wiirthwein, fer famm fho'arez, p. 15; de Vaux, Angent foeael, p. 715 A, in Alenme
Schriften 11, p. 127, Malamat, fEf 18 (1968), p. 140; Tadmor, FWH 11 {1968,
P 66, According o Talmon, in Feurth Wirld Congress of favish Stedies I, po 74, the
cxpresaons G fi'dres and fam yhidah are two differemt abbreviations of the same
Full designation of a political body: ant hid'dres fibné v'hidah

O Michoelson, _,l'\"sn 10 (1963), pp. B2 f.
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4. The Last Days of the Kingdom of Fudah

The long reign of Manasseh was followed by Amon’s short-lived
rule. When Amon was murdered by his servants in the second year
of his reign, “the people of the land” slew all the conspirators and
elevated Josiah to the throne (2 Kes 21:19, 23-24: 2 Chr 33:21,
24-23). Smce we have only this terse report, it is extremely difficult
to 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
was the beginning of the rapid decline of the Assyrian empire. At
the same time, the Egyptians, as an ambitious heir to the Assyrians,
began to influence Syria-Palestine. This situation scems 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 sovereignty from the Assyrian rule. The
time was not yet ripe, however. Because of this rebellious attempt,
Manasseh was punished by the Assyrians (33:11).% We can assume
that the Judaean king was caught between the anti-Assyrian move-
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 achieved by “the people

Scholars once regarded the conspirators as the priesis of Yahweh who iried
to reform the foreign cult supported by Manasseh and Amon, see E. Sellin, Geschichte
des iraelitschgueischen Volkes 1, Leipzig, 1924, 1935% p. 282 B Kiuel, Geschiclite des
Vadkes divael 11, Swugary, 19257, pp. 401 £ But it is difficult o assume that “the
people of the land”, whe opposed the conspirators, were anti-Yahwist,

“ About the historical vicissitude in this penod sce FK. Kienitz, e politinche
Geschichte Agyplens vam 7. bis gum 4. Jabthundert vor der Jeitwende, Berlin, 1953, pp.
L1 wdem, “Die Saimsche Renaissance™, in Fischer Wellgesehiohte IV, Db Altmiembalischen
feiche 111, Ine evste Hilfle des 1. Fahriausends, Frankfur a/M., 1967, pp. 256 1, 265 §;
K.A. Kitchen, The Third Inlennediate Perod in Egypt (1100-650 B.C), Warminster,
1973, pp. 400 ff.

% See ], Liver, “Tom", in Encpelopasdia Biblica V, Jerusalem, 1968, col. 43 (Hebrew):;
cf. Y. Aharoni, The Land of the Bible. A Historical Geography, London, 1966, p. 346.
However, some scholars argue that the fortification was made against Egypt with
the Assyrnan consent, see W, Rudolph, Chrortbbiche, p. 317; . Bright, A History of
frael (OTL), London, 1979 p. 313 cf, also i"l. Sorgn, A Hjl..lnp af Israel  From
the _.f'f.r:_l:.'.'m.'r.l_gw Io the Bar Kochba Reolt, AD 135 London, 1984, 1} A,
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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 Egypuan
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
tricd to take over the Assyrian domination in Western Asia.™ On
the other hand, Amon’s yielding to the foreign cult (2 Kgs 21:20-22;
9 Chr 33:22-23) would show his submissiveness to the Assyrian rule.
Therefore, it is possible to assume that the Egyptians urged con-
spirators to murder their pro-Assynan king.

It seems, 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 born to Manasseh when he was [orty-five. Judging from
the fact that almost all the Judaean kings were born 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
assurme that some court intrigue helped Amon ascend the throne, as
is usually the case when the principle of primogeniture is overruled.™

b AL Malamat, “The Historical Backeround of the Assassination of Amon, King
of Judah®, 7 3 (1953, pp. 26-29; cf idem, “The Last Wars of the Kingdom of
Juelah™, FNES 9 (1950}, p. 218; of also M. Noth, The Hisomy of frael, London,
19607, p. 272; F.M. Cross & DN, Freedman, “Josiah’s Revolt against Assynia®™,
INES 12 (1953), p. 56; Bright, 4 Hutery of firaed, p. 315, According e K. Galling,
.‘l_:lf.r' |'|_|".l||l'|l|r|'l{|r]|l' .':.ll{'.l|.!|'\|:'| |:I||I|'.|'¢'¢.'J|'|.:';' i |'.II:|.|1'.' .:|..l.'||.|'.l-':li‘."r'.l‘.'!'r].'l.'..'u'."nl.'l'.l‘.' f-.l‘.'i.'l'r'llf ."I.t«..J .‘L};.Ill[ll. :,:“I'I_ +
Leipzig, 1929, pp. 33 [, 59 £, an ulora-pro-Assyrian party, which doubted Amon's
pro-Assyrian stance and tried to replace him by a foreigner, was responsible for his
assassination.

" A, Malamat, “Josiah’s Bid for Armagedden. The Background of the Judean-
1L|"‘| |'|'|.h|I| Encounter 1 60% B.C.", in The Gmster Festschnift, _:.".-l\]r'.'.\' 5 {1973), P- ZT1.
The identity of Amon's assassins with Epvptian agents had been suggested by
MN.M. Nicolsky, “Pascha im Kulte des jerusalemischen Tempels™, ZAW 45 (1927,
pp- 241 1E; E. Auerbach, Wide wnd gelobtes Land 11, Berlin, 1936, p. 159; ef also
Gray, { & If Kgs, pp. 711 .

According to the study of Malamar, in The Caster Festehnfi, JANES 5 (1973,
pp. 270 it esp. p. 273, while expulsion of the Assyrian rule from Egypt took place
between 636 and 652 B.C., the alliance between Egypt and Assyra against the
Chaldeans came into being between 622 and 617 B.C.; thus, the Egyptian actwvity
of taking over the Assyrian rule in Palestine must have been himited to the years
between 652 and 622 B.C.

7O Tadmor, in Engyelopoedia Biblica 1V, cols. 303 [ (Hebrew); Thicle, The
Mysterious Nunrbers, p. 206,
= See ui!_u:-u' P H:i._ n. 1.
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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 Kes
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-
Assyrian party and the pro-Egyptian faction. The former backed
Manasseh’s rule and Amon’s succession, while the latter tried to over-
throw the pro-Assyrian regime by supporting Amon’s elder 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-
ther to the pro-Assyrian party nor to the pro-Egyptian faction. But
when Jerusalem fell into chaos at Amon’s assassination, 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 were able to carry out “a national revolution”, in order to
bring about nationalistic reform under a Davidic king.

In contrast to the rebellion against Athahah, 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 Hezckiah’s time weakened the authority of
the central government.™ The severe domestic struggle in Jerusalem
under Manasseh and Amon also undermined the control of the cen-
tral authority. In addition, we can assume that the northern tibes,
who took refuge in Judah from the catastrophe of Samaria in 722
B.C. and the subsequent disturbances, brought with them the strong
tradition of the popular sovereignty and strengthened the people’s
voice in political affairs. In any case, “the people of the land” are
mentioned most frequently 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 servants, the
nobles, the priests, and the prophets (Jer 1:18; 34:19; 37:2; 44:21:
Ezek 7:27; 22:24-29), testifies to the influential position they occu-
pied in this period.

Evidently, “the people of the land™ acted as the driving force of
Josiah’s policy of national independence from foreign rule in the

® O E. Junge, Der Wiederanfban des Heerverens des Reicher Juda nnter Josia (BWANT
73), Swutigart, 1937, 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 reh-
rious functionaries, who participated in the covenant-making of
Josiah’s reform (2 Kgs 23:2; 2 Chr 34:30), were doubtless 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,
was backed by the pro-Egyptian faction, It is clear that by this inter-
vention “the people of the land” attempted to continue their nation-
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 tribute to Egypt (2 Kgs
23:35), Naturally, “the people of the land” refused to co-operate with
this Egyptian puppet regime. Even when Jehoiakim rebelled against
Mebuchadnezzar, king of Babylon, most of “the people of the land”
stayed away from besieged 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 appointee, it is understandable that “the people of the land”
set their hope on him to restore their nationalistic policy which was

A close relationship between “the people of the land” and the Deuteronomistic
reform under Josiah is argued by von Rad, Stedies i Decteronomy, pp. 60 ) of
J.A. Sogrin, “Der judiische “am Aa'ares und das Konigum in Juda™, VT 13 (1963),
pp. 187-195,

" Cf. Malamat, JEF 18 (1968), pp. 139 [

# W, Sckine, “Beobachtungen zu der Josianischen Reform”, VT 22 (1972), pp.
367 [, regards the co-operation of “the people of the land” with Ledekiah's remme
as a sign ol the decadence of their ethes, which ook place afier the frustration of
Jomah'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 34:19; cf. 2 Kgs 25:12).

Ezekiel also mentions the gathenng of “the people of the land”
in Jerusalem at that ume. However, according to his view, they were
gathered to Jerusalem by Yahweh to be punished (Ezck 22:19-22),
His equation 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 Jeremiah (37:2)
and Ezekiel (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 testify to the tragic fact that the fanatical pursuit of
natonalism 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. Su rmary

From the foregoing examination of the historiographical reports and
prophetic sayings in which “the people of the land™ (‘am ka’dres) are
mentoned 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 seems to be used as synony-
mous with “the people of Juda” (“am y*hidah or ansé yhidah), e.g.,
“And Jotham the king's son was over the household, 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, there 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 suceession of the Davidic throne,
l.e., the overthrow of Athaliah and the enthronment of Joash (2 Kgs
L1; 2 Chr 23); the execution of the conspirators against King Amon
and the investiture of Josiah (2 Kegs 21:23-24; 2 Chr 33:24-25); the
enthronement of Jehoahaz after Josiah® s death in battle (2 Kgs 23:30;
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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 “the people of Juda™. It cannot be by chance, 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
David’s throne.

¢) It seems 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 kel-hi‘am: “all the people”
or kel-yisra’d: “all Israel” 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 legitimate representation of the people who determined
their kings.*

d) Judging from the situation, kel-dm y*hidah: “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 y'fuidah: “all the men of Judah”, all the mhabitants of Jerusalem,
i.e., the royal servants, and religious functionaries (2 Kgs 23:2;
2 Chr 34:30). This distincion of the members of the whole nation
corresponds to the dichotomy of the kingdom as “Judah and Jerusalem”
(2 Kgs 23:1; 2 Chr 34:29).%

¢) It is very likely that the expression “people of the land” has,
at least, double meanings in Judah in the monarchical period: either
the people of Judah in general or the people who held power over
determining successors to the Davidic throne in cooperation with or
in opposition to the inhabitants of Jerusalem, i.e., the royal servants

and religious functionaries.

B See above po 789,
* Cf Cogan and Tadmor, If Kings, pp. 284 f.
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THE HOUSE OF AHAB*

|. The Prophetic Attack against Ahab

The royal dynasties of Israel and Judah are usually designated as
“founder’s house”, i.e., Saul's house (2 Sam 3:1, 6, 10, etc.), David’s
house (3:1, 6; 1 Kgs 12:19, etc.), Jeroboam’s house (1 Kgs 13:34;
15:29; 21:22 etc.), Baasha's house (16:3, 7; 21:22 etc.), and Jehu’s
house (Hos 1:4). Yet the name Omri's house is conspicuously missing
from the Hebrew Bible. Instead, the same dynasty is always called
Ahab’s house, although Omrn was the dynastic founder and Ahab
was his successor,

Ahab’s house (28 2} is mentoned 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 :

grave sin against Yahweh (2 Kgs 8:18 = 2 Chr 21:6; 2 Kgs 8:27aa =
2 Chr 22:3a; 2 Kgs 8:27aff = 2 Chr 22:4a; 2 Chr 21:13; Mic 6:16);
third, as the relatives of Ahaziah, the king of Judah (2 Kgs 8:27h).

Since it is legitimate to assume that Ahab’s house became an
example of a sinful royal dynasty only afier it had been overthrown,
the second category would derive from the first. In the first category,
Ahab’s house is, with only one exception (2 Kgs 21:13), mentioned
in direct connection with Jehu's rebellion. J.M. Miller assumed that
the account of Jehu's rebellion, in which Ahab’s house appears as
the target of the rebellion, was composed by an author who, according
to the principle of the charismatic monarchy, accepted Omri as a
legiimate 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 15 a revised version of the swdy which appeared in JEF 25 (1975),
pp. 135-137.
JM. Miller, “The Fall of the House of Ahab”, FT 17 (1967, pp. 318321,
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kingship has nothing to do with this phenomenon, and a closer exam-

ination of the biblical texts seems to indicate a different source.
The ongin of Jehu's rebellion lies in Elisha’s confrontation with
Ahab. In condemning Ahab, Elisha asserted: “I have not troubled
Israel; but you, and your father’s house” (1 Kgs 18:18). He also pre-
dicted Ahab’s doom: “And I will make your house like the house
of Jeroboam the son of Nebat, and like the house of Baasha the son
of Ahijah” (21:22). Evidently, both
house” in these words of Elisha refer not to Omri’s but to Ahab’s

your father’s house™ and “your

house. Although some scholars interpret “vour father’s house™ here
as Omn’s house,” since a “father’s house”™ is a ferminus lechmicus for
a fundamental unit in the patriarchal society which disintegrates on
the death of the father as the head of the family,’ the “father’s
house™ 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
than Jehu's house. Both Elijah and Amos intensified the threat of
the attack against the reigning kings by calling their dynasties directly
after their own instead of the founder’s names. It appears, therefore,
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
Yahwistic revolution against the Baalism which prevailed in the
Northern Kingdom under Jezebel, Ahab’s queen consort (1 Kgs
16:31). After Ahab’s death she exercised authority over the kingdom
as the queen-mother: g'birah (2 Kgs 10:13; of. 1 Kgs 22:52; 2 Kgs
9:22).* The whole account clearly leaves the impression that the arch-
enemy against whom Jehu directed his attack was not Jehoram, king
of the Omrides, who even carried out a reform agaisnt Baalism
2 Kgs 3:2), but Jezebel and her regime. It is clear that he called
actually Jezebel's regime by her husband’s name: Ahab’s house.

© 8, Timm, Die Dynastie One, Quellen und Uniersuchungen zur Ceschichie Tiraels fm 8
Jakrhundert vor Christus (FRLANT 124}, Gowingen, 1582, p. 63

* See |. Pedersen, fsrael. fts Life and Cultwre 1-11, London/Copenhagen, 1926, pp.
R1=54 R. de Vaux, Ancrent Firael i .Ir.flfr’ and Tustiinetions, London, 1961, Pp- T1i

' About the gueen-mother’s authority in the kingdoms of Isracl and Judah sec
abowe p. 84, n. 10,
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2. The Symbolic Name of the Most Eml Iynasty

It appears that Ahab’s house became the symbolic name of lsrael’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 dynasty of Omri, we find that “all the works of the house of
Ahab™ are paralleled with “the stattes of Omn™ (Mic 6:16). From
these words we see how quickly the tradition became rooted in Israel.
Micah must have known this dynasty under the name “Omri’s house™,
as the Assyrians contemporary with him called it Bit-Humn.” But he
could no longer change the fixed connotation of Ahab’s house as
the most sinful dynasty even when mentioning both Omri and Ahah
side by side.

As for Ahab’s “seventy sons in Samaria” (2 Kgs 10:1), scholars
either regard this as a later addition,” or interpret “sons” In a gen-
eral sense as all the family of Ahab, including sons and grandsons.’
However, because of the expression “his father’s throne™ n Jehu's
letter (2 Kgs 10:3) it is clear that they were Jehoram’s sons, i.c.,
Ahab'’s grandsons. Then why are they not called the seventy sons
of Jehoram? Perhaps the name Ahab here denotes Ahab’s house as
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 Ahab’s daughter (2 Kgs 8:18 = 2 Chr 21:6), while
another calls her Omri's daughter (2 Kegs 8:26 = 2 Chr 22:2). Thas
inconsistency can seemingly be solved by the use of a Semitic idiom
in which the terms son and daughter express not only this precise
family relationship, but also membership of a family. Accordingly,

8. Parpola, Neo-Assyrian Toponyms (AOAT 6), Newlirchen-Viuyn, 1970, pp. 82 i;
ANET, pp. 280 £, 284 f. Oddly
in all cases known to me, never indicates the Omride dynasty but refers to the
kingdom of Israel under the rle of _]L'Illl and his successors. But there 15 no rea-
son io doubt that the Assyrians began to call Israel Bo-flumn, perhaps under the
influence of the Aramacans, when they first encountered her in Ahab’s tme; el
also KAT 1801:4-8; ANVET, p. 320 {the Moabite stone).

i B. Stade, “Anmerkungen zu 2 Ko, 10-14", ZAW 5 (1885), p. 273; BHE
. av4,

" I.A. Monigomery and H.5. Gehman, A Crtical and Fxegetical Commentary on the
Books of Kmgs (IOC), Edinburgh, 1951, p. 408; |. Gray, J & Il Kings. A Commentery
OTL), London, 19777, p. 333.

ugh the name _Hn'-.{.l’.q.'m.' in "l.:w\.':.li;tll SOUTCES,
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in order to smooth over the contradiction, she is generally regarded
as Ahab’s daughter and Omri’s granddaughter.! However, chrono-
logical studies have shown that Athaliah was Omni's daughter and
could not have been Ahab’s child.”

It is worth noting that Athaliah is called Omri’s daughter in the
stereotyped introductory formula of the Judaean kings (2 Kgs 8:26),
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,
15 more authentic and historically reliable than the latter. Therefore,
we can regard the epithet “Ahab’s daughter” as a secondary tradi-
tion. However, it seems as though this stemmed neither from wrong
information'”
From the beginning the historiographer’s intention was not to use

nor from her relationship as foster-daughter to Ahab.!"

her father’s name but to show her membership of “Ahab’s house™,
i.e., the most sinful dynasty in Israel.'

A similar Deuteronomistic verdict follows the introductory formula
for Ahariah’s reign (2 Kgs B:25-27; ¢f. 2 Chr 22:2-4). In the for-
mula, as has been mentioned above, Ahaziah’s mother Athaliah is
called Omnri’s daughter (2 Kgs 8:26). In the verdict, however, Ahaziah
is referred to as “the son-in-law of the house of Ahab” (2 Kgs 8:27).
If we press the literal meaning of Ahab's house here, 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 Israel as the quasi-designation of the dynasty of Omri."

"' M. Noth, The History of forael, London, 1960°, p. 236, n. 4; M. Cogan and
H. Tadmor, If Rings. A Naw Transdalion with Ioivoduction and Commentary (AB 11), New
York, 1988, p, 98,

' ] Begrich, “Atalja, die Tochter Omris”, JAW 53 (1935), pp. 78 [; H]J.
Katzenstein, “Who Were the Parents of Athalial?”, JE7 5 (1955, pp. 1M-197; see
above pp. 82 I

? Bepnch, LAW 53 (1935), p. 79. He also proposes o read 720 instead of N2
and T2 instead of TORT in 2 Kgs %18, i.e., “denn aus dem Hause Ahabs hatte er
eine Fran™ (my italics).

"' Katzenstein, FEf 5 (1955), p. 197,

* G W. Thiel, “Athaliah”, in ABf) I, New York, 1992, p. 511.

" The usage of “Ahab’s houze™ in the first hall of the same verse: “And he
walked in the way of 8 house of Abab, and did evil in the sight of Yahweh, as did
dhe fowse of Ahal™ (2 Kgs 8:27a; my italics), also supports this interpretation,
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SOLOMON'S SUCCESSION TO THE
THRONE OF DAVID*

l. .'l.lrr.’H'ru.l.'frJf.'r;_:‘ff{r.'f Prablems

Appreciaton of a large literary complex in most of 2 Samuel and

I Kings 1-2, usually designated the “Succession Narrative” or the

“Court History”,' as one of the earliest, as well as one of the finest,
historical works in the Hebrew Bible, composed by an eyewitness or
eyewitnesses to 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%, and especially in the 1970, this
thesis has been attacked by many scholars with different approaches.’

* This essay is a revised version of the sdies which appearcd in T, Ishida (ed.),
SEDS, Tokyo/Winona Lake, 1982, pp. 175-187; Billical Studies 19 (1985), pp. 543
Japanese); BE. Fricdman and H.G.M. Williamson (eds.), The Fitre of Siblical Studies,

The Hebraw Scrptures, Atlanta, 1987, pp- 165-187.
1

| prefer the designation “Succession Narrative” to “Court Historny” based on
my analysis of the liverary complex according o which the theme of the narrative
is to be regarded as the legitimation of Solomon's succession to the throne of David.
For differcnt opinions see HO. Forshey, “Court Narrative (2 Samuel 9-1 Kings 277
in ABRD 1, New York, 1992 P 1176-1179.

I_]. 11"-"'”.!'::“|5|'|i. .Ir.}.'.l" f.‘l.'.l'.'.'lf.ll."..l-.'."lu !'.':el .|l_|rr'_|_'rj.'4.'gr'_|l."| .‘J'r.'_l_lI .l.".'.l .ll.lrl.f.l._ll'.rﬂlqul jf,l:l!'.l'rf'_l' !|l-|l_. _h'_ff-,lj
Testaments, Bedin, 1899° 9653 pp. 229 i: E. .\I{"_.t'r. Ixe Traeliten wned thre Nachbarstiimrme.
Alttestamentiiche Untersuchungen, Halle an der Saale, 1906, p. 85,

" L. Rost, “Die Uberdieferung von der Thronnachfolge Davids” (1926), in D
Kletne Credo amd andere Stideen sum Aflten Testoment, Ei-e'i-e~||'||:||:'|:'_{1 1965, - 119253,
Rost regards the contents of the Succession Narrative as including: 7 Sam 6:16,
00, 711k, 16, . %1105, (10:6-11:1); 11:2-12;7a; 12:13-25, (26-31); 15:1-1424
I3:28-18:17; 18:19-20:22; | Kps 1-2:1; 2:5-10: 2:19-37a, 2846, ibid., pp- 2141

' B M. Noth, Ubaligferungigeschichiliche Studien. Die sammelnden wed bearbettenden
hirverke im Alter Testament, Tibingen, 1943, 1957°, pp. 61-72; G, von Rad,
“Der Anfang der Geschichtsschreibung im alten Tsrael” (1944), in Gesammelte Shedien
gum Alten Testament, Minchen, 1958, pp. 148-188; R.N. Whybray, The Succession
MNarratiwe, A Stmddy of I Samuwe! 9-20; 1 Kings | and 2 (SBTS 4), London, 1968; LA
Soggin, Infreduction fo the Old Testament. From s eriging fo the closing of the Alexandrian
cnon, London, 1980°, pp. 192 £ of. idem, 4 History of fsrael. From the Beginnings o
the Bar Kocfba Reolt, A 135, London, 1984, pp. 43 £

' For bibliographies and various opinions see C. Conroy, Absalom Absafam! Nemative

t r.' '\-I".II
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SOLOMON'S SUCCESSION

Despite criticisms, however, the thesis of Rost is still held as vahd
in principle in studies in which historical approaches are employed.”
In contrast, scholars who take either redaction-criticism’ or literary-
structural analysis® as their method assume a critical attitude toward
the longstanding thesis about the narrative. The redaction-criticism
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 0 2 Som 13-20 (AnBib 81), Rome, 1978, pp. 1=4; D.M. Gunn, The
Story of King David, Ceenre and Interpretation { JSOTSup 6), Shetheld, 1978, pp. 149-354;
E. Ball. “Introduction”, in L. Rost, The Succession lo the Thoone of Daid, Sheffield,

1982, pp. xv-1; R.C. Bailey, David in Love and War. The Yrrnit of Fouer i 2 Sarsel
10-i2 ]":{JI"rllp 75), Shefficld, 1990, pp. 7-31, 131-142; G.H. Jones, The Nathay
J50TSup H[I Sheffield, 1990, pp. 179-186.

r, T.N.D. Mettinger, King and Messih, The Choil and Sacral Legitimation of the
Israclite Kings (CBOTS 8), Lund, 1976, pp. 27-32, F. Crusemann, Der Widersland
e il ,ﬂ-mn.-fu.:r.- Ihe antiki ichenn Tevie des Alten Testanrentes wnd der Kampl um dem
frrifien dsraelitischen Staat (WAL ANT 49, Neukirchen-Viuyn, 1978, pp. 180-193; K.W.
Whitelam, The Just King: Momarchicol Judicial Authority in Ancient faraed [ JSOTSup 132),
Sheffield, 1979, pp. 123-166; idem, “The Defence of David”, J5OT 20 (1884), pp.
G1-87: P.E. McCarter, “*Plots, True or False’. The Succession Narrative as Coun
Apologetic™, fnt 35 (1981), pp. 355-367; idem, I Sammel. A New Translation with fnivo
duction, Notes and Commentary (AB 9), Garden City, N.Y ., 1984, pp. 9-16; 5. Falewsk,
af” Kimgs and Chronicles, Jerusalem

1I.r|'|'.l|'|!'

Solomon’s Ascension fo the Throne, Stadier n the ook
1981, pp. 11-144 (Hebrew).

E.g., E. Wiirthwein, Die Ergifiung con der Thronfolge Daveds Hreolomisele oder poli
tische Geschichteschreibung? (TS 113), Ziirich, 1974, idem, Das Erite Buch der Rinige:
Kapute! - 16 (ATD 1.-"| Crittingen, 18977, PP- 1-28: T. Veijola, e amge Dynasise.
David wnd die Enlstehung seine .Ir}h'nlr ach der denleronemistiselen Diarste |""|.'r“e; Helanki,
1975: F. Langlamet, “Pour ou contre Salomon? Le rédaction prosalomonienne de
[ Rois, I-11", B 83 (1976), pp. 321-379, 481-528; idem, “Absalom et les concu-
bines de son pére. Recherches sur 11 Sam. XV, 21-22", RA 84 ]”TT pp. 161-20%
idem. “Ahitofel et Houshai, Rédaction ]_||q-,;,||||'|'||||'_|:||,-:|'||:||; en 2 Sam 15-177", m
Y. Asvishur and | Blau (eds)), Stedizs in Bible and the Ancienl Near Easl, Prewenied o S.E
Loewenstamm an His Sevenfieth Hf:l'.':!.'."r!';__j-:':llh.'.||'||1. 1978, pp. 2700, idem, “Dawid et
la maison de Sail™, RE B6 (1979, pp. 194213, 385-436, 481-513; KRB &7 (1980),
pp. 161-210; RE 88 (1981), pp. 321-332; idem, “Affinités sacerdotales, deute-
ronomiques, élohistes dans 'Histoire de la succession (2 5 9-20; 1 R 1-2), in
A, Caguot and M. Delcor {eds.), Mélanges bibligues of orentaue en Phonneur de M. Henni
Cazeller (ADAT 212), Neukirchen-Viayn, 1981, pp. 233-246; idem, “David, fils de
Jesst, Une édition prédentéronomiste de I'<histoire de la succession="", R 89 (1982),

. =47,

t F.g., Conroy, Absalom Absalom!, 1978; Gunn, The Stery of King Darid, 1978; ].P.
Fokkelman, Noratme oArd .-r.r.-.-j' Poetry in the Books af Kanruel, A __."nia.'lur |':.lr.--.-1|'1r;.':.'!'r-.-.-! based on
stylistic and struciural analyses I King Deand (£ Sam 820 & [ Kings 1-2), Assen, 1981;
, Sacom, “A ""\l1|1.|1. of rh: Literary Structure of “The Succession MNarrafive'”
in T. Ishida {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 near con-
temporary original, the received text is regarded as having been
composed ecither at a time “long after 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-
exilic period (J. van Seters).'”” Inasmuch as we have no effective
method for controlling these anarchic postulations, historical studies
of the Hebrew Bible will remain nihilistic, or at best, agnostic.

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-
regarding any historical consideration, we may compare 2 Samuel
with other literature, for example, with the works of William Shake-
speare, to gain valuable insight into human nature. This sort of com-
parison is valid for comparative literature, but is hardly appropriate
for historical research, since the cultural milieu of each COmposi-
tion is entirely different from each of the others. Historians also deal
with human beings and with human nature, but it is vital in their
research to make clear to which definite time and what space the
human beings in question were confined.

This method of historical research comes from our empirical under-
standing that every culture has its own sense of values. Sometimes
there is a cultural phenomenon that seems so universal that it must
prevail all over the world. But observation of such a phenomenon
always remains superficial. In my view, knowledge about foreign cul-
tures is highly abstract even in our present age when all corners of
the world are closely connected by a dense network of modern com-
munication. [ am very doubtful of the ability of Western society to
understand the sense of values of Oriental countries, and vice versa.
If we feel difficulties in understanding foreign cultures in our modern

" Gunn, The Story of Ring Damid, p
" Langlamct, RE 83 (197 6], p. 37
' His thesis of triple redactions by !]:|(= DirP and DirN suggests that the text
in [ Kgs 1-2 was composed in the exilic period; see Veijola, Die avge Dimastie.
I van seters, “Histories and Historians of the Ancient Near East: |h,| Loz elites™,
Or 50 (1981), p. 166; idem, fn Search of History., Histariagraphy in the Ancient World and
the Origins of Biblical History, New Haven/London, 1983, pp. 289-29]
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world, how can we correctly interpret the compositions from the
ancient Near Fast 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
and judgement to the interpretation of ancient Near Eastern sources,
including biblical literature, has led us into error. First it is neces-
sary that we establish a set of criteria for interpretation that is free
from the prejudices of our modern society. In other words, the criteria
must be established on an understanding, neutral but sympathetc,
of the cultures of the ancient Near East. There, various peoples lived
-ach with their own rhetoric, customs, outlooks, senses of values and
so forth, which were undoubtedly distinct from those of other cul-
tures and, of course, from those of our own time. Naturally, we must
be careful about differences among the peoples of the ancient Near
East, but equally we must guard against the illusion that owing to
our inheritance of the Judeo-Christian culture we can understand
the ancient Israelites better than their neighbouring peoples. For
instance, the concept of the ban (héem) in a holy war in ancient
Israel (e.g., Num 21:2-3; Deut 2:34; Josh 6:18; Jud 21:11; 1 Sam
15:3, etc.) is 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 ever made a serious comparison of the
Succession Narrative with any extra-biblical sources from the ancient
Near Fast." Since their argument is essentially based on the internal
analysis of the narrative without any tangible support from contem-
porary sources from the ancient Near East, their conclusions are
often inconclusive and remain hypothetical. This is especially true of
the problem of the date of the narrative. As a result, every scholar
suggests any date he likes, as we have observed above.

1 For Mari see A, Malamat, Mard and the Early Toraeltte Expenence (The Schweich
Lecures 1984), Oxford, 1989, pp. 70 . For the Moabites see “! Sir . dmd . fefionif”
in the Moabite stone (fAf 181:17).

M Mention must be made of Whybray's study en the Succession Narrative in
which he dedicated a chapter to the comparison of the narrative with Egyptian lit-
crature, The Succession Narvalive, pp. 96-116; ¢f. Gunn, The Swory of Amg Davea, pp.
29 I
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On the surface, J. van Seters’ studies' look like an exception. On
the basis of comparative studies of biblical history writings with those
of Greece and the ancient Near East he maintains that the first his-
torian of Israel was the Deuteronomist whose work resembles the
Greek prose histories in terms of the scope of subject matter and
the themes treated. As for the Court History (i.e., the Succession
Narrative), he regards it as “an antlegitimation story” added to the
Dtr history, “as the product of an antimessianic tendency in certain
Jewish circles” 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 Greek or ancient Near Eastern
sources which he has collected, but draws his radical conclusion sim-
ply from his arbitrary judgement on the relation of the Court History
and its view of David to the Deuteronomistic History. A good exam-
ple of his dogmatic argument is found in his failure to produce any
evidence to 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
far as the study of the Succession Narrative is concerned. we can
hardly regard his approach as historical.

On the other hand, P.R. Ackroyd'” has raised a question about
the relationship of the Succession Narrative to the larger 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 to reconsider the prob-
lems of the place of the narrative in the Deuteronomistic History
together with the extent of the Deuteronomistic editing. It was once
widely accepted that the Deuteronomist’s contributions to the present
texts of large literary 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 Samuel-Kings were very limited or
minimal." In contrast, there have been also scholars who find in the
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, fn Search of History,
") van Sewers, Or 30 (1981), p. 166; idem, fn Sarch of History, p. 290,
" PR, Ackroyd, “The Succession Narrative [so-called)”, fni 35 (1981, pp- 383396,
" Rost, in Das Aleine Credo, pp. 119-233; Noth, Ubsiiefrungigeschichtiiche Studien,
pp- B3—66,
' BA Carlson, David, the choren King. A Traditio-Historieal Approach v the Second
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for research in proceeding with the thesis of a Succession Narrative
as a working hypothesis, before marking it with a Deuteronomisiic
r[:|11p[:n5iliu|:|_ Moreover, in view of mcmnlim_{ .‘ikt']“'i["i.‘i.!'.l‘.l about the
historicity of the narrative, I feel it necessary first to undertake a re-
examination of the possibilities of understanding the narrative in its
present historical setting, i.e., in the period of David and Solomon.
In my opinion, the problem of the relationship of the narratve to
the larger context of the Deuteronomistic History is to be dealt with
after examining the coherence of the literary complex generally called
the Succession Narrative.

2. Royal Historical Whritings of an Apologette Nature

When we employ historical approaches as our method, the interpre-
tation of biblical sources has to be done after settling the questnon
of the literary genre to which they belong. And, once again, we must
look for criteria for the definiton 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 Narrauve,
| would like to sugeest a genre called “Royal historical writings of an
apologetic nature in the ancient Near East”; for instance, the Telepinu
Proclamation® and the Apology of Hauudili IIIF' from the Hittite
archives and the Neo-Assyrian documents of Saméi-Adad V.* Esar-
haddon® and Ashurbanipal® which H.A. Hofiher” and H. Tadmor™
classify under this category. In addition, I will suggest later that the

Boak of Seamned, Hl,a;u,'kh:|‘:|:1|_."T:|:||_|,'|:|||r:_-:."|,.|||:|ﬁ.:1i:|_ 1964; G.IN. ]{Ilil])!lt'l':{. Tawo Nattons
wnder Ceodd. The Deuteronomistic History of Solomon ard e Dol Monarchaes 12 The Regn of
S arg arid e Rise '.-_.'.}'.-w.'ﬁlr.-.u.'.'.' HSM .-:-'_:'. .1|.1|.:|I1|.l._ 149045, PP 57=T71.
I. Hoffmann, Dy Erdaf Telipine (TH 11), Hewdelberg, 1584,
U A, Gistze, Hattufilis, Der Bericht siber sine Thronbestetgung nebst den Parallellexten
MVAG 2943, Hethitische Texte, Hefi 1) Leipzig, 1924, pp. 6-41; CL A. Unal,
Hattiili I 1: Hattuiily bis zu sene Theonbestegmmge 12 Histortscher Abrff (TH 3), Heidelberg,
1974, pp. 29-35.

# AR, Grayson, Assyra d38-745 BC
RIMA 3, Toronwo/BuffalosLondon, 1996, pp. 182 L (AQL 1031, 1 [-23a).

5 R, Borger, Ide Tnschrifin Asarhaddons Kige von dssynem (ATO Beih, %), Graz,
1956, pp. 39-45 (Nin, A LI-1I:11

" M. Streek, Adsurbanipal und die letztn assyrischen Kige bis zum Untergange N
0 (VAR 7/%), Leipzig, 1916, pp. 252-271 {K3050 + K2694).

H.A. Hoflher, "1’|r:|];12.||1lli| and Politi .1il]|lr~1i.li.:'.L1iu:'| m Hittte ]{irillrl'il:l'.:1'1'l|}|I‘_.'".
in H. Goedicke and J.J.M. Roberts (eds.), Unly and Doeraty, E i the Hittors,
Laterature, and Refigion of the Ancient Newr East, Baltimore/London, 1975, pp. 49-62

* H. Tadmor, “Autobiographical Apology in the Royal Assyrian Literature”, in
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imscription of Kilamuwa, king of Y'DY-5am’al in the ninth century
B.C., also belongs to this category.™

The Succession Narrative is not written in the autobiographical

style of these other historical writings, but it is clearly similar to them

in its essential character, Hoffner® finds the following outline common
to the fundamental structure of the Telepinu Proclamation (T) and
the Apology of Hattodili IIT (H):

a) Introduction: T § 1, H §§ 1-2,

b) Historical survey—noble antecederts: T & 1-9, H § 3-10,

¢) Historical survey—the unworthy predecessor: T §§ 10-22a,
H § 10-12.

d) The coup détat: T § 22b, H

e} The merciful victor: T &% 23 and 26, H & 12-13,

f) The edict: T & 27-50, H §§ 13-15.

In my opinion, the apology of Esarhaddon (Nin. A L1-IL11),*

H §§ 12-13.

§
I.

the most detailed composition among the Assyrian royal apologetic
historical writings, is comparable with these Hittite compositions in
its general outline in many respects:

a) Introduction: 1:1-7.

b} Historical survey—the divine clection and appointment by his
father: I:4-22,

c) Historical survey—the rival princes” acts against the divine will:
[:23—-40,

d) Rebelhon: 1:41-52,

¢) Esarhaddon’s counter-attack and victory: 1:53-79,

[} The establishment of the kingship: 1:B0-11:7.

g} The punishment of the rebels; I1:8-11,

With reference to these outlines of the Assyrian and Hittite his-
torical writings together with those of the Kilamuwa inseription and
the Succession Narrative we may find the following six elements as
commen items in all the apologetic historical writings:

a) The roval ancestry of the king designate,

b) The unworthiness of his predecessor(s) and/or rival prince(s).

¢} The rivals’ rebellious attempt to gain the crown.

d) The counter-attack of the king designate and his victory.

H. Tadmor and M., Weinfeld (eds.), MHisors, I;.'..'-.l?l-._:’;'.lrl_l"lll.':. anid i firedation. Sindves m
Biblical and Cuneiform Lileratwres, Jerusalem, 1983, pp, 36-37

# See below pp. 166 1

Hoflner, in Cmily and Dhversaty, p. 51
Borger, Dhe Deschriflen Asavhaddons, pp. 3945,
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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 either by overruling primogeniture or by taking
the place of someone who belonged to the direct royal line. Needless
to say, this establishment of the king’s connection with the roval
family was the fundamental motivation behind the composition of
these narratives.

[ have no intention in the present chapter of making a detailed
comparative study between the Succession Narrative and the apolo-
g’rlir |‘|‘)':.';'|| |'|i:-.ln|"l:'h' from the ancient Near E':;LHI_..“' bt wall limat ]'['I'f;'!'il'l.f.
to making some observations of significant points. The fundamental
idea in these historiographies 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 criteria for the tendencies of the apologetic his-
torical writings.

Scholars have disagreed on the character of the Succession Narratve
as to whether it is 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 see below pp. 175 1
' For divine election and roval lineage as the foundation of roval legitimation
in the ancient Near East see T, Ishida, The Roval Dynasties v Anciend Tirael, A Stud)
af iy I':’.‘lh'n'.'lll.l.'lu' and .II.Il'.'r.'-'llf.ln'r.'l'.'l.' -_..' .|"'|'--|r.'." |r_jl'.|‘|'|."\-|'.'.r .Ir-."r'- HJ‘II'L.'I.‘I- | L-?,_ ]"u't'lil'l.-" .ﬁ'\.l"n
York, 1977, pp. 6-25; of. also Mettinger, fimg and Mesnak, pp. 107-297. The com-
petence of rule of a king can be regarded as confirmanon of his diane elecnon,
similar situation 15 found in chansmate leaders called 5§ in the pre-monarchical
period who could establish their charismatic ordination only through victories in
the field: zee above P 50 1
I.. Delekat, “Tendenz und T |'|-:'|||-:|;_1:|-:' der David-Salomo-Ezihlung”, in F, Maass
ed.), Das JErhE umd nahe Werd, L. Rost Fe -."\.."In.ln':,".' BZAW 105), Berlin, 1967, PR 2i5-36;
M. Noth, Kenge I: £ Konige J-16 (BEAT 9/1), Neukirchen-Viuyn, 1968, pp. 1-41;
Wiirthwemn, ke Frodhilung von der Thronfelpe Dands, 1974 Langlamet, 85 83 (1976),
pp. 321-379, 481-528; wem, RE 89 32), pp. 3475 el MeCarter, £ Sawuel, pp.
=16,
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Against these arguments, 1 will show that the Succession Narrative
was composed as a legiimaton of Solomon in which David is crit-
icized as the incompetent predecessor but, at the same time, in which
the throne of David is regarded as the foundation of the legitimacy
of Solomon’s kingship.* Therefore, though anti-Davidic polemics are
obvious in some sections, there is neither an anti-Solomonic element
nor any criticism against David’s dynasty. Neither should the report
on the court intrigue nor the story of Solomon’s political murder be
interpreted as anti-Solomonie. In the structure of the apologetic his-
torical writings, the court intrigue was the legitimate king’s counter-
attack against an unlawful attempt by an incompetent rival prince
to gam the crown. As in these historical writings, Solomon’s purge
of his enemies shows his competence as a ruler.

In the following study I will demonstrate that, in the Succession
Narrative, Solomon plays the role of a legitimate successor to the
throne, while David and Adonijah play the roles of an incompetent
predecessor and an unworthy rival prince, respectively, in the apolo-
retic historical writings,

3. Solomon’s Supporters

[ will begin with an analysis of the political situation in the last days
of David, as described in 1 Kes 1-2. The narrative tells us that, at
that time, the leading courtiers were divided into two parties revoly-
ing about the two rival candidates for the royal throne: Adonijah
the son of Hageith and Solomon the son of Bathsheba, The former
was supported by Joab, commander-in-chief of the army, and Abiathar
the priest, 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; 2:22, 28).%

5 There are scholars who hold that the namrative was llll""j”“&'d as a Davidic
apology; see MeCarter, fuf 35 (1981), pp. 355-367; idem, Jf Samuel, pp. 9-16;
Whitelam, J¥OT 29 (1984), pp. 61-87. By this assumption it 15 difficult to explain
the nature of the descnptions of David's shorteomimgs i the narrative,

“ In addition, “Shimei and Rei” are found among Solomon’s supporters (1:8).
However, we do not know exactly who or what they were. Since no mention is
made about them elsewhere, we cannot assume amvthing about their roles in the
struggle for the throne of David; for vanous conjectural readings see Noth, Kiwize 1,
e 16 1 ’ {-'I'.s.'f., i l;‘:’ I LFr.'_Q'-.. A {oarmmerrlary (T B |.l|||||-:|nr|._ |':.|.IT y P 740,
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What was the root cause of the antagonism between the two
parties? Some scholars have supgested 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, however,
since there 15 no clear evidence for the Jebusite origin of Solomon’s
supporters. As is well known, Zadok’s origins have been a vexing
question, but, so far as 1 know, arguments for his Jebusite origin
rely solely on indirect or circumstantial evidence.® Ewen if he had
been a Jebusite priest, it seems misleading to consider him the leader
ol 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 (2:26-27) would seem to show that
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, Nathan must be regarded as the ideologue of Solomon’s party.
Although no information is available at all about his provenance,
there 15 no reason to doubt that Nathan, who spoke by Yahweh's
name (2 Sam 7:3-4, 8, 11; 12:1, 7, 11) and gave the name with Yah-
element “Jedidiah™ to Solomon (12:25), was a prophet of Yahweh.?”
If Nathan, the father of Azariah, one of the high officials of Sclomon
(1 kgs 4:5) was identical with Nathan the prophet, we have another
Yah-name which he gave,

It is clear that Uriah the Hittite, Bathsheba's former husband, was
a loreigner, but I am skeptical about the view that he was of Jebusite

G.W. Ahlstrom, “Der Prophet Nathan und der Tempelban™, FF 11 (1961},

PP 113 ]L".'__J-:ml:ﬁ_ '.I'.i'.'.-' Nathan _"u;'Jrr.-J.'.u"u_ PP I H. 119 |¥

* For a SUmmary of varous views of ZFadok's __Il']:llliil,-:' and other |||'i.g‘i||.-\.. e
A, Cody, A History of Old Testament Presthond (AnBib 535), Rome, 1969, pp. 88-93;
G.W. Ramsey, “Zadok™, in ABD VI, New York, 1992, pp. 1034-1036. The Jebusite
hypothess was defended by e, A Tsulkimoto, *‘Der Mensch st geworden wie un-
sereiner’. Untersuchungen zum zeitgeschichtlichen Hintergrund von Gen. 3,22-24
und G,1-4", AFBI 5 (1979), pp. 29-31; Jones, The Nathan Narratives, pp. 20-25,
40—42. 131-135 ."l.l,'l'lu'lli.:'m to G.W. Ahlstrom, David himsell was a non-lsraclite
coming from Bethlchem, a city under Jebusite rule, Royal Admimistrafion and Nafonal
Relimon i Ancient Palestine (SHANE 1), Leiden, 1982, p. 29. However, the Jebusite
hypothesis has been refuted by F.M. Cross, Cansanite Myth and Hebray Epic. Fsays
in the Hictory of the Refimon of forael, Cambridge, Mass./London, 1973, pp. 209

7 Jones who argues in detail for Nathan®s Jebusite origin concluces that “in view
of the culmulative evidence . .. . and the analysis of the Nathan tradition, the ‘Jebusite-
hypothesis’ does provide for Nathan a background for a comprehensive understand-
ing of his life and contrbution”, The MNathan Nomatwes, p. 141, In other words, the
Jebusite-hvpothesis is based soley on circumstantial evidence. It seems difficult for
me to accept it.
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stock.™ Some scholars assume Bathsheba’s non-Israelite origin because
of her foreign husband. ™ Admittedly her provenance is also not so
clear, but it is most likely to regard her as the daughter of Eliam,
the son of Ahithophel of Gilo (2 Sam 11:3; 23:34) in the mountains
of Judah [ Josh 15:51)." By contrast, we are well informed about the
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;
cf. Josh 15:21; 1 Chr 11:22; Neh 11:25), and David’s heroes were
maostly 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 supporiers were mixed in their provenance and eth-
nic origins, but the Judahites and Israelites clearly accounted for the
great majority of them. I can hardly assume that they were adherents
of the Jebusite-Canaanite religion or the representatives of the Jebusite
population in Jerusalem.

[t has been observed that Adonijjah and his supporters were men
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 after Dawid transferred his capital from Hebron to
Jerusalem.® It is interesting to note that members of these rival par-
ties were opposed to each other in contesting for the same positions,
e, Adonijah vs. Solomon for the royal throne, Haggith vs. Bathsheba
as the mother of the heir apparent, Alathar 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-

H Against A, Malamart, “Aspects of the Foreign Policies of David and Solomon®,
JNES 22 (1963), p. 9 B. Mazar, “King Davids Scribe and the High Officialdom
of the United Monarchy of Israel”, in The Farly Biblical Period. Historicel Stdies,
Jerusalem, 1986, p. 129, It s difficult to regard the Jebusites as a branch of the
Hittites; see above p. 34, n. 64

9 Jones, The Nuthan Naralives, pp. 45 L

# |'. seem: that the narrator resiric rn| '!:.||:|h|'||' o suggrest i.'||.|i||'|'l 1"\.;||4'r|n' 1]
Bathsheba's |-:'|.:|‘.i1|r'.~|!i|1 o 'LI'I'i[IIIl!I('}. Ahzalom's counseler in his rebellion .Lg.:il1ht
Davad. CF .1, Levenson and B, Halpern, “The Political Impaort of Daad’s Marmages”,
JBL 99 (1980), p. 514, Bailey, Dand in Love ard War, pp. 87-90, argues that David's
marnage to Bathsheba, the granddanghter of Ahithophel, should be viewed as one
of the pohnbcal marnages of David to recementng his tie to the southern inbes
alter the defection of Ahithophel to Absalom. ]

" For David’s heroes and their origin see B, Mazar, “The Military Elite of King
|]._|,1.'ic|” 1963 £ i|'| The f'.'r.'r.":. Hl-l’.'u'].'r.'." .f‘-'.u..'-.'.'_ |||'1. 43 ||.:|:‘i: .I"-[\.(.-ill'll'l'. ” ."-':'.'.'r.'lr.'."._ |'|;'|. O
a01; InG. Schley, “David’s Champions®, in ABD 11, New York, 1992, pp. 49-52,

¥ See Ishida, The Roval Dnasties, pp. 157 £




SOLOMON'S SUCCESSION TO THE THRONE OF DAVID 113

mander of the army, and Abiathar by Zadok as the chiel priest,
after the purge of his opponents {1 Kgs 2:35), it is legitimate to
assume that both Benaiah and Zadok were upstarts. The conflict
secems to have been caused by the newcomers’ challenge to the old
authority.

An exception to the above analysis is presented by David’s heroes.
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; | Chr
12:8, 16), like Joab and Ahiathar, 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 Solomon. Although the reason for
their associating themselves with Solomon’s party is not stated explic-
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 :'ix';'llr':.' between J(:-:Lb and Be-
naiah onginated with the sitwation in which the latter was appointed
to be leader of the royal bodyguard (2 Sam 23:23). 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 time after Sheba’s revolt.
Otherwise, it is extremely difficult to explain the reason for his
absence at the tme of both Absalom’s and Sheba’s revolts, in both
of which the Cherethites and the Pelethites served as foreign mer-
cenaries loyal to David (15:18; 20:7). The leaders of David’s army
at the ume of Absalom’s rebellion were Joab, Abishai, and Itta (18:1,
l;} and those L|I.l|'i:ng‘ Sheba’s revolt h'm'rJ:mh and Abishar (20:6-7,
10b). It 15 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 army,
Abishai disappeared from the scene forever. Instead, Benaiah ranked
next to Joab as the leader of the Cherethites and the Pelethites
20:23h). Owing to lack of information, we do not know anything
certain about Abishai’s final fate. It is unlikely, however, that Abishai,
the commander of David's heroes (23:18-19), was opposed to Joab,

= CL Mazar, in The Early Siblieal Period, pp. 102 £
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his brother, in the struggle for the throne of David, since he had
always served David as Joab’s right-hand man from the days of the
cave of Adullam (1 Sam 26:6, etc.) up to Sheba's revolt. Perhaps,
Abishai died a natural death after Sheba’s revolt, and in his place
Benaiah became a military leader, sharing with Joab the exercise of
power in the kingdom. It is not difficult to imagine that Joab felt
uneasy 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,

v, The Presentalion of Adongal

Following the episode of Abishag and the aging King David {1 Kgs
1:1—4), which provides a general background as well as a motif for
the Abishag episod (2:13-253), the narrative mentions the name
“Adonijah the son of Haggith” without any other introduction (1:5).
Ewidently, the readers are expected to know about Adonijah, originally
the fourth son, but now the eldest surviving son of David (2 Sam
3:4). According to the narrative, Adonijah was recognized by the
general public as the first candidate for succeeding Dawid, probably
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 (1 Sam 20:31), David
“loved Amnon because he was his firstborn” (2 Sam 13:21b LXX,
4} Sam")."

However, ;"'Lfiu|‘|i_i;ﬂ|'w' atempt (o ‘L":_!i'l'l the crown is commented

[

upon here as an act of “exalting himsell™ (mifnasse’). Though the
term hifnass#® does not always have a negative connotation, here it
clearly denotes one who exaggerates his own importance.” Undoubt-
edly, this is a biased judgement on Adonyah by his enemy, 1.e., Solo-
mon. The comment is followed by a direct quotation of Adonijah’s

words: “l will be king” ("ni emlik). There is no reason to doubt that

" For the principle of ]||':1||-:|_l_:<'||il,u|n:' im the roval succession in the kingdoms of

Israel and Judah see Ishida, The Royal Dhynashes, p. 152,
A |1-:|~.i|,i-.|' use: @, wka'erd vitnaidd (Num 23:24% a negative use: o, ‘m
nedbaltah hignaiid® (Prov 30:32), see HALOT 11, p. 727,
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they were his true words, but it is difficult to 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 seize the
throne by force, He was expected by the people to 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 to be
king after David. In that case, a temporal condition such as “after
the demise of my father” [ah®é mat ‘abi) should have been included
in the original (cf. 1 Kgs 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 intensified by
the report of his preparation of a rekeb and paraiim® with fifty out-
runners. It immediately reminds us of a similar arrangement made
by Absalom when he had schemed to rebel (2 Sam 15:1). An impor-
tant difference between these almost identical reports is found in the
terms used for the items which the two princes prepared. While
Absalom provided himself with a mekabah and sisim, Adonijah pre-
pared a rekeb and pardfim. Concerning the merkabah, examples in the
Manner of the King {1 Sam 8:11b), the Joseph story Gen 41:45%
and many other sources from the ancient Near East, show that
Absalom’s merkdbah was an imitation of a royal display chariot and
that his sisim were horses for it;" thus, his merkibih and sdrm do
not stand for chariotry and cavalry. In other words, they formed a
ceremonial troop or procession but not a rebel army. Indeed, his
preparation of a merkdbdh and stisim was not regarded as a rebellious
act until he raised the standard in Hebron; Ull:ll.']'\\'l:‘l.‘._ David would
have dealt with Absalom before the latter “stole the hearts of the
men of Israel” (2 Sam 15:6b).

[t seems justified to assume that Adonijah’s rekeh and pariim were
synonymous with the merkdbah and sisim of Absalom. Mention must

" Comme II.I.!I|:II'1 suEEest e .:(||I:.H ffrddim for MT fwirasim, a lost form of the I]]Ij"' l]
il I;r.'..'.‘-'e-. “horse™: see ,I:"'I 1\1.|Il1"l.l!'r'||l\. and H.5. Gehman, A Critical and -"I"-'L"" I
Commentary on the Books of hings (100, Edinburgh, 1951, p- 83; Gray, I & II K
p. 78
¥ Sce Y. Tkeda, “Solomon’s Trade in Horses and Charots in Its International
Setting”, in T, Ishida (ed.), SPDS, Tokyo/Winona Lake, 1982, pp. 223-225,
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be made, however, that the pair of terms rekeb and parasim stands,
except in the Adonijah passage, for the chariotry and cavalry of
Solomon’s army (1 Kgs 9:19; 10:26; ¢f. 5:6; cf. also KAl 202:B
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
cxplanatory notes about him (1 Kgs 1:6). The first tells about David's
laxity toward Adonijah: “His father had never displeased him”™ (/&
“eibd). It calls to mind David’s similar attitude toward Amnon (2 Sam
13:21 LXX, 40 Sam®) and Absalom (18:5, 12). It is worth noting
that the same verb 232 is used in the report of David’s lament over
Absalom’s death: “He is grieving” (néesad) (19:3) and in the reconstructed
text about David’s indulgence towards Ammnon: “He has never harmed
Amnon’s humor” (w'l@® ‘@sab e riah ‘amnin) (13:21b LXX).* Since
David had displeased (‘dsab) neither Amnon nor Absalom, they even-
tually hurt (d5%id) him. Thus the implication becomes clear that it
is now Adonijah’s turn to hurt David as had Amnon and Absalom.
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 paternal duty.

The second note on Adonijah is a comment on his handsome
appearance: “He was also (w'@am-hi’) a very handsome man”. The
word “also” indicates that he is being compared with someone else.
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 ( palfdak) him after Absalom”.
Commentators have generally felt a difficulty with the verb yal‘dah,
since no subject is found for it in the sentence.” They hold that

¥ CL the text-critical notes on the verse in Conroy, Abalom Absalom!, pp. 152 £
“ MNoth, Kimjge I, pp. 1, 6, holds that an indefinite subject is to be supposed, while
Gray, I & Il Kings, p. 78, n.g, suggests that ‘tmmd has dropped out alier the verb.
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Haggith in v. 5a is too remote to be taken as the subject of the
verb.” There is an opinion that the phrase “Adonijah the son of
Haggith” in v. 3a makes an inclusio with the sentence *And she
bore . ..”.* Siill, this literary-structural analysis does not explain the
reason for the omission of the subject of the verb. In my opinion,
the name ol 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 Adonijah. The omission
of the name Haggith indicates the aim of the third note. The mes-
sage of the note is not to provide the name of Adonijah’s mather
but the fact that he was bormn afler Absalom.

Indeed, the third note is not added here to provide general infor-
mation. The narrative presupposes the reader’s awareness of Absalom
and his frustrated rebellion. Up to this point, the historiographer has
accumulated parallel action and character traits between Adonijah
and Absalom without mentioning the latter’s name, ie., arrogance
mitnaiié’), pretension to the throne (“af *emldk), 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 an 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 portraval of Adonijah.

For the above reasons, I 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 Allesed Rebellion of Adonijah

Judging from the political situation in the narrative in 1 Kgs 1, it
is fairly evident that Adonijah was not under the pressure of raising
the standard of a eoup déat 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
no reason to be in a hurry to usurp the throne. Moreover, it seems

i

e ."-[II:'II:._{I:-I":I'IIT'\:. and Gehman, The Books |..-_." .I'u.r.:_-:._ P B3.
Fokkelman, Narmelive Arf and Poslry, p. 45,
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that David himself had given Adonijah his tacit approval (cf. 1:16).%

Mevertheless, the narrative is 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 to per-
form his coronation rite; 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, Alathar
the priest, Jonathan the son of Abiathar the priest, all the sons of
the king except Solomon, and all the royal officials of Judah except
Solomon’s supporters. They are also called “the guests of Adonijah”
1:41, 49). In addition, Adonijah regarded “all Israel”, ie., 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
prepare 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 1 and my
son Solomon will be counted offenders” (1:21; cf. 1:12). If Adonijah
had alreacdy become king without David's consent, why should he
wait for David’s 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
Adomijah’s party shows that they had made no preparation for revolt
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. ¢) I Joab and Abiathar had conspired with Adonijah
against Dawvid, how could they have kept their high posiion at the
court under the co-regency of David and Solomon (cf. 2:35)7 We
can see other evidence as well in the Testament of David (2:1-9),
with which 1T will deal later.

* O Gray, f & I Kmgs, p. 81
*OF Wiirthwein, Das Erste Buch der Kinige, pp. 12 [; Whitelam, The Juot Amg,
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.e.,
Nathan says to Bathsheba: “Have you heard that Adonijah the son
of Haggith has become king?” (1:11; cf. 1:13, 24-25), and Bathsheba
to David: “And now, behold, Adonijah is king™ (1

tive that a scrutiny of the narrative makes it clear that the credibil-

18)? It is instruc-

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 15 also suggested that neither
Nathan nor Bathsheba can stand as eyewitness for their allegation,
since they were not invited to the feast (1:8, 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 story
in the context of his counsel (‘&ak) for saving her and Solomon (1:12).
The term ‘&ah 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
stratagem.

Now we may reconstruct Nathan’s stratagem as follows: a) To
alarm Bathsheba by telling her of the alleged coronation of Adonijah,
based on an exaggeration of the details of the feast at En R_;:L_L{ﬂ
(I kgs 1:11). b) To make David resent Adonijah when she passed
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: ef
1:24)."* However, when Bathsheba says: “And now, my lord the king,
the eyes of all Israel are upon you, to tell them who shall sit on the
throne of my lord the king after him™ (1:20), and Nathan adds: “You
have not told your servants who should sit on the throne of my lord
the king after him™ (1:27), their words betray that David’s pledge to
Solomon was a [abrication. Evidently, there was neither pledge nor
designation, but the indecision of a senile king who was vaguely
expecting that the cldest suniving son would be designated as his
successor. d) While confirming her story, Nathan asks David a leading

' Gf. Noth, Aémige I, p. 20; Gray, [ & [F Kings, p. 88 Gunn, The Story of King
Dwed, pp. 103 £; Whitelam, The Just fimg, pp. 150 . Bailey, David in Love and War,
p. 89, regards Bathsheba's words to Dawid: “1 am pregnant™ (2 Sam 11:5) as a sign
of an arrangement concluded between David and Bathsheba.
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question in order to elicit a negative response to Adonijah’s adventure
(1:22-27). In short, Nathan's stratagem consisted of the use of decep-
tion, instigation, auto-suggestion and a leading question m order to
extract Solomon’s designation as royal successor from the senile king.

It is true, 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 during Absalom’s rebellion and its aftermath:
a) The eounseling 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,
25) and the sacrifices at Hebron (2 Sam 15:12). ¢) The acclamation
of royalty given to Adonijah (1 Kgs 1:25) and to Absalom (2 Sam
16:16). d) 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 safety, was instead told of his death (2 Sam
18:24-32).%% g) The dispersion of Adonijah’s supporters (1 Kgs 1:44)
and the dispersion of Israel after Absalom’s rebellion failed (2 Sam
19:9by). [} Solomeon’s pardon given to Adonijah (1 Kgs 1:50-53) and
David’s amnesty granted to Shimei and Mephibaal (2 Sam 19:17-31).
Evidently, 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 sitvations. The best explanation seems
to be that the ambiguity in the story stems from an apologetic atutude
toward the court intrigue on behall of Solomon. Since the fact that
Solomon received the designation from David as his successor was
of fundamental importance for the Solomonic legitimation, it was
unavoidable that the historiographer should tell how it came about.
Therefore, he tried to describe the court intrigue by which Solomon
received the desigmation in a manner that would further his aim. The
historiographer had Nathan and Bathsheba tell the story of Ado-
nijah’s rebellion and holstered the allegation by implicit references to
Absalom’s rebellion. Still, he avoided making up an outright fabri-

“ Rost, in Dar &feme Crede, pp. 222-225, analyses all the messenger-reports
in the Succession Narrative (2 Sam 15:30 iT; 15:13 £; 17:15 ; 18:19 f; 1 Kgs
1:42 fT) in comparison with the messenger-report in the Ark Narrative (1 Sam
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cation to keep his narrative plausible. As a result, though some
ambiguous impressions remain, he succeeded in persuading the reader
to believe that Solomon and his party were compelled to resort to
an intrigue in order to overcome the ambitions of an unworthy con-
tender to the throne. In other words, what the narrative tries to tell
us 15 that il 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
regime, whose nominal ruler was doting David, and whose strong-
man was Joab, commander-in-chiel 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 to 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" (1 Kgs 1:5).

6. The Structure of the Solomonic Apology

Royal lineage and divine election served as the fundamental principles
for the legitimation of kingship in the ancient Near East, including
Israel.” Both principles can be found also in the narrative in 1 Kgs
1-2 for legitimatizing the kingship of Solomon. It is striking, how-
ever, that the fact that Sclomon sat upon the throne of David is
repeatedly told by either the narrator (2:12), Solomon himsell (2:24:
cl. 2:33, 45) or Dawid (1:30, 35, 48; cf. 1:13, 17; 2:4), while the
divine approval of Solomon’s kingship is mentioned just a few times
in an indirect way, i.e., in a prayer of Benaiah (1:36-37; cf. 1:47)
and confirmation by David (1:48) and Adonijah (2:15). This phe-
nomenon has nothing to do with the so-called non-charismatic char-
acter of Solomon’s kingship.” The narrator of the Succession Narrative
has already dealt with the divine legitimation of Solomon’s kingship
in the narrative of Nathan’s prophecy (2 Sam 7:1-17)*® and the

% Sec Ishida, The ,F.'r_lr.'r.:' f:hr.'r,'n.'.'g':., P =25,

T Against Ao Alt, “Die Staatenbildung der Israeliten in Palistina™ (1930 , in Klesre
Sclrflen zur Creschichie des Volkes Torael 11, Minchen, 1953, PR 6l [ idem, “Das
Kénigtum in den Reichen Isracl und Juda® (1951), in Alane Schriffen zor (eschichte
des Volkes Firael 11, pp. 120 €; of. also ], Bright, 4 Histery of Jrael (OTL), London,
1972, p. 206,

i See below PP 137 K.
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episode of Solomon's birth (12:24-25)." In the present narrative, the
emphasis on the throne of David on which Solomon sat derived
from certain problems with which our narrator was concerned.
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, 1 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 intrigue 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 275" By exploiting the blindness of
his old father, Jacob snatched away the blessing of Isaac, his father,
from Esau, his elder brother, with a trick devised by Rebecca, his
mother. Although the acts of Jacob and Rebecca were clearly immoral,
the narrator, who was interested in Jacob's fate, does not mind telhing
the story. What he was most concerned with was not a moral judge-
ment on Jacoh's acts but the fact that the blessing of Isaac was
diverted from Esau to Jacob, the ancestor of the people of Israel.
The same spirit seems 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 establishment. 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 soldiers. The styles of royal legitimation correspond
to the situations in which the kingship is established. If Solomon had
been a genuine uswrper from another house than the Davidides or
ant 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 A
@ Against Delekat, in Rost Festsehrifi, pp. 26-36; Wirthwein, Die Erzihlong von der
wids, pp. 11-17, 49; Langlamet, RB 85 (1976), pp. 321-379, 481-528;
van Seters, fn Search af ”.-.-..fur_‘,'. Pp- 2HI-201.

Cf. Mettinger, King and Messak, p. 29; H. Hagan, “Deception as Monl and
Theme in 2 Sam 9-20; 1 Kgs 1-2%, Bib 60 (1979), p. 302,
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elecion. But the situation was more complicated. Solomon gained
designation as the successor from his father, but he gained it by a
court intrigue. Under these circumstances, the regime of Solomon
had to lay emphasis first on the continuity of the dynasty, since the
throne of David was the sole foundaton of his kingship when it was
established. At the same time, it was necessary to legitimatize the
drastic measure which Solomon’s supporters took to secure the king-
ship for him, for Solomon became king contrary to general expec-
tations (cf. 2:15).

In my opinion, these two clements of the Solomonic legitimation
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”. [ have tried to explain these words elsewhere as a
blessing to Dawid, symbolizing a {|'I..'|:u|h11'.;' growth.™ This jl!l1l:'|'_|}T'I.'[i-i—
tion seems correct but insufficient. | am now inclined to think that
these words imply not only the growth of the Davidic dynasty but
also a 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 regime of
David had long been deteriorating and had to be taken over by
Solomon, even though this meant resorting to a court intrigue, in
order to establish the dynasty of David in the true sense,”

1. Dawnd as a Disqualified King

It has been noted that the figure of David as described in the
Succession Narrative presents a striking contrast to that in the History
of David’s Rise.” In the latter, he is described as a blessed person

Lshuda, The ng',rl." |"._1‘_..'.'rr'..'.'.g'L PR 104 L

B0 we accept B, Mazar's sugeestion that Ps 72 originated in the days of co-
regency of David and Solomon, “The Phoenicians in the Levant™, (19650, in The
."'..rl.r!"'l Biblical Perod, Historical Studi 5y _IL'!I:‘-\:I_II'|'|"|. 19846, p- D28 we may fimd in the
E:l.*-:'lllrl a ild"-.'l'li:-|l|'||l'1||. of the theme of the |'tr|1g1'i;[1||i;51:r|| offered to David on the oc-
casion of Solomon's accession o the throne, especially compare v. 17; “May his
name endure for ever, his fame continee as long as the sun™ with | Kgs 1:47

" For the History of David's Rise see J.H. Gronback, Die Gesehichie vom Aufities
Divids ({.5am.15-2.8am.5). Traditim snd Kompositiom, Copenhagen, 1971; Ishida, The
Royal Dynasties, pp. 55-80; Mettinger, King and Messiak, pp. 33-47; PX. McCarter,
[ Samuel, A New Translation with Introduction, Notes and Commentary (AB 8), Garden City,
.\‘t. |':.|:'H]._ PR 27-30. .'I'Ll'l.'(ll'(lil'l::_’ to BLAL {:.1|'|1||||. in 2 Sam 2-7 David 15 .:'Er-.-: |i'r1|_-.;.:|
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chosen by Yahweh as king, while David in the former is an object
of scandal and a man of indecision and finally a dotard. Scholars
have puzzled over the intention of the narrator of the Succession
Narrative who persistently discloses the weak points of David and
his decadence. The answers propouncded to the question differ mainly
according to the way the critics define the purpose of the narrative.
From the viewpoint of finding a Selomonic legitimation in it, 1 am
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 regime
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 disqualified
from being king in the sense 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 understanding the purpose of
the narrator of the Succession Narrative lics in this interrelation be-
tween David and Joab.™

When the people of Israel demanded that Samuel installs a king
over them, they expected the king to be @, ie., the ruler and
supreme judge, as well as the war-leader of the kingdom (1 Sam
8:20: cf. 8:5: 12:12; Ps 72). These two functions were regarded as
the fundamental duties of a king in the ancient Near East.”” David,

as a person under the blessing, while in 2 Sam 9-24 he is described as a man
under the curse, see Dapid, the chosen King: A Tradito-Historical Approach to the Second
Book of Sameel, ."5.14;(']-;]1n;||;||.-"f'r-:|14'|'|nl'|_'.'.'"[-Fli:l:-:l.l:l. 1964,

# F.R.R. Gros Louis finds in the narrative many conflicts between David's per-
sonal desires and his p”hli_[- obhgations as ]-gi|'||___?"._ “The Difficulty of Ruling Well:
King David of Isracl”, Semesa 8 (1977), pp. 15-33.

H. Schulte has pointed out that Joab dominates the narmative from the begin-
ning o the end, [he Enlsiefung aer Creschchisschrethung alten Fmael (BAAW 128),
Berlin/New York, 1972, pp. 141-143.

' See H. Frankfort, Kineship and the Gods. A Study of Aneient Near Eastern Religion as
the Integration of Society & Nature, Chicago, 1948, pp. 51-60; T. Jacobsen, “Early
Political Development in Mesopotamia® (1957}, in W.L. Moran (ed.), Toward the
fmage of Tamnnz and Other Ersays on Mesopotamian History and Cidltuere (HS5 21}, Cam-
bridge, Mass., 1970, p. 154; idem, “Ancient Mesopotamian Religion: The Central
Concerns” (1963), in Toward the fmage of Tammuz, p. 43; el also above pp. 43 1., 68,
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while he was still competent to perform the task of being ruler and
supreme judge of the kingdom, is mentioned in the first list of his
high officials as follows: “So David reigned over all Israel; and David
administered justice and equity to 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 Hittite,
her husband, to cover up his crime (11:2-27). It was Joab who first
learned the secret from 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 himself in the matter
of Uriah’s death in batle. In the disclosure of the affair through
Nathan's prophetic reproach (12:7-15), David was disgraced, but
Joab escaped from having his reputation ruined as the commander
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 firstborn™ (13:21 LXX). This unjust treat-
ment of the affair caused Absalom, Tamar’s brother, to kil Amnon
in revenge. This time David once again did nothing but weep with
his sons and all his servants (13:36). Moreover, in the stories of
Amnon’s rape of Tamar and Absalom’s revenge on Amnon, by stu-
pidly granting the respective requests of Amnon and Absalom with-
out penetrating into their hearts (13:6-7, 26-27; f. 15:7-9), David
indirectly helped them realize their evil designs. These mistakes also
call into question his competence as a wise ruler.

"Though David wanted to pardon Absalom, he hesitated to take any
inttiative 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 cxplicitly 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 candidate for the throne at that time, we can assume
that Joab also expected Absalom to become king in the future. It is
quite possible, therefore, that by mediating a settlement between

“ For the list of David's high officials see below pe- 128 £
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David and Absalom, Joab wanted to place Absalom under an obliga-
tion to himsell and to exert influence on him when he should become
king. However, contrary to his expectation, Absalom kept aloof from
Joab (cff 1 Kgs 2:28b), and appointed Amasa commander of the
army instead of Joab (2 Sam 17:25). Absalom undoubtedly felt much
more at case with Amasa than with Joab, since the former was much
less brilliant than the latter (ef. 20:4-5). But, this appointment proved
fatal to Absalom. He was not only defeated at the battle in the for-
est of ]:.]'_nlgminl 18:6-8) but also killed h':.'.]tl‘ih 18:9-15), who was
a man of vengeful character (ef. 3:27). In any case, as the woman
from Tekoa told David, “in order to change the course of affairs”,
Joab intervened in the problem and succeeded in reconciling David
with Absalom (14:33). The fact that the course of events was deter-
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
of ruler. while I]'-:};:h m'[u;l,”}' conducted the aflairs 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
right; but there is no man deputed by the king to hear you. ... Oh
that I were judge in the land! Then every man with a suit or cause
might come to me, and [ would give him justice” (15:2-4). By these
words, “Absalom stole the hearts of the men of Israel” (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
clearest picces of evidence for David’s disqualification for the office
ol ruler.

Simply because of Absalom’s death, David was restored to the
throne, contrary to the people’s original intention (cf. 19:23). Davad
tried to save a difficult situation alter the rebellion but i'\'{'[]['llil.”:-.'
sowed the seeds of new trouble, Resenting David’s one-sided deal-
ing with the tribe of Judah (19:42-44), the northern tribes deaded
to dissolve their covenant with David, according to which he had
reigned over them (5:1-3), by the instigation of Sheba, the son of
Bichri (20:1-2). By calling Sheba “a worthless fellow” (20:1), the nar-
rator shows his 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
to David in suppressing the rebellion, though he had killed Absalom
in disobedience to David’s order (18:10-15). To make matters worse,
Amasa was an incompetent commander. He was not able to call up
the people of Judah in time to quell Sheba’s revolt (20:4-5). David
was obliged to ask Abishai and his soldiers, among whom Joab was
included, to deal with the trouble. While going on an expedition
against Sheba, Joab assassinated Amasa and seized command of the
expeditionary force (20:8-13). When Joab returned triumphant from
the campaign, David was compelled to restore him to the command
of the army (20:22-23). The unmistakable message of the story is
that David was l’:tl|}' a nominal rler, and I](mh had become the
strong-man holding sway over the kingdom.

Also in the performance of his duty as the war-leader of the king-
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 relused to go down to his house because of
his strict self-control (11:11). It is clear that the story implicitly accuses
David of negligence in his duty as the war-leader by his adultery
with Bathsheba and murder of Uriah during the war. Moreover,
Joab’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 battle against Absalom, David first 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
them, he casily conceded and said to them: “Whatever seems best
o you [ will do™ (18:4). These words are nothing but a dercliction

“ Although there are some scholars who maintain that Judah was not involved
in the rebellion, we can hardly explain the situation by that assumption, see Ishida,
The Royal Dhwasties, pp. 69 {, n. 61,

T Tt i probable that Uriah kept continence in accordance with the obligations
of cleanliness which the holy war imposed on him, see R, de Vaux, Adweint firael,
Its Life and Tnstitulions, London, 1961, pp. 258 [, 26%; ¢f. also Bailey, Darid in Love
and War, pp. 96948,
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of his duty as war-leader. In addition, he could not restrain himself
from giving such an order, improper to troops going to the front,
as to deal gently with Absalom, the leader of the enemy [18:5).
Judging from the consequences, it is likely that Joab prevented David
from going into battle. David’s leniency towards Absalom must have
been an obstacle to 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 [renzy
of griel at the death of his rebellious son (19:1), 1 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 battle 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
the position of commander of the expeditionary force. So, David
could not help giving his consent to Joab’s sell-appomniment as com-
mander of the army. As [ have suggested above, if Benaiah was
appointed commander of the royal bodyguard at the same time, this
appointment was made, most probably, with the intention of counter-
balancing Joab's growing power, Those who were loyal to the dynasty
of David must have been alarmed at Joab's self-appointment as com-
mander of the army and Dawvid’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 15 omat-
tedd 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, either
David or Solomon is mentioned at the top of the list as the ruler
reigning over all Israel (2 Sam 8:15 = 1 Chr 18:14; 1 Kgs 4:1)."" Ac-
cordingly, we may assume that by omitting David’s name from i,
the second list of David’s high officials tells us, though implicitly,

IT.ND. Mettinger regards 2 Sam B:15 as ecitorial, Selomente State Officials, A
Siudy of the Cied Government (fficials of the Israclite Monarchy (CBOTS 5), Laumnd, 1971,
p- 7, n. 4 He seems right from the siylistic point of view. However, | cannot but
find in this verse an intentional additon of the author of the narratve to the ong-
inal list, For various views on the two lists of David's high officials see Bailey, Darid

in fove amd War, pp. 149 £ n. 83
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that the de facto ruler was then Joab, who ranked at the top of the
list (2 Sam 20:23a).

The episode concerning Abishag the Shunamite (1 Kgs 1:1-4) tells
us that David had lost his physical strength, especially his vinlity, in
his last days. This episode adds another proof of his disqualification
as king. It is unlikely, however, that the narrator found in Dawvid’s
impotence his inability in the royal duty in ferility cults like in the
neighhouring countries in the ancient Near East, since we have no
evidence for such royal ceremonies in the kingdom of Judah.”” What
the narrator tells in the passage 1s 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 episode of Abishag the royal
nurse rather serves as an introduction to the narrative of the court
intrigue, by which Solomon gained David’s desiochation as his suc-
cessor [1:3-53), as well as a preparation for the narrative of Solomon’s
execution of Adonijah (2:13-25). In the narrative of the court intrigue
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
too hesitant to decide upon his successor by himsell. 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 facte ruler of the regime was Joab; if Joab had
succeeded in making Adonijah king, the latter would have been the
former’s puppet, just like Ishbaal, who was placed on the throne by
Abner, the commander of Saul’s army (2 Sam 2:8-9). In his opinion,
this was a sort of usurpation to be prevented. However, David had
no power to administer justice as a king. Under these circumstances,
it was legitimate, so asserts the narrator, to take all possible steps to
interfere with the plan of Joab and Adonijah. This was the reason
lor the intrigue by which Solomon’s supporters secured his designa-
tion as the heir apparent by turning the tables on Adonijah's party
at the last moment.

Y See Wiirthwein, Das Erste Buch der Konige, p. 10, n. 6.
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The Abishag Eptsode

After several years of co-regency with David, Solomon became the
sole sovereign after 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 (1 Kes 1:7, 9, 19, 25; 2:15, 22), Solomon was helped by
nobody but a few newcomers who enlisted David's mercenaries as
their allies (1:8, 10, 26)." Undoubtedly, the main purpose of the co-
regency was Lo protect young Solomon against Adomjah 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 Adenijah’s party remained intact. Espe-
cially, Joab was threatening who continued to have influence with
the coutiers and the FJt'H]}lI;'. Under these circumstances, the demise
of David doubtless brought Solomon’s regime to a crisis (cf. 2:2),

Against the background of this political crisis, the Abishag affair
must be clucidated. The narrative begins with Adonijah visiting
Bathsheba (2:13a). 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 conlrontation between the two nival
parties. Indeed, Bathsheba entered into conversation with Adonijah
in a tense atmosphere. She asked: “Do you come salim?” and he
answered: “salim” (2:13). The identical question and answer were
exchanged between the elders of Bethlehem and Samuel, when
Samuel visited Bethlehem to find a future king as a substtute for
Saul (1 Sam 16:4-5). The report on the elders’ “trembling” (wayyeferdii
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, before disclosing the purpose of his visit, Adonijah skill-
fully relaxed her tension by telling her of his resignation of political

I"-‘":'J':‘""L\. o 5. Yeivin's calculation, Solomon was 16 vears old at his acces-
fraes diz Biblica V11, Jerusalem, 1976, col. 693 (Hebrew); of.

sion, “T0E", in Enyel
also T, Ishida, “Solomon”, in ABD VI, New York, 1992, p. 105,

" Sec above pp. 110

5 For the institution of co-regency in the kingdom of Judah, see Ishida, The Royal
Dhvnastred, p. 170,
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ambition (1 Kgs 2:15). This was done to convince her that his request
for Abishag had nothing to 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
in Isracl and in the rest of the ancient Near East.™ In that case,
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 title sdfemef stood for
| Kgs 1:2, 4), since she is the only bearer of the title in the Hebrew
Bible.” Her task was “to lic in the king's bosom to make him warm™
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™.

Evidently, there were differences of opinion about the status of
Abishag at Solomon’s court and it appears that Adomjah attempted
to take advantage of the ambiguity of the situation. First, he approached
|i.l|}t"'|'||.|:|‘1 L0 use ]II,""I' as A l‘}il('l‘illi“ll Lo H(J]l)]!!l:l”. Il.l ktE{“l":. \\.\i'" |.|:|E1|.
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 |1"i”i".'-l of ."Itdnni_i;ﬂfx reduest, however, Solomon was :'I1t'£l§{t‘il
with Adonijah and ordered the latter’s execution (2:22-24). According
to a common interpretation, whatever motivation Adonijah might
have had, whether romantic or political, Solomon seized the request
as a legal pretext to execute him, and most commentators discover

" de Vaux, Anaend fsrael PP 116G F: M Paevai, “Marnage and Monarchical
Legitimacy in Ugarit and Israel”, F55 3 ), pp. 237-243; lshida, The foyal
Dymasties, p. 74 There are several scholars who have thed to refute the thesis, e.g.,
Wiirthwein, Die Erzihung vor der Thronfolse Davids, pp. 3739 Gunn, The Stwry of King
Farred P 137, n. 4; but their argument does not sccm convincing enough.

T YServiress”, BDE, p. 698; “nurse, (matd-servant”, KB, p. 658; “nurse, lemale
local government official responsible for particular doties”, HALOT 11, p. 7335
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some sympathetic tones for Adonijah in the narrative.™ T would like
to suggest a different interpretation, however.

Solomon’s answer to Bathsheba reveals the problem involved:
“Why do you ask Abishag the Shunamite for Adonijah? Ask for him
the kingdom also!™ (2:22). In his view, wherein the appropriation of
Abishag is regarded as the equivalent of seizing the kingship, if he
had granted Adonijah’s request for Abishag, Adonijah would have
exploited her as a pretext for pretending again to the throne; Bathsheba
had been deceived by Adonijah. Although no mention is made of
Adonijah’s plot, it is clear for the reader who has knowledse about
Solomon’s critical situation that he made the correct judgement of
the problem and penetrated Adonijah’s plot. Besides, the request for
Abishag should remind the reader of Absalom’s taking possession of
David’s harem (2 Sam 16:21-22). In any case, as Solomon had once
warned Adonijah, when “wickedness” was found in Adonijah (1 Kgs
1:52), Solomon did not hesitate to kill him. The execution was licit.

The opinion that the narrative of the Abishag affair was com-
posed as an anti-Solomonic propaganda since it revealed Solomon’s
cruel action toward his innocent brother’™ is a good example of the
misunderstanding of a biblical passage based on the humanistic sen-
timent of our modern society. We must understand the original mes-
sage of the narrative in light of the royal ideology of the ancient
Near East, as i}t'itiﬁt‘ of Solomon who was wise l.‘IllI:I'IIE_::'l'I fo prevent
Adonijah’s cunning plot.™ In so doing, Solomon succeeded 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 additional
evidence for the argument that there was no uprising against David
at En Rogel. In his final words to Solomon on his death-bed, David

* Delekar, in Rost Festschfi, p. 27; Noth, Ebeize |, pp. 32-34; Wiirthwein, [
Erziitung von der Thronfolse Davids, pp. 11-17; Langlamet, RE 83 (1976), p. 335;
Mettinger, King and Messiah, pp. 27-29,

" See above p. 105,

* Whitelam, The Just King, p- 152, argues that Solomon’s execution of Adonijah
was “a contrived judicial murder™ by the monarchical authority,

# The Testament of David {1 Kgs 2:1-9) is generally regarded as a compaosite
work consisting of an onginal source (vv, 59 and Dewteronomistic material, sec
Gray, I & Il Kings, pp. 15 [, 97-104. However, W.T, Koopmans reads the peri-




SOLOMON'S SUCCESSION TO THE THRONE OF DAVID 133

charged Joab with the assassination of Abner and Amasa and accused
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 1s 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 executed by Solomon as a rebel who had
plotted against Solomon’s regime. Likewise, Abiathar was condemned
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
the same time, this fact sugegests that Abiathar did not play a significant
role in the strugle for the throne from the political point of view.
By contrast, Solomon had to get rid of Joab by any possible means,
since it was the aim of Solomon’s coup d%at to remove Joab's influence
over the regime. Therefore, exploiting Adonijah’s request for the
hand of Abishag as a sign of a conspiracy, on this pretext Solomon
ordered Benaiah to execute Joab together with Adonijah. Admittedly,
Joab was guilty of offences against David (2:5, 31-33). However, the
short explanation of the reason for his execution reads: “For Joab
had supported Adonijah although he had not supported Absalom™
2:28). This comment reveals that Joab was actually executed not for
his disobedience to David in the ecarly days but for his conspiracy
with Adonijah against Solomon.” It seems that Solomon had a need
for the authority of David’s testament to execute Joab who was still
so influential that Solomon felt uneasy about dealing with him alone.
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
of David (2:5-6) is placed here according to the historiographical
design to legitimatize Solomon’s execution of Joab™

cope 85 A “poetic narrative” and argues for an original unity of the work, “The
Testament of David in 1 Kings i [-107, FT 41 (1901}, pp. 429-449, For various
opinions concerning the literary-critical amalysis of the passage sce ibid., p. 429,
. 2.
E.g., Momgomery and Gehman, The Books of Kings, p. B3.
CL Gray, [ & [ hings, p. 100
! See below pp. 164 1
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The Testament of David was not a sufficient pretext for Shimei’s
execution, since David had sworn to him that he would not kill him
2 Sam 19:24). Therefore, Solomon entrapped him and succeeded
in getting rid of him. Shimei was the archenemy of the house of
David. Ever since David had taken over Saul’s kingship, the house
of Saul had continued to lay claim to the kingship even after David
had become the king of Israel. Ziba’s words about Meribaal’s expec-
tattion of the restoration of Saul's kingship (16:3), Shimei'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
execution of Shimei, Solomon demonstrated that this latent claim of
Saul’s house to the kingship was rejected for good. The execution of
shimel, 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. | Kgs 2:9) as well as one of his political achievements
in a matter which David had left unfinished.

As I have suggested above, the relationship between David and
Solomon in the Succession Narrative basically had two aspects: 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 Lupon 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 eternal sta-
bility of the house of David and its throne (2:33, 45), but not as a
prerequisite to the establishment of his kingdom,

Emidently, 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 i“lamah” (2:46b). This Hebrew phrase is generally
translated as “in the hand of Solomon”. But the context requires its
rendering as “by the hand of Solomoen™® The passage implies that

B For the use of -'{l.'i"ull with the meaning of "|_L:._' the agency or it'|_\1|'|:|||'|.|'|'||ﬂ|“|':,'
of™, see BDE. * 391, As il1|1"|l:~"i:|"_.il'|5; l:'.\'|'|r|".\i|:-||. of & with the meamng of “thre migh™,
see HALOT II, po 388,
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the kingdom was established only after Solomon had solved difficult
problems left unsolved by David. Solomon is contrasted here with
David, whose awkward treatment of political problems had caused
one rebellion and unrest after another in the kingdom.

10, Coraclustons

| have no intention to deal in detail in the present chapter with the
questions of the boundaries, date, and author of the Succession
Narrative. [t seems necessary, however, to make some remarks about
these questions in order to complete the analysis. Since the relation-
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
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 Saul’s kingdom in 2 Sam 2-4, seems
the most suitable beginning o the narrative.”™ By the same reason-
ing, I am inclined to find the concluding remark in the words: "So
the kingdom was established by the hand of Solomon”, placed alter
the execution of Shimet (1 K_L{-i 2:46b), rather than in the similar
words in 2 Kegs 2:12%

The date of composition could not be as late as the second hall
of Solomon’s reign. For the regime of Solomon must have felt it
necessary to make this sort of legitimation only in its early years.
Besides, the narrator's candid attitude towards the disgraceful conduct
of the members of Dawvid’s house, such as Dawvid’s adultery with
Bathsheba, his murder of Uriah or Amnon’s rape of Tamar, would
also indicate the same early years. It appears that these scandals
were still too fresh in the memory of the general public to be con-
cealed, when it was composed.

# Spee below pp. 158 T Cf also S hulte, fe Erictefhung der Cesehichioschrabung, pp.
L40 [, 165 Gunn, The Sy of King Doid, pp. 65-84; Bailey, David in Love and War,
pp- 14 L

As one of the critical views agaisnt Rost’s thesis there has been a I:|'::|l::|1'1'u':\' Loy
find the end of the Succesion Narrative in 2 Sam 20 instead of 1 Kgs 1-2,
MeCarter, {7 Samuel, pp. 12 f. For various opinions about the cnd of the Suc Cession
Marrative see Bailey, Dopid in Love and War, pp. 15 1

b e
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[ am convinced that the author of the Succession Narrative was
one of the supporters of Solomon. Judging from Nathan's role as
the drving force of Solomon'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 Succession Narrative
also confirms that he was the ideologue of the movement for estab-
lishing Solomon’s regime. Apart from the episode of the court intrigue
(I Kgs 1), he appears only twice in the Succession Narrative, viz.,

his prophecy about the perpetuation of David’s dynasty (2 Sam
712177 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 directly connected with the claim of Solomon’s party that the
name and throne of Solomon were superior to those of David.
the prophecy, it is expressed as a prediction about the establishment
of the Davidic dynasty: “When your days are fulfilled and you lie
down with your fathers, I will raise up your son after you, . ... and
[ 'will establish his kingdom™ (7:12) and the builder of the Temple:
“He (ie., 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 (12:24-25
presents a striking contrast to David under Yahweh's curse (11:27:
12:10-11). It is conspicuous that Yahweh's curse brought on by
David’s 'clL|l1E|.L'I":.' with Bathsheba and his murder of Uriah no longer
has any unfavourable influence upon Solomon’s birth o David and
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 I conclude that Nathan was a prophet
who, being disappointed in David, placed his hopes in yvoung Solo-
mon to restore the rule of the dynasty of David with justice and equity
over the kingdoms of Israel and Judah.™ And someone from Nathan's
circle composed the Succession Narrative in a historiographical style
to defend the legitimacy of Solomon’s kingship.

' See below pp- 137 1.

' See below pp. 151 T

* It is worth comparing this attitude of Nathan towards David with that of
Samuel, who regretted having made Saul king (1 Sam 15:10-35) and that of Ahijah

the Shilonite, who predicted the downfall of Jeroboam whom he had helped o the
throne | (1 F\.L.': 14:6-16).




CHAPTER EIGHT

THE NARRATIVE OF NATHAN'S PROPHECY*

. Limuitations .l_..."',-hi'r.':"j'.':r’.-’.'f Studies

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,’ 1s
one of the biblical texts which have been most repeatedly studied.
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 pioneering 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-
ecy and several strata from different periods of which the last one
was Deuteronomistic.” In contrast, the fundamental unity of the text
was also defended once and again.' Among others, the proposal of

* This cssay is a revised version of the study
cos.), The Message of te Hibfe %

which appeared in 5. Aral ¢t al
tecttionr, Foreys o Flonour of Pr

of ity o

Masao Sekine on the Occasion of His .\i':.u{ﬁ-.‘\]'.:'.-r.'.f.fj J'i.'r.'."r.'n'-u:", Bibhcal Studies 23}, Tokvo,
1989, pp. 147-160 ( Japanese).

| I"LI]’ L.IH I_:l..l_\'iii:l, Covenant séc .IIJ‘"\'.' E:l !‘:l‘) I ]H

' For a survey of previous studies see TN.D, Meuinger, King and Messiak, The

Gl and Sy yerd L'Q.l'.'.:r.-n.l.'fnﬂ af the Liraefily §  (CROTS B), Lund, 1976, PP 48-63;
[. Ishida, The Royal Dynasties in Angient Jsrael. A Study on the Formation and Develofwment
af Rayal-Lnastic Ideology (BAAW 142), Berlin/New York, 1977, pp. 81-117. Sce also
E. von Nordheim, “Kinig und Tempel. Der Hintergrund des Tempelbauverbotes
in 2 Samuel vii”, FT 27 (1977), pp. 434-453; P.K. McCarter, I Samuel A Na
Translation with Introduction, Notes and Commentary (AB 9), Garden Ciry, N.Y., 1984,
pp. 190-231; PJ. Botha, “2 Samuel 7 against the Background of Ancient Near-
Eastern Memorial Inscriptions”, in W.C. van Wyk (ed.), Stedies in the Swccession
Narvative, Pretoria, 1986, pp. 62-78; G.H. Jones, The Nuthan Naratives (JSOTSup
a0y, Shefficld, 1990, pp. 39-92; 157-165.

' L. Rost, “Die Uberlicferung von der Thronnachiolge Davids™ (1926, in Das
Mlewe Credfo und andere Studien zumt Alten Testament, Hedelberg, 1965, pp. 159-185.
According to Rost’s analysis, the prophecy consisits of ww. [1h + 16 (the nucleus
and vv. 1-#a, 4b-7 from the time of David, vw. 8-11a, 12, 14, 15, 17 from_ the
time of Isaiah, Deuteronomistic v. 13 from the dme of Josiah. CEL M. Noth, Uber
hichiliche Studien. Die tavunelnden und bearbeienden Gesefichistoerke fm Alten Testa
ment, Tiibingen, 1943, 1957, pp. 64 L.

'8, Mowinckel, “Niansforjettelsen 2 Sam. kap, 7%, SEA 12 (1947}, pp. 220223,
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5. Herrmann once brought substantial support for the unity. His
argument was based on a comparison of the narrative of Nathan’s
prophecy with the Egyptian Aiinigsnovelle.” However, this proposal was
discarded afier the analogy had been proved as inappropriate.’
According to the prevailing view, obtained by methods of redaction-
criticism, the present narrative of Nathan’s prophecy composed from
different layers edited by the Deuteronomistic historian,’
Admittedly there are obvious difficulties in the narrative from the
literary critical point of view. Analytical studies are effective to indi-
cate problems deriving from the difficultiecs. However, scholars who
employ methods of redaction-criticism are, it seems, scarecely con-
cerned to give a satisfactory explanation for the unity of the present
text in which difficulties remain side by side. In other words, we can
find few, if’ any, analytical study giving a satsfactory answer to the
question why such obwious difficulties remain in an important text
like Nathan’s prophecy, if the present text was a result of a consistent
editorial work of the Deuteronomistic historian. I am of the opinion
that it is worthwhile to seek alter a possibility to find a design in the
present narrative with the inclusion of difficulties as original elements.

5. Herrmann, “Dic Koénigsnovelle in Agypten und in Isracl. Ein Beitrag zur
Gatungsreschichte in den Geschichusbiichern des Alten Testamenis™, H'_: Lapzir 3
chaffliche Reifhe 1, pp. 51-62. Cf M. Noth,
“David und Israel in 2. Samuael 77 (1957 i in Crenammmelle Sindten Zm Alten '_|l':'-u._l'.u.-r.-.--_r.-.'I
Miinchen, 13607, pp. 334-345; A, Weiser, “Tempelbaukrise unter David”®, 241 77
1965), pp. 153-168.

K. Kutsch, “Dic Dvnastie von Gottes Graden. Probleme der Mathanweissagung
m 2. Sam 7, ZTH 58 (1961}, pp. 137-153; of. also McCarter, £f Samuel, pp. 212-215,
As to comparative materials for Nathan's prophecy documents from Mesopotamia
seem more relevant than Egyptian texts, see Ishida, The Roval Dvnasties, pp. 83-92.
A comparison with the Karatepe texts from the 8th century B.C. 35 suggested by
Kutsch, CTR 58 (1961), p. 148 and Botha, in Studies 0 the Suecesiion Narralive, Pp-
T0—73.

MeCarter, fI Samued, pp. 215-220, assumes a threefold development: a) the ear-
liest form of the oracle of the establishment of the Davidic dynasty in association
with the erection of a temple in Jerusalem; b) a prophetic expansion with a nega-
tive view wwards David's plan o build a royal wmple and a divine promize of the
Davidic dynasty; ¢ the Dewteronomistic redaction which sefiens the negativie attis
title towards Diavid's temple plan when incorporating it and the dynastic promise
into the Deuteronomistic history, According to the analyss of Jones, The Nathan
Narraiines, Pp J0-92 2 Sam 7:1-17 consists of two orades: the first one, on behall
af the Jebusite community, preventing David's plan o build a wemple in_Jerusalem
wv. 1-7) and the second one, a roval oracle on the oceasion of David's enthrone-
ment or ot celebrations of it (vw. 8-16): and the Deuteronmisis who modified and
linked both oracles are responsible for an apparent unity of the present form with
Deuteronomistic theological views.

1953/ 54). CGesellschafls- wnd sprachuissen
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2. Daviel’s H.'u'f{frr.:s: Flan r_J,I' a 'l r.f.'.'l,f.i'n"u in I:f'-{rr{.t'f..rf:'r.l'i

The narrative of Nathan’s prophecy consists of the introductory and
concluding frameworks (2 Sam 7:1-4 + 17) and the prophecy proper
vv. 5-16) composed from three sections: a) A historical recollection
of Yahweh's preference for a tent to move about with the people of
Israel since the Exodus to the days of David (vv. 5-7); b) Yahweh’s
merciful works for David and the people of Isracl in past and future
vv. 8-11a); ¢) Yahweh’s promise of founding the Davidic dynasty
with a prediction about a temple built by a son of David (wv. 11b—16).

The introductory framework begins with the description ol 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 ol Jerusalem as the new capital ol his double
kingdoms of Israel 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 tribes before his capture (2 Sam 5:6-9). Moreover, he came
from Bethlchem of Judah (I Sam 16:1-13

tribes, most probably, outside the confederation of Shiloh. It is con-

L O Hl. I!|||' southern

ceivable, therefore, 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. Moreover, it is 1o be remembered that the
king's building or repairing of a temple was regarded in the ancient
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 mnclis-
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 Lshicda, The Roval J'.f':..'i.‘.'-l'h'-. Pp- 140=143: H. Kruse, “David's Covenant”,
Vi 30 (1983), p. 146,

See H. Frankfort, Kingship and the Gods. A Study of Ancient Near Eastern Religion as
the Integration of Saciety & Natwre, Chicago, 1948, pp. 267-269; AS, Kapelrud, “Temple
Building: A Task for Gods and Kings®, Or 32 [1963), pp. 56-62; V.[A) Hurowitz,
[ Heave Built You an Fvalted Howse, Temple Puilding o the Bible in Light of Mesopoloman
and Norkwes! Semihc itllrf!_r.'-\;- _I!‘;f}'r.‘iup 115}, Shefhicld, 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
searched for the reason why the prophet changed his attitude towards
David’s plan overnight." Regarding all the solutions proposed as un-
satsfactory, I suggested in a previous study that a change of mind on
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 power at the court. T stll
hold that we could imagine this sort of political situation behind the
narrative of Nathan’s prophecy. However, if the narrative was com-
posed as a historiography, the narrator’s concern was not to give a
report on the real situation, let alone Nathan's mistake. His seem-
ingly inconsistent attitude towards David's plan may be correctly
interpreted only when we shall find out the narrator’s own rhetoric.

3. Explanations of Danid’s Failure

Biblical historiographers were interested in a hitorical fact that Solomon
mstead of David succeeded in leaving his mark on history as the
builder wft]1t‘_It‘t'l]5¢:'|]1‘l1'| '|':_'i'|'|[)|:~. 'I'h:"_.' felt uncasy to ;al'{';-])l the fact
without explanation. For David was not only the founder of the
dynasty under Yahweh's blessing but also the prototype of the ideal
king who was loyal to Yahweh (1 Kgs 15:3-5). In contrast, Solomon
was remembered as a king whose apostacy tarnished his fame (11:1-13,
31-39). There are at least two different explanations for it. While
the first tells that David was preoccupied with fightings with enemies
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™ (1 Chr 22:8; 28:3). The latter explanation develops
into a word-play on the name Solomon as signifying a man of peace
22:9). What both the explanations have in common is to count

" While Herrmann, W.J Lepzg 3, p. 58, finds a lierary characteristic of the
Egyptian Kbwgemevelle, Noth, in Gesammelle Studen, p. 343, regards it as a polite for-
I:I'|:l]'i1'5.' CUSTOINATY before the killL;: :,|_|'|'4|||_':in1|j_l' to MceCaner, I Samupel, PR 196-197,
224-229 1t 15 a late negative addition to the ||u\iri1.-:' r:|iqi||;:| view Loward ll,'::n]:.l_u,'
building; Kruse, FT 35, p. 147, holds that t was MNathan's private opinion.

W Tshida, The Royal Dvnasties, PP 04 1.
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David's failure in achieving political stability as the fundamental rea-
son for the miscarrage ol 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. It reads: “Now when the
king dwelt in his house, and Yahweh had given him rest from all
hiz cnemics round about™ (2 Sam 7:1). All the biblical sources excepi
the second half of this passage (v. 1h) tell us that David did not
have rest until the end. To smooth the difficulty posed by v. 1b its
omisston 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 17:1." However, meneton 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.e., 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,
In that case, we can hardly consider 2 Sam 7:1b as a late additon
but, at the same time, it cannot be an objective report on the real
situation. It is most probale to find in v. b David’s own judgement
on the situaton, which was |'I-!'H'L'l.'l.'E to be WIONEg later.

To the David's inquiry Nathan replied: “Go, do all that 1s 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 o David through Nathan thai
night assumed another tone as follows: “Thus says Yahweh: Would
vou build me a house to dwell in? [ have not dwelt in a house since
the day [ brought up the people of Isracl from Egypt to this day,
1][][ i_ ]'Ii_l_".'{" 1]{"!"]] [“lfl'ln'il'lls_'\I H.E]l::ll,il, in a tent E:lf:l' !‘.I'I':. {l.\'.'l:'“iﬂ;_{. ].” ':|.|.]
places where 1T have moved with all the people of Israel, did I speak
a word with any of the judges" of Israel, whom I commanded to
shepherd my people Israel, saying, *Why have you not built me a

s\

house of cedar?” (v, 5h—7).

¥ The phrase “to give you rest” iz counted in the Deutecronomistic phrascolo-
'_'L:I"-. see W, Weindeld, |r.:'|'|'1rrrln'.|‘.'|-|'.'!', and the Deveteronomie Sehool, Owlord, 1972, [£X 343,
For the omission of v. Ib from the original prophecy see Metinger, Ag and Messtad,
p- 32. For a marginal correction sce MeCarter, ff Somoef, p. 191,

See above p. 43, n. 36
k
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Critics have felt difficulties in these passages. First, they are puz-
zled over Nathan's overnmight change of the attitude towards David's
plan. We have already dealt with the problem and found in it a
point of departure of the present study. Secondly, they are perplexed
with the ambiguous expressions of Yahweh's answer. In a previous
study, I suggested that we may find in the periphrasis Yahweh's re-
luctant disapproval of David’s plan." It seems 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 Yahweh’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.'
[t seems to me, however, that the message of Yahweh's words in
vv., 2b-7 is neither the definite disapproval of David’s plan to build
i H'In|]l:‘ nor the refusal of the concept of a temple for his dwelling,
What 15 underlined in these passages is that Yahweh's continuous
abide with the people of Israel all through the days of the Exodus,
the period of the Judges, and the present time, i, the time of
David. The passages tell us a historical recollection that Yahweh has
never asked anybody to 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, 15 that Yahweh preferred a
tent to 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 Yahweh's 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 Isracl were still moving
about in the time of David (v. 10} in which neither the people nor

" Ishuda, The Royal Dynasties, p. 95,

" McCarter, £ Samuel, p. 197, holds that the positive tone of v. 3 came from
the oldest stramm WO which the negativity of ww. 57 was i||1'|:-e|:;:'~|,!__

% Van Nordheim, FI 27 (1977), pp. 4453 1, finds a confrontation between the
royal ideology of the ancient Near East and the traditions of ancient lsracl; accord-
ing 1o McCarter, If Sarinel, Py 197200, 225-228, the negatve attitude towards
Davids plan to build a temple of vw. 57 came from a prophetic editor who
regarded a temple as unnecessary like the msdmton of monarchy, Kruse, V735
1983), pp. 142-145, maintains that the divine disapproval of David's plan to build
a temple onginated i the Deuteronomistc invention but a negative view against
the instituiton of 14'|'|:|]|||' iz (§ Lad| |-_1-;-|_||-;_-w.--.<--:| here,
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David was given rest yet (v. 11al. And in the third section he pre-
dicts as Yahweh's promise to David that a son of David will buld
a temple (v. 13a). In other words, the expressions of the first sec-
tion are s0 ambiguous that we can hardly understand correctly the
narrator’s intent without the second and the third sections. The char-
acteristic feature ol 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 (1 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 fighungs with
enemies were over as the precondition for the erection of the Temple,
[h{" ]d":'r accentuales ll'l[' Ji:l||'||_ L'Il't'lil?l! (ll-ll('l'll!‘i?!h"l]] .:|.|'|c|. |}'¢1'|.'jf|. i}'.\
Yahweh (8:16 LXX) to defend the legiimacy of the founder of the
dynasty. Both themes originated in Nathan’s prophecy, but from
both the passages disappears a historical recollection of Yahweh's pref-
erence for a tent over a temple in the past. There remaing no ambi-
'_!.ll'li'\\, iII |_|:|_ﬂ' I}ﬂ'lll{'l'l’ﬂl‘||‘|‘|i.‘\l‘ll' I.'_H[‘I‘lllrlil.[illh"" (PI. l]'ll' reason tirt' l}“l‘\-j"l.h
failure to build the Temple. It is to be assumed, 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 MNathan's ]::'rair]u'u'_\' with the irJII'ndlI-:'In'l':.' framework (2 Sam
7:1-7) as follows: First, David judged that his rule became stable
enough to undertake to build a royal temple in his new capital
v. Ih). It was proved later, though obliquely, that he made a ms-
judgement, as wars, rebellions, and domestic troubles reported in
chapters [ollowing after 2 Sam 7 show. Secondly, 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
about with the people of Israel over a temple o dwell in since the
days of the Exodus to the time of David (vv. 5b-7). The implica-
tion of the divine words is that the time is not yet ripe for building

" M. Noth, Eimige I [ Kirige f-16 (BEAT 941), Neukirchen-Viayn, 1968, pp.
ag, 90, 173 1, 18%; E. Wirthwein, Dar Erste Buch der Kinege: Kapitel 1-16 (ATD
1171}, Gotungen, 1977, pp. 52 [, 96 [
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a temple for him because both David and the people of Israel have
not yet been given permanent rest.'® We can find here a common
understanding that the stability of the society was the precondition
for bulding a royal temple.

L. Solomon’s Superionty over Daviel

In the second section of the prophecy (2 Sam 7:8-11a) Yahweh's
merciful works in the past and the future are related: Yahweh called
David to be ndgid, 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 hiblical pas-
sages concerning Solomon in which his kingship is always described
as more legitimate and much greater than David’s. While Yahweh
called Dawvid to be H{E.L_T.l-c.!' from the ]'r;m[ln't:, Solomon was npi'p::inlt_'d
nagid by David, who was the reigning king (1 Kegs 1:35).*" Among
multiple factors contributing to determining the royal succession in
the ancient Near East the reigning king’s designation, together with
the divine election, was most important to prove the legiimacy 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 election to legitimatize his kingship (1 Sam
16:1-13). As to the divine election, too, Solomon was al advantage
over David. While David was chosen by Yahweh when he was keep-
ing the sheep in Bethlehem (16:11-13), Solomon was loved by Yahweh
immediately after he was born (2 Sam 12:24b-25)* This sort of

¥ According to MeCarter, f Samuel, pp. 202-204, 225, 230 L,
that the time was not yet right for David’s plan o build a wemple is found in the
Dewteronomistic layer in v, |b, 9a—1Ila, 13a, and 16,

* Opinion 15 divided on the interpretation of the tense of verbs inow. 9b-1 la.
Some scholars regard it as a past tense, while the other crities insist that the pas-
sages refer o the future promises, for the 51:|||J|-e'|:'|-..|:|||| VATIONS -'|]'|::||i||||-, see Ishida,
The Royal Dynasties, p. 89, n. 41; MceCarter, I7 Semued, pp. 202 £ In a previous study
I found here Yahweh's gudance given 1o David in the past (ilod., p. 89), but T wall
modily my opinton since Nathan’s prophey asserts that a name, a place, and rest
have mwo yel I.-::'-"!'II (1] |.:|.'|x i{{

' For ndgid see above pp. 57
A See Ishida, The Ropal Lymastes, pp. 625, 151-170.
# See below pp. 151 11
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extension of the 'r}l.lit]i[':.' to the PAst wWas COMmimon in the doctrine of
divine election of the king in the ancient Near East. For instance,
Esarhaddon: *. . ... whom Afur, Samai . .. .. have pronounced king
ol Assyria ever since he was a younster” (Nin. A 1:15-6).7 Nabonidus:
..... whom Sin and Ningal desimnated to the kingship in his mother’s
womb” (Nr. 1, I:4-5)** Refer also to the call of Jeremiah the prophet:
“Before I formed you in the womb . . . .. I appointed you a prophet™
(Jer 1:4.%

As to Yahweh's abiding with David and making a great name for
him, Solomon’s superiority is explicitly expressed in the words of
congratulation on Solomon’s accession by Benaiah and David’s serv-
ants: “As Yahweh has been with my lord the king, even so may he
be with Solomon, and make his throne greater than the throne of
my lord the king David” (I Kgs 1:37); “Your God make the name
of Solomon more famous than yours, and make his throne greater
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 Israel with a peaceful settlerment
in a fixed place™ did not become a reality in the days of David. On
the contrary, the Solomon’s reign is generally described as a peace-
ful and prosperous period. For instance, “Judah and Israel were as
many as the sand by the sea; they ate and drank and were happy.
Solomon ruled over all the kingdoms from the Euphrates to the land
of the Philistines and to the border of Egypt; they brought tribute
and served Solomon all the days of his life” {1 Kgs 4:20-5:1); “And
Judah and Israel dwelt in salety, from Dan even to Beer-sheba, every
man under his vine and under his fig tree, all the days of Solomon™
15:3). Mention is to be made, however, that there are also biblical
sources informing us of insurrections and secessional activities under

A R, Borger, fhe Inschrfln Asarhaddons Kinigs von Assymen (ARD Beih, 9), Graz,
19536, pp. 39 L

' 8. Langdon, Die nenbabybnischen Kimigsinschrafien (VAR 4), Leipaig, 1912, pp. 218 [0

4 See Ishida, The .I"f'!_.r.lj." .nr._l‘].'rr:"..'.';'t. PP 19 £ ef. 5.0, Paul, “Deutero-Isaiah and
Cuneiformm Royal Inscriptions”, JAOQ8 88 (1968), pp. 180-186.

See above p. 123

" The term rrdegom (v, 10 i5 sometimes understood in the sense of “cult place,
shrine”, i1.c., the place that Yahweh chose to be worshiped (Dewt 12:5). See
A Gelston, “A Note on 1T Samuel 7,,°, ZAW 84 (1972), pp. 92-94; McCarter,
If Somuel, pp. 202 [0 In is difficult 1o accept the view because of the comtexty, cf.
also 1'."|.'|.';.I:|1-|'||'!,_ .f.l.-'.'rl'.-'.l'-.'.'r-.'l!'!. and e Denteronms .ﬂ'.'.'lnr.l.". P |70 m. 1.




146 CHAFPTER EIGHT

Solomon’s rule (11:14—4)). Therefore, the information that Solomen’s
:'{‘i::_{][ WAaS [:ll,';l.t_'{'!.ll.] without any trouble 15 not to be understood as
a historical report on the real situation. It is similar to the assertion
that Solomon’s kingship was greater than Dawid’s.

Nor is there any information that David was given rest in his life-
time. On the contrary, David was announced from Nathan the
prophet that “the sword shall never depart from your house™ because
of his adultery with Bathsheba and his murder of Uriah, her hus-
band (2 Sam 12:10). In fact, David in the second half of his reign
15 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, 4-22), the national census and the plague
(24:1-25), and a power struggle at the court (1 Kgs 1:5-533). It was
h‘l]]l’][]]i”] '|,'|,|'|_I:P ||_'1_|_'|'\,f'1_! rest 'l"-]|ﬁ(.i| "I.'.;,El'l\.'-'l:'.l'l |:|:![|. ]':l:l'r:||'|'|i..\'|."|:|. (8] l}il"\-i.(].
This assertion is expressed in the most explicit fashion in Solomon’s
words o Hiram king of Tyre: “You know that David my father
could not build a house for the name of Yahweh his God because
of the warlare with which his enemies surrounded him, until Yahweh
put them under the soles of his feet. But now Yahweh my God has
given me rest on every side; there is neither adversary nor musfor-
tune” (5:17-18). As mentioned above, these passages are evidently a
Deuteronomistic expansion of Nathan's prophecy. But 1 find no rea-
son to regard the assertion that the divine promise of rest o David
WS J'u||'1|ivﬁ i|1 ﬂn' li|[w nl' thnl‘mln 45 a menre [JI”Il1l:"l'1'||:1lf:||'l:li.\1'ilf'

Inventon.

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 “temple™ as well as “dynasty”. The first section begins
with Yahweh’s question: “Would you build me a house (bayd) to live

in* (v. 5h). Then the answer marks the beginning of the third sec-
tion: “Yahweh will make you a house (bayif)” {v. 11b). Needless to
say, a “house” in the first section stands for a “temple”, while a
“house” in the third section significs a “dynasty™. A skilful shift of
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 David’s. At the same time, this
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answer phl':.'.u a role of a rubric for 1|'||' lhil'd section. Both the first
and the second sections have a similar formulaic rubric for prophecy,
respectively: “Go and tell my servant David, “Thus says Yahweh™
v. Ja) and “And now thus yvou shall say to my servant David, “Thus
says Yahweh Zebaoth™ (v, Baa). In contrast, the rubric of the third
section reads: “And Yahweh declares to you that Yahweh will make
vou a house™ (v. 11b).* The last rubric stands out by including the
presentation of the main theme of the section. Since the third sec-
ton is the concluding part of the prophecy, it seems necessary for
the narrator to have shown explicitly the aim of the composition.

In the third section, lollowing the general promise of the estab-
lishment of a dynasty {v. 11b), Yahweh tells how to do so precisely:
alter 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. 13h); Yahweh will
have a [ather-son reladonship with him (v. 14) and will keep the
divine favour on him forever (v. 15). At the end Yahweh concludes
these words with the promises about the everlasting establishment of
the Davidic dynasty, his kingdom, and his throne (v. 16). Evidently,
it was again Solomon who enjoyved the fruits of all the divine promises
to David.

In the concluding section the theme ol 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 to 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). It
is clear that this promise is in response to the question: “Would you
build me a house to dwell in?” (v. 5b) in the beginning of the frst
section. Because of the phraseology “for my name (ffmi)", a char-
acteristic expression for the Deuteronomistic “name theology™, v. 13a
|:|i,1:i ]Jl'{'l] ['I_'_L!q'll'l'_il,'d Hil'ﬂ,"' ]if:lll_L'\I il lj('l_l.[i'l"i||‘|l||‘|‘|iﬁ[i."..:l ."'hf!]'rl.ﬂlt'{”‘_'.' [hl:'
phrase “for my name” is Deuteronomistic. It is unlikely, however,
that v. 13a as a whole stemmed from the Deuteronomistic histonan

Since Yahweh is spoken of in the third person, v. 11b s regarded as the oldest
nuclens of the prophecy by Fost, in Das bene Credo, pp. 169 £ O the other hand,
MeCarter, I Samuef, p. 205, finds in it a rubric introdug i.IE;_': the dwvnastic |:I'1I'I'I'Ii:\l:'.

“ For the Deuteronomistic phrascologies of “the house/city which my name is
called upon™, “to make his name dwell there™, “to put his name there”, “that his
name be there™ and “to build a house for the name of Yahweh™, see Weinfeld,
fJ{'.l.'l'r.'l’.lr.lI..'.l!:. el e Dhesits n.-.lr.'..lr.'!'.- Sehoad, Pp- 195, .i'.-!.r:-.
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because of the inseriion of the E]]]]';LHL' “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-
mulaic rubric in the beginning of the second section (v. Baa) also
indicates that the theme of the Jerusalem Temple is never dropped
from the prophecy. As the ark of God which David tranferred to
Jerusalem was called by the name of “Yahweh Zebaoth, who sits
enthroned on the cherubim® (2 Sam 6:2; cf. also 1 Sam 4:4), Yahweh
Zebaoth was the designation of the deity who came from Shiloh to
Jerusalem with the ark, After the ark was placed in the holy of holies
under the wings of the cherubim in the Temple built by Solomon
(1 Kgs 8:6), the designation Yahweh Zebaoth offered the central
concept 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 rubric 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:

a) 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 David’s 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
Jerusalem Temple for Yahweh, God of Israel.

@ Of Metinger, King and Messiak, pp. 151-184. However, he modified the opin-
ion later, The Dethronement of Sabaoth. Studies in the Shem and Kabod Thealogies (CBOTS
18], Lund, 1982, p. 49; see also FE. Kumaki, “The Deuteronomistic Theology of
the Temple—as Crystallized in 2 Sam 7, 1 Kegs 8, AFB 7 (1981), pp. 16-32,

% Gee TN.D. Mettinger, “YHWH SABAOTH—The Heavenly King on the
Cherubim Throne™, in T. Ishida (ed.), SPDS, Tokyo/Winona Lake, 1982, pp.
109—-138; idem, “Yahweh Foehaoth™, in DO LeidensNew York/Kiln, 1995, cols.
17301740,
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b} The narrative of Nathan’s prophecy is a composition to give
an interpretation of the course of history concerning 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
5 to give an explanation of the circumstances under which the
Davidic dynasty was established under the divine grace linking with
the builing plan of the Jerusalem Temple, by employing the double
meanings of the term bayit: “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.

d) In the introductory framework (2 Sam 7:1-3) the theme “to
build a temple (bayif)” is intorduced by David’s 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
nto the assertion that there was no “temple (bayif)” among the people
of Israel since the Exodus to the tme of David when they moved
about, In the second section (wv. 8-11a) Yahweh’s merciful acts on
David culminates in the divine promise of rest to David, although
it is fulfilled in the time of a son of David. In the third section
wv. 11b-16) Yahweh gives a promise to establish a “dynasy (bay)”
with a son of David who will build a “temple (bayf)"”.

¢} 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-
naton, 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 David’s plan to build the Jerusalem Tem-
ple. David failed but Solomon carried it inte execution. It was the
crown of Solomon’s achievements in a matter which Dawvid had left
unfinished.

f) The purpose of the narrative of Nathan's prophecy is to confirm
the legitimacy of Solomon’s kingship by Yahweh’s promise 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 legiomacy of
Solomon’s succession to the Davidic throne by his royal lineage as
well as the divine election 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.
[t was the moment that, according to David's judgement, alter
finishing all the fightings with his enemies his kingship was estab-
lished firm enough to begin to build a royal temple in the new cap-
ital but, in reality, from the moment on David would have to struggle
with wars, rebellions, and domestc troubles until the end of his hfe.
At this juncture, the historiographer suggests by the narrative of
MNathan's prophecy that David will be given rest and his kingship
will be firmly established when one of his sons will succeed to the
Davidic throne. The identity of the son of David is evident but his
real name, Solomon, 15 concealed unal his birth. By treating care-
fully in this way with the theme of the Solomonic legitimation the
historiographer succeeded in enhancing the credibility of the Succes-
sion Narrative,
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THE EPISODE OF SOLOMON'S BIRTH#*

. A Terse Reporl

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
tells about David’s adultery with Bathsheba (11:2-27a), Yahweh's
| condemnation of the affair through Nathan the prophet (11:27h
12:15a), and the death of the frst child whom Bathsheba bore to
David (12:15b-23), while the account of the Ammonite war (11:1;
[2:26-31) serves the framework in which the David-Bathsheba story
has been incorporated.’
The episode of Solomon’s birth is so terse in contrast to the dra-
| matic detailed narrative about the Ammonite war and the Bathsheba
aftair (2 Sam 11-12) that 1ts importance may possibly escape the
reader’s notice. Indeed, the significance of the episode is hidden here
until being revealed in the story of the court intrigue in 1 Kgs 1,
in which Solomon appears as the legitimate successor to David. The
implication of the episode is hardly understood properly unless we
[ assume a literary complex which includes in it the episode 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 role
of Nathan the prophet in the episode in view of the large context
of a literary complex called the Succession Narrative.

* This esay is a revised version of the study which appeared in New Eastem
Stutes. Dedicated to LM, Pringe Tokafute Mikasa on the Cheasion af FHis -H:'-"-"'!'I'-f.JJ'r'I".'
Birthday (Bulletin of the Middle Eastern Culture Center in Japan 5), Wieshaden,
| 1991, pp. 133-138.
| ' The account of the Ammonite war in 2 Sam 11-12 is the continuation of the
stonies of the Ammoniie-Aramacan wars i 8:3-8, 1119, Tt is not the purpose
of the present study to make clear the literary structure of the whole stories of the
Ammonite-Aramacan wars and the David-Bathsheba story. For vanous opinions on
the .-I.!II.I.I:.':‘\i}- ol these passages soe P.K. McCarter, [T Samuel, A Nav Translation weth
Iniroduction, Notes and Commentary (AR 9), Garden Ciry, N.Y., 1984, pp. 275 £, 2835
305 I
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Nathan the prophet appears exclusively in the following three sec-
tions in 2 Samuel and | Kgs 1-2, viz., a) the narrative of Nathan's
prophecy about the establishment of the dynasty of David (2 Sam
7:1-17; ¢f. 1 Chr 17:1-15), b) the David-Bathsheba story (2 Sam
11:1-12:25), and ¢) the story of the court intrigue (I Kgs 1). Con-
spicuously, references to Solomon in 2 Samuel and 1 Kgs 1-2 are
also confined to the same three sections, except for his name in the
list of David's sons born in Jerusalem (2 Sam 3 14). Needless to say,
the reference to Solomon is implicitly made in Nathan's prophecy
which was given to David before Solomon’s birth, ie., “your son
who shall come forth from your body” (7:12); “fe shall build a house
for my name” (7:13a); or “I will establish the throne of his kingdom
for ever™ (7:13b). In 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 (-2
where David, Solomon, and Nathan are together playing the lead-
ing roles. In view of this, it seems difficult to exclude anyone of
them from the same literary complex. In other words, 1t 15 legin-
mate to assume that they are closely related to each other.

2. A Comparison with the Narrative of Nathan’s Prophecy

To make clear their relations among cach other, we will first make
a comparative examination of the narrative of Nathan's prophecy
and the David-Bathsheba story. Both the prophecy and the story
hegin with a report on David’s stay in the palace in Jerusalem: “when
the king dwelt (y@sad) in his houwse™ (2 Sam 7:1a) in the prophecy
and “David remained (yis#) 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 enemies™ (7:1b), it is told in the
story that David sent Joab with the army against the Ammonites
(11:1a). The difference in the situations leads to different develop-
ments. While in the prophecy David made a plan to build a temple
for Yahweh in Jerusalem (7:2), in the story he was involved in the
Bathsheba affair (11:2-27a). They are evidently different episodes in

' Nathan does not appear in 1| Kgs 2 in which the testament of David and
Salomon’s purge of his enemies are told, However, this I.'IE.IE'I|I.'| is to be regarded
as the rli.ll'l'l continuation of the :'ll'v:'l'i'l’lil'lj,_[ I|IZ'||!III'!', see above - 132 If.
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the character. However, they are common in causing Yahweh’s neg-
ative response. In the story it is frankly related: “The thing that
David had done displeased Yahweh” (11:27h). In the prophecy, how-
ever, Yahweh’s response to David’s plan is obliquely expressed:
“Would you build me a house to dwell in? (7:5b), because of the
delicate sitwation. In any case, David had to postpone his plan to
build a temple.

In both the narrative of Nathan's prophecy and the David-Bathsheba
story, after Yahweh’s response was revealed, the [ollowing three sub-
jeets 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 wvirtually identical both in the prophecy and the
story. Thus it is told in the former that Yahweh chose David as
ndgid over Israel and destroyed David’s enemies (7:8b—9a). Similarly,
it is related in the latter that Yahweh ancinted David king owver
Israel and delivered him out of Saul’s hand (12:7b—8a).

Undoubtedly, the third subject is most important. In the proph-
ccy, alter 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 David’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.e., the
everlasting curse of sword, the dispossession of David’s harem by his
neighbour, and the death of the first child whom Bathsheba bore
to David (12:10-14).

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 episode of
Solomon’s birth in this structure? Whether is it a mere appendix or
an important cpilogue? To answer the question it is to make clear
the implication of the prophecy.!

' For the sitwation sec above pp. 140 L
' For the detailed .'|r'|:I|‘_.':=i:{ of Nathan's ]'l:'l.||:l|||'|:1_. in the Suceession Narmative see
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 latter. Howewver,
the perusal of the texts will show us another picture. As mentioned
ahove, 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 David 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
Yahweh's promise of the dynasty in a general way: “Yahweh will
make you a house (= dynasty)” (7:11b), Yahweh's concern is con-
centrated exclusively on a son of David (= Solomon): “I will estab-
lish his kingdom™ (7:12b); “I will establish the throne of /s kingdom
for ever” (v. 13b); “I will be his father, and /e shall be my son..."”
{wv. 14-15). At the end of the prophecy, as the result of the estab-
lishment of the throne of A i.e., Solomon’s kingdom, David is finally
told that “your house, your kingdom . . . and your throne shall be estab-
lished for ever” (v. 16). The real recipient of the dynastic promise
is not David but Solomon.

As to the building of the temple, the situation is more obwvious.
Yahweh accepted the plan of David with a condition which David
could not achieve 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
prophecy (7:9b—11a) are also Solomonic in the implication, i.c., the
great name of David is prerequisite to Solomon’s name which should
become superior to that of David (1 Kgs 1:37, 47), while biblical
sources tell us that it was Solomon who achieved the peaceful diwelling
for Ferael (4:20-5:3) and enjoyed the rest from the enemtes which David
did not have during his lifetime (5:17-18). It has thus become clear
that it is Solomon who really received Yahweh'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 wath
the death of the first child whom Bathsheba bore to David. We
should find here a contrast between Yahweh's displeasure toward
David which culminated in the death of the child and the divine
hlessing given to Solomon. Accordingly, the episode of Solomon’s
birth (2 Sam 12:24-25) is to be regarded not as a mere appendix
to the David-Bathsheba story but as its climax, though it is in appear-
ance a modest epilogue.
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3. Jedidiah a Moyal Fpreihel

Before dealing with the episode itself, the implication of the death
of the first child is to be examined. When David confessed his guilt,
Nathan told him: *Yahweh has transferred (hefebiv® your sin; you
shall not die” (2 Sam 12:13b). The words imply that David’s child
will die 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 sell-humiliation during the child’s illness. When hear-
ing his death, however, David stopped the imploration, worshipped
Yahweh, and returned to the normal life (12:15b-20). He made fast-
ing and self-humiliation not for mourning the dead but for implor-
ing divine forgiveness. The death of the child was understood 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 conceived Solomon by a legiti-
mate intercourse with David, in contrast to the ill-fated child conceived
by an illicit one.” David called the second child Solomon (v. 24h),
The explanation of the name Solomon (Flamdh) is given in | Chr
22:0 that Yahweh “will give peace (filom) and quiet to Israel in his
days”. However, scholars explain the significance of the name as a
“replacement” (from dillem: make compensation) for a lost sibling.”
The name would show that David wished the newborn child to be
a comfort to himself and Bathsheba in place of the first child (cf.
2 Sam 12:24a). In that case, the name Solomon suggests that David
was convinced of Yahweh's forgiveness for his relation with Bathsheba,
Indeed, as to Solomon whom Bathsheba bore to David afier the
death of their first child, the episode explicitly tells: “Yahweh loved
him (= Solomon)” (12:24bf). At this juncture, Nathan the prophet
returned to the scene and gave Solomon another name called “Jedi-
diah (Beloved one of Yahweh) ba‘abir yheeit (by the grace of Yahweh)”
v. 251.% There is no doubt that Solomon was born under Yahweh's
blessing.

' For the interpretation of the word sce MoCarter, I Samuel, p. 301,
" Cf. C. Schifer-Lichtenberger, Foma wnd Safomo. Fine Studie 2 Autoribeit swnd Legntimitat
des N i i Alten Testament (VT5up 58), Leiden/New York/Kaln, 1995, p. 230.
Bee ] Stamm, “Der Name des H|>||i_u\ Salomo™, f.; 16 (1960, Pp- 285-297:
G. Gerleman, “Dhe Wurzel fn®, JAW 85 (1973), pp. 1-14.
" For the translation ol ba‘abd _'|-'|'<'!'."|' on the basis of ¥y DN in the ['L;n';l,l,u,']:u'
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Still it is striking that Solomon’s figure never comes to the fore
in the David-Bathsheba story. As his birth story it seems anomalous.
It is 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
among the people, because of the irregular situation in which Bathsheba
had become one of David’s wives. Especially, Solomon must have
been severely cnticized as Bathsheba’s child by the supporters of
Adonijah, Solomon’s elder brother and the contender of the throne.
It is likely, therefore, that the David-Bathsheba story was composed
to dispel all the doubts about the legitimacy of Solomon’s birth.
Evidently, 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 to the general pattern of the Sol-
omonic legitimation, in which David is deseribed as a disqualified king
in a sharp contrast to Solomon as the legitimate successor to the
Davidic throne.”

In the light of the above understanding of the situation, the impli-
cation of Solomon’s second name Jedidiah (Beloved one of Yahweh)
(7 Sam 12:25) can he elucidated. First of all, it is undemable to feel
an abrupt change in the introductory remark: “Yahweh loved him
= Solomon)” (12:24bp). Then, we are not told exactly when Salomon
received the seccond name. Moreover, no biblical source mentions
Jedidiah as Solomon’s second 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 migir ilani (Beloved one of gods), one of the royal epithets
in ancient Mesopotamia.' If' the name Jedidiah should be regarded
not as a personal name but as a sort of royal epithet, we may con-
clude that the episode of Solomon’s second name Jedidiah was pro-
duced as the indispensable epilogue of the David-Bathsheba story.

i1'|_\|.'1':_|||i.|:|1'|:1' KA M6 ATE 6, 11-12: 1010 11 H'l.'_l.ﬁ.:.].. Gibson, Textbook of _|!'|_|-”H|
Semitic fnseriptions 11z Phoenician Insenptions, Oxford, 1982, p. 57, ]. Holujzer and
k. _inuq’r“:l'lj_f. DINWET IT, - Lk

" Ser above pp. 121 . CI. also J.A. Soggin, A History of firael. From the Beginmngs
ta the Bar Koehba Revolt, AD. 135, London, 1984, - 43

I See M.-]. Sew, Epithites royales abbadianes o swnérimne, Pans, 1967, pp. 162-168,

CAD M/2, pp. 48 L
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b, Sumimean

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-
ogmzed 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 Yahweh
indicates,

f) The David-Bathsheba story and the narrative of Nathan’s proph-
ecy served as theological preparations for the legitimation of Solomon
who succeeded to the Davidic throne through the court intrigue
related in 1 Kgs 1.

g) Nathan the prophet not only played the role of the leader of
Solomon’s supporters but also acted as the ideologue of the Solomonic
legitimation.




CHAFTER TEN

THE STORY OF ABNER'S MURDER#*

1. Dawid’s Exoneratton

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 Israel in the days of David that he had seized the
throne of Israel by maneuvering to eliminate the royal antagonists one
after 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 Israel before David's accession to the throne.! David’s inno-
cence in the matter was the prime condition for legitimate transfer
of the kingship of Israel from the house of Saul to David (5:1-3}.

Apparently, we can find in the accounts concerning the deaths of
Saul. Abner, and Ishbaal common efforts to exonerate David from
suspicions of his complicity in the violent deaths of these Saulides.
It 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 8. Abituv and
B.A. Levine jeds), Avraham Malomat Volume Fretz-Isracl. Archaeolomeal, Flistorical
and Geographical Studies 24), ]lrh';nlnm 1993, pp. 109113

The story of the execution of seven Saulides by the Gibeonites (2 Sam 21:1-14
also tells how David secured his _.L||'||_.-..|1||:. of Istacl at the expense of the house of
Saul. However, we shall not deal with it in the present study, since this incident 15
different from the deaths of Saul, Abner, and Ishbaal as far as David’s involvernent
is concerned. While David did not conceal his cons
seven Saulides, he tricd to prove his innocence in all the deaths of the last three
Saulides.

' For the argument that the constitional as well as the dynastic continuity can
he found in the ransfer of the kingship from Saul to David see T, Ishida, The Ropal
Dyyuasties i Ancient Israel, A Study on the Farmation amd Develogarent of Royal-Lhnastie Ieeolngy
BZAW 149% Berlin/New York, 1977, pp. 7476,

et with the execution of the
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History of David’s Rise.” However, the perusal of the texts will show
that the story of Abner’s murder (2:12-3:1; 3:6-39) can hardly be
regarded as an apology for David as in the other two cases,

In the present study, I shall first re-examine the Davidic apology
in the accounts concerning the deaths of Saul and Ishbaal. Then I
shall proceed to show how the leading actors are portrayed in the
story of Abner’s murder. Finally, I shall make it clear what the nar-
rator i5 intent on telling in the last story.

2. The Deaths of Saul and Isfibaal

An alibi is carefully established for David in the narratives concern-
ing Saul’s final defeat. It is told in detail how David did not join the
last campaign of the Philistines against Saul {1 Sam 29). It is also
told that Saul was killed in the battle on Mount Gilboa, while David
was fighting against the Amalekites in the south (1 Sam 30}, Morcover,
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 battle on Mount
Gilboa where Saul was killed.

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 was executed by
David on the charge that he killed Yahweh's ancinted (1:14-16).

After Ishbaal lost power as the result of the death of Abner, his
protector (4:1), two Beerothites assassinated Ishbaal and brought his
head to David in Hebron (4:5-8). Again against their expectations,
David promptly had them executed on the charge that they had
killed a “righteous man” (4:11-12ac),' and made their mutilated

' B, JH. Gronbaeck, Ihe Ceschichie vom Awfitteg Dasnds (1 8am 152 8am. 5). Tradition
s f..-.r.'.lf-rj-l.'.'-.-:.'_ Copenhagen, 1971, PP 186201, 234-246: T.N.I). Mettinger, .ﬁ.!-.'i.;;'
and Messiah, The Choil and Sacral Legitimation of the Diraclite Kings (CBOTS 8), Lund,
14976, PP 39 f..; E.W. Whitelam, The Ij"l.'.n' ﬂT.r.'.:;.' .1.f"lr.'r.'.'-"n'.'.'.n'rh'-”-.l'r.'r.".lu'r..'.'u" .|r1."."|-‘.'lr.-:'|. 1t Arcten
Israel [ JSOTSup 12}, Sheffield, 1979, pp. 100-112; P.K. McCarter, ff Samuel. A
New Translation wweath  Tntroduction, Notes and Commrentary (AR 9), Garden Cine, N.Y.,
1984, pp. 64 T, 120-124, 129, ' '

' Unhke Saul, Ishbaal 15 never called *Yahweh's anointed”, It reflects David's
claimn that the legiimate suceessor o Saul was not Ishbaal but David, see Ishida,
The .I"f.'_J',-n" Ihnaities, pp- 12 I,
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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
for David to receive the kingship of Israel offered by the elders of
[srael (5:1-3). Undoubtedly, David was the sole beneficiary in both
cases. David’s reference to the execution 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
legitimacy to the public.

It is worth noting, however, that there is also a delicate diflerence
between the two cases. The execution of the Beerothites implied that
Ishbhaal’s assassination was not committed at Dawd’s instigation. As to
Saul’s death, however, there was no necessity for David for setting
up an alibi in addition to the one mentioned above. David tried to
demaonstrate in the punishment of the Amalekite that he was loyal to
Saul in paying reverence for the inviolability of Yahweh's anointed.
The gesture of loyalty culminated in his composition of an elegy for
Saul and Jonathan (1:17-27),

The above clearly indicates that David’s portrait is painted in the
same bright colours in all the narratives concerning the deaths of
Saul and Ishbaal. In this portrait, David is an impeccable 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-
nation; moreover, he put the Amalekite to death on the grounds of
the latter’s own confession 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 duties as a just
king, but also exercised his nght of the gi’d on behalf of the house
of Saul:® as a result, without coveting the kingship of Israel, he
became king of Israel as the legitimate successor to Saul by Yahweh's
election, as well as with the approval of the people of Israel.

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.);

" Ihid., pp. 73 L
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moreover, David spared Saul’s life twice, even when the later had
fallen into his hands, because of his reverence for Saul as Yahweh's
anointed (24:4-8; 26:6-12) indeed, Yahweh chose David as the
future king already during Saul's reign (16:6-13). It is clear that the
same Davidic apology is found in the narratives concerning the deaths
of Saul and Ishbaal.®

3. Abners Murde

After Saul’s death, his kingdom was divided between David in Hebron
and Ishbaal in Mahanaim (2 Sam 2:1-4, 8-9)," and as a result, a
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
a chain of events.

'I‘Elt' :1'1:]!':..' ﬂf .-“]t'lﬂ"ﬁ t'|'|i]1'u:]rt' i‘tll‘lhi.ﬂ.‘i ol Wi |}}I,|'|,.'i.: lhv Acoount ul_'
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 Abner and the sons
of Zeruiah,” the second beging with David’s successful dealings with
Abner and Ishbaal h-:.' his 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 Israel would be peacefully transferred from the house
of Saul o David (vv. 6-21a). However, David’s initdal success was

For the judicial structure of the two narratives in 2 Sam 1:1-16 and 4:5—12
and their function in the History of Davids Rise see C. Mabee, “David’s Judicial
Exoneration”™, JAW 92 (1980), pp. 89-107; Whitelam, The Just Kug, pp. 100-103,
110-112.

" It is likely that the errtories described as Ishbaal’s kngdom in 2 Sam 2:9 were
acinally those of Saul’s kingdom, see Y. Aharoni, The Land of the Bible. A Hictorical
f-e'--_zj'rl_.':lnl:'], London, 1966, PP 255-257. It 15 assumed that the heartland of Sauls
kingdom in the hilleountry was under Philistine occupation at that tme {of. 1 Sam
310,

According to | Chr 216 Zeruiah was David’s sister, and Joab was her second
son between Abishai and Asahel. Abishai was commander of the Thirty of David's
army (2 Sam 23:18-19) and played an important role in David’s military operations
since the days of his wanderings in the wilderness (1 Sam. 26:6-10; 2 Sam 10:9-14;
18:2; 20:6-10; 21:15-17). In these pen
either as his brother or as his senior. Disappearing from the scene after Sheba's
revolt, Abishar is absent from the namatives of the court intngue and Solomon's
consolidation of the kingdom in 1 Kgs 1-2. It is clear that Joab is regarded as a
I'l.']]]'q'.\'l.'[:|1.llll';'1' of the “sons of Zeruiah™ in 1!11_':1.:' r|:1r|.,|ri1.'|'\.

."I':'.‘h., II.Il‘u‘u CVET, "III'{II_I i'\i .gl,l\‘u".gl,:\u"‘ |||E'||_|,i|||'|l'l:|
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torpedoed by Joab who, together with his brother Abisha, had been
secking revenge for the blood of their brother Asahel, killed by Abner
in battle (vv. 21b—27). Learning of Abner’s murder, David was upset;
he promptly 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 (vv. 28-33).

In addition to the detailed description of David’s reactions to
Abner's murder, the narrator takes much pains to prove David’s
innocence in the matter. It is stated twice that Joab killed Abner to
revenge the death of Asahel (w. 27, 30). It is explicitly told three
times that David sent Abner away “in peace” (vv. 21-23). Moreover,
after telling about Joab's trap for Abner, a superfluous note is added:
“But David did not know (about it)” (v. 26). Finally, it is told that
David succeeded in convincing all the people including “all Israel”
under Ishbaal’s rule that Abner’s murder had not been committed
at David’s instigation (v. 37). We can hardly find such an insistent
apology for David in any other narrative in 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 ol the
sons of Zeruiah. Indeed, Abner’s death was a great loss to David at
this stage, since he wanted to gain support from the people of Israel
by means of the pact which he had made with Abner (vv. 12-13;
cl. v. 21).

Accordingly, it is extremely difficult to find in the story of Abner's
murder the same Davidic apology running through the History of
David’s Rise, which gives explanations for David’s royal legiimacy
against Saul and his sons. To begin with, however, Abner ben Ner
was not in the line to succession to Saul's throne, though he was Saul's
cousin (1 Sam 14:530; cf. 1 Chr 9:36)."" There is no evidence that David
regarded Abner as a contender for the throne of Israel. David had
no reason to defend his legiimacy 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, Moreover, David could not bring Joab, the murderer, to

* G McCarter, fI Samuel, p. 121,
0 According o | Chr 8:33 and 9:39, Ner was Saul's grandfather. Consequently,
Abner was Saul’s uncle (cf. 1 Sam 1501 !EI- However, Saul’s grandfather was called

i
Abiel in 1 Sam 91, The wradition that identfies Ner as Saul’s grandfather seems
confused. Cf PK. McCaner, J Sl A New Transhotion with Introduction, Notes el
Cammeniary AB B, Carden {II'; N.Y., 1980, p- 2a6
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justice as in the cases of the Amalekite, who allegedly killed Saul,
and the assassins of Ishbaal. In other words, David failed to carry
out his judicial responsibilities in the crime. Instead, he just com-
plained: “I am this day weak, though ancinted king, and these men,
the sons of Zermiah, are harder than I 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 to
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 willan
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 *lsrael” (vv. 17, 28), while David kept in the background.
The situation reminds us of Absalom’s rebellion, in which Joab, who
was in command of David’s servants, defeated Israel, while David
stayed hehind (18:1-17). In both battlefields, the one who ruthlessly
beat Israel was Joab, while David did not fight against Israel directly.
It is suggested that the real enemy of Israel was not David but Joab.™

t'l'l-f:l'lt] ll]l_" 1"!}i_:{13||;:|1_" |I| "-'l.t'lii_l'[ ,"ﬁq,]:l“.{'l' Wils |f||||:1:‘|.|'|1 [0 k.ll” ‘Il\'zlhll'] 1“.
battle (2:18-23), we can learn that Asahel was killed by his own
fault. In addition, it is clear that the right of blood-vengeance should
not be extended to killing in bawle."”* Therefore, the episode tells
that Joab's revenge for Asahel’s hlood was carried out from unjusofied
resentment.

[t should be mentioned that the story of Abner's murder is very
similar in many respects to the account of Amasa's assassination
(20:6-13). Both killings were committed by Joab with premeditation.
From the circumstances it is assumed that the second murder had
its source in Joab's resentment, after David had given his position
as commander of the army to Amasa (19:14). Although it is explic-
itly told that the first murder was caused by blood-vengeance, it 1s
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 positive attitude towards Diavid see the
studics mentioned above in n. 3.

' The Davidic apology originated in efforts 10 convince the northern inbes of
Israel that the house of David legitimately suceeeded 1o the kingship of Saul over
I\l.l.l:'l. e [:\l'ai:d.-L. The ||?-':l'.'|'|I .II?'I.'?H'\-.'M'.I. - 108,

¥ DPavid accuses Joab of “avenging in tme of peace blood which had been shed
in war” (I Kgs 2:3), cf. Whitelam, The Just King, 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 hst 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 Amasa 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 to justice. At the same time, Joab is
described as a viclent soldier who had his own way in every deci-
sion, in defiance of the king’s will. Then, what is the narrator intent
on teling in this story? This can be c¢lucidated only from the later
development in the relations between David and Joab.

4. The Besinning of the Successton Narrative

Both the murders of Abner and Amasa are referred to in the Tes-
tament of David (1 Kgs 2:3)" and Solomon’s injunction upon Benaiah
to execute 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

" Tt 15 worth noting that David is placed before the first list of his high officials
as king who “reigned over all Israel and adommistered justice and equity 1o all his
people” (2 5am 8:15). In contrast, no menton s made of David in connection with
the second list (20:23-26). David’s absence SLEEeSLs that the .-n'.-__."n:.ln."r.l ruler was then
_Jll.:h,_ uE:u I'.L'lll'i.l'l.l at I]'ll:' I!l:lp |.||' 1]1:' Ii.h[. o o .-!'!'ll':-\'l' |:||'|._ |'_":'!- 1..

" For The Testament of David in 1 Kgs 2:1-9 see above p. 132, n. 81.

2 Sam 32829 and 1 Kegs 2:31-33 are sometimes regarcded as Deuteronomistic
insertions o link these two parts of the larger ’Ii‘\-'}()]'\}_ e.g., T ‘l.'-:'i:iuli:. Ihe |'u'1;-5;.-
Dynastte, Dvavid wnd die FEnistehung sener Dywagtie nack der desteronomistischen Darstellung,
Hebinki, 1975, pp. 30 [; McCarter, ff Samuef, pp. 117 £ In my opinion, however,
these pericopes accord well with the Solomonic apology.
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of Abner's murder has a point of view common to the Succession
Narrative.

As 1 have suggested in a previous chapter, we can find in the
Succession Narrative a charge against Joab, who conducted himsell
violently by exploiting David’s incompetence as king.'” It follows log-
ically from this charge that Joab should be eliminated in order to
establish a just rule of the house of David in the kingdom. This is
an arpument of the Solomonic apology for justifving the execution
of Joab who took sides with Adonijah, Solomon’s contender for the
Davidic throne.™

We can conclude that the story of Abner's murder, in which Joab
appears for the first time on the scene, is composed as the beginning
of the Succession Narrative,”™ the aim of which is to defend the legi-
imacy of Solomon against the old regime whose nominal ruler was
the aging David and whose strongman was Joab. Accordingly, it 1s
one of the important themes of the Succession Narrative to justify
Joab's execution as the victorious climax in Solomon’s struggle for
the Davidic throne. From this point of view, an imclusio for the Suc-
cession Narrative is recognized between the story of Abner’s murder
by Joab at the beginning, and the episode of Joaly's execution by
Solomon at the end. Thus we find in David’s concluding words in
the story of Abner’s murder: “I am this day weak, though ancinted
king, and these men, the sons of Zeruiah, are harder than I am”
(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 execution.

7 See above pp. 124 [, 132 i

i According to LM, Muntingh, “The Raole of Joab in the Succession Narrative”,
in W.C. van Wyk (ed.), Studies in the Succession Narative, Pretoria, 1986, p. 213, Joab
was made the sacnfice of David’s indecision whoe had become old and semle. On
the other hand, JW. Wessclius, “Joab’s Death and the Central Theme of the
Succestion Narrative (2 Samuel ix 1-1 Kings i), FT 40 (1990), pp. 344-346, con-
tends that the real reason for Joal’s execcution was Bathsheba'’s revenge on the mur-
derer of her first husband. It seems that neither Muntingh nor Wesselius succeed
in explaining the nature of the criticism against David running through the Suce RS0
Marrative

W DM, Gunn, The '\'.'uj_ﬁ af Koy Lrend, Crervre ane .IrJrl'.".'_f:liff'n'.-.'."."-.'i IIHf HIHII]I G, ShelTiedd,
1978, pp. 65-84, has suggested that the beginning of the story in 2 Sam 9-20 +
| Kgs 1-2 is found in 2 Sam 2-4 (2:8 or 2:12 to 12, 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*

I. The Solomonic Legitimation

In the foregoing chapters I have suggested that the Succession Nar-
rative (2 Sam 2-20 + | K_g.\ 1—2) was 1'urn|,‘|||m'r|| as a ]‘Ji,l:l,u]‘ir::g'r';L])}n.'
aiming at the defence of Solomon against the old regime of David.'
From this point of view, the Succession Narrative can be summar-
ized in the following fashion: a) Solomon, one of the younger sons
of David, gained his designation as David’s 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 abnor-
mal circumstances; ¢ the regime which Solomon challenged was
supported by the adminisiration whose nominal ruler was the aging
David and whose strong-man was the commander-in-chief Joab; d
the {1'."1'('1'j'|'.|1i.l.:l'||. of David’s h|'||r|'1c't|:|‘llii|:.=_{.~: in the narrative reflects the
poliical standpoint of Solomon’s histonographer; ¢) Solomon’s purge
of his opponents is regarded by his historiographer as an initial
achievement of his monarch in a mater 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,
Le., 1 Kgs 1-2, is an apologetic composition from the early days
of Solomon, aiming at legiimatzing not only his irregular succes-
ston but also his execution of his brother, high officials of the old
regime and a leader of the Saulides. 1 shall attempt to explain the
substance of the Solomonic legitimation by analysing the pertinent
biblical texts and by referring to relevant extra-biblical material. The
latter may provide us with a much needed analogy for the narra-
uve of Solomon’s succession and the events it relates.

* This CARAY 15 a revised version of the .-\.r||-:|'\.\. which <:|F1|:||:'i'.:|'4,'. in J A, Emerton
ed.), Congrers Folume, Salamanca 1983 (VTSup 36), Leiden, 1985, pp. 145-153.
' Bee above pp. 102 i1
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[ 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 congratulation 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
throne greater than your throne™.” The implication of the words is
twolold: 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 hiblical radidons regards Solomon as inferior to David
in every respect.'

2. A Comparison between the Early Monarchies of Sam’al ane Israel

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 are looking for comes from the inscription of
Kilamuwa, king of y'dy-Sam’al, an Aramaean king in North Syria
in the latter half of the ninth cenwry B.C.* Both archaeological and
epigraphical evidence shows that Kilamuwa reigned about a century

OF 1. Ishada, The .I"l’.:u'n'n" J'.E':..'ir.'.!'ra'-. in Ancent Tsrael, A H'.".lur.!", on Hhe Fonnation aad
Deve ot of Roval-Dynastic ldeology (BZAW 142), Berlin/New York, 1977, pp. 105 [
see above pp. 123, 154.

For the second ir||]}|i| ation, CONpare the following ext of Esarhaddon, kng of
Assyria: " dASur . .. eli fordni ... forral wieredee wferbd zikn sumga. When AdSur
made my roval power more famous and my fame greater than {that of all) kings”,
B. Borger, Dhe fnschriflen Asarbaddons Kinigs von Asgmen (AFQ Beih, 9, Graz, 1930,
p. 98, line 32; cf. CAD Z, p. 116a

' Eg. “And his heart was not wholly rue 1o Yahweh his God, as was the heart
of David his father” (1 Kes 11:4): “So0 solomon did what was evil in the sight of
Yahweh , and did not wholly follow Yahweh, as David his father had done™ (1 1:6).
For the hiblical traditions abowt David's lovaly w Yahweh in contrast to Solomon's
apostasy sec G.N. Knoppers, Tuwo Nations wnder God. The Dewteronmmisin History of
Soforon and the Dual Monarchies 11 The Reign of Solomon and the Rise of Feroboam (HSM
57 Adlanta, 1993, PP 135 i G, Schifer-Lu |||_{|||;u;'|<_l\|'|.,_;l'.-.-\..'ar.' wrd Naforme. Fine Sudre
ru Autortiit und Legtitnitiit des Nachfolgers tm Alen Teitament VT 5up 58), Leiden/New
York/Kiln, 1995, pp. 341 I,

' KAF 24; F. Rosenthal, “Canaanite and Aramaic Inseriptions”, in AVET, Princeton,
| DGO pp- G54 [ ] AL, Gibson, Texibook af .':fu-.'u.' Semili |r.l|-.|'."|'l|':!'£'r.-r!.- 111: Phoerrcurn
aves, Ohxlord, 1982, no. 13,
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after the inception of the Aramaean 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™ bmh, but he did nothing. And there was my
father Hayya, but he did nothing. And there was my* brother 1,
but he did nothing. But I am Kilamuwa, the son of tm-." What 1
have done my predecessors'™ did not do” (lines 1-5).

We have here the names of five successive rulers of Sam’al 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 it, it does not necessarily imply that Hayya

F. von Luschan et al, Awsgrabungen i Sendscherlt [-1V (Konigliche Museen zu
Berlin: Mineilungen aus den orentalischen Sammlungen XI-XIV), Bedin, 1893-1911;
B. Landsherger, Sam’al. Stuffen sur Entdeckung der Ruwinenseitte Karalepe, Ankara, 1948,
p. 37; D. Ussishkin, ““Der alic Bau® in Zincidi™, SASOR 189 (1968), pp. 50-53:
N. Na'aman, “TRED", in Engelopasdia Biblica VI, Jerusalem, 1982, cols. 308-316
Hehrew!),

" The implication of the verb &n here is obwiously mil, “he became king” or “he
ruled”. M. ("Connor suggests that the term & here functions as a marker of a
verb phrases deletion ransformation, “The rhetoric of the Kilamuwa inseription”,
BASOR 226 (1977), p. 20; ¢f. also C.-F. Jean and ]. Holtijeer, IS0, p. 117;
J. Hofiipzer and K. _I-:ll'l:.;r'lnm_ DNVWST I, - {03 I

! There is no possibility of rendering 4 here by “his brother”, making %
Kilamuwa's uncle, from the orthographical as well as morphelogical point of view,
against W, Rallig, KAL L, p. 32; T. Collins, “The Kilamuwa Inseription—A Phoeni-
cian Poemn™, WO 6 (1970/71), p. 184 It must be read as b, “my brother”, see
F.&, Cross and DN, Freedman, f'.'.'.u':ﬁ Hebrer I"Jr.l'.'.'.'l,qn.'lf.'."!"|_ A 5'.1.-;.-!'1 af the ,f-_;fl,l:,,_._lr.._ﬂr,'(
Eridemce (AOS 36), New Haven, 1932, p. 16; O'Connor, BASOR 226 (1977), p. 20;
Gibson, Teetbosk I11, p. 36; cf. DNWSS L, p. 28,

* A letter is mussing afier fm. | am skeptical about the reading im, “perfeeiion”,
i!f.""ql.il'l‘ﬂ Collins, WO 6 (1970471 » PP- | |',; |,‘|l||:1'h'|‘}l'|‘_|_l:1'|'. Sarm’al P 45 n, 1™
p- 56, n. 139, has suggested a possibility that “Bardumm™ may be regarded as the
Aramaic translation of the Anatolian name Kilamuwa; of. DNWS! 1, p. 1219, For
my interpretation see below p. 170

" There is a difficulty with the sccond # of bltmphe. Stll, the rendering “my pre-
decessors”™ 15 most suitable for the context, see Cross and Freedman, _.I",'.q,r.g'r Hebraw
Orthegraphy, pp. 16 [; O'Connor, BASOR 226 (1977, pp. 20 I, The rendering “their
predecessors”, making the reference to the kings preceding w0 Gabbar, is untenable,
.|.|{:|i||\[ Gibson, Tectbook 11, P- 36 of, DNVWST I, P 580,

" " haeta-fu)-me/mt DUMU . pagb)-ba-ri, (Shalmaneser 1IT), A K. Grayson, Asgrim
Rrders [-.r e ||l".-r£.-£"| First Millemntuen BO 11 (858-745 H{_;I RIMA 3, TorontoBullalos
London, 1996, p. 18 (AO.102.2, ii 24}, p. 23 (ii 83); el p. 9 (AO.102,], § 5354
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was actually Gabbar’s son. Nor is it absolutely clear that Hayya was
a member of Gabbar's house. We should rather look for a clue to
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 titles one after the other: “Baal-Semed who belongs to
Gabbar”, “Baal-Hammon who belongs to bmk”, and “Rakkabel, lord
of the dynasty (69 8", If these three divine names stand for the
three tutelary deities of Gabbar, of bmh, and of the other three kings,
respectively, we may assume that there were dynastic changes from
Gabbar to bmh, and from bmh to Hayya, the latter being the founder
of the ruling dynasty to which Kilamuwa belonged.™

If this reconstruction, :iug_s:rhhwi first h‘_v. B. I;l]lt|¢|)('1'§_§:'|'. is tenable,
we can find here a remarkable parallel to the pattern of the royal
succession in early Israel. Both Gabbar of Sam’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

the second set of kings, there is some difference. While bmh of Sam’al
Was A usurper, [shbaal of Israel was a quﬂinml:- 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 i, the fourth king of Sam’al, corresponds to that of
Adonijah in Israel, though again there is a difference between them,
i.e.. 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 established by Kilamuwa and Solomon, respectively, the
filth candidate for the throne in both kingdoms,

* Landsberger, Sam’af, pp. 46 . He has also pointed out that there is no filiation
between Gabhar, dmfi and |[.|‘_."_\'.| P- $7. n. 118% cf. also W, ]‘.'\':'”i'-\.'.'-. KATIL, P 34
The dvnastic ;_-|'¢:.|:|:|i.|:1|_1_\ are |.H'I'G'1"i'kl.'l:|. also from the rhetorical structure of the ir;xl'lip-
tion, in which the introductory seetion and the curse formula “are linked together
by their references wo the rulers of Ya'diya”, (’Connor, BASOR 226 (1977), p. 24,
For the wtelarm deities 1:-|-1]‘:.'II:1k:ﬁl.'.~2 see [shida, The Royel I?FJI'-'-'II'I.-"I- LS 113 [

" 1t is umlikely that Kilamuwa succeeded 7 by a normal procedure. He main-
tains, “1 sat upon my father's throne” (line 9), but not “brother’s throne™; cf,
Landsherger, Sam’af, pp. 31, 536 [ In the monarchies of lsrael and Judah, the suc-
cession from brother to brother ook place only in irregular situations, see lshida,
The Hl::.u." .Ir.?l.r.lu.'.'ul'f.' 5 PP 151 £
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In this context, it seems possible to expect the name of Kilamuwa’s
mother in fm-, a defective word after M. 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 for the special
mention of her name in the inscription.

The characterization of the five kings in both kingdoms is sum-

marized as [ollows:

Sam’al [srael
l. Founder of monarchy Gabbar Saul
2. Transitional king b Ishbaal
3. Founder of dynasty Hayya Davad
4. Loser in the struggle for the kingship 7/ Adonijah
3. King who established his kingship kKilamuwa Solomon

3. Priortly 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 (whl. #0)” (lines 2-4). This nega-
tive evaluation of the former Llil'l:l_:h 3 pult in a _-ch;u']) contrast to
Kilamuwa's own achievements: “What 1 have done my predecessors
did not do” (lines 4-5). The same is emphasized in conjunction with
his social reform, contrasted with the days of the former kings (lines
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 F.M. Fales, who pointed out the propagandistic and literary
typological features of the text.” Of the special significance is the
literary motif called “heroic priority™ or “priority on the predecessors”

" Bee ibid, pp. 1535-157; H. Tadmor, "Autebiographical Apology in the Royal
Assyrian Literature”, in H. Tadmor and M. Weinfeld (eds.), ey, Historiagraply
and Interpretalion. Studies in Biblical and Cumeiform Litratures, Jerusalem, 1983, pp. 54,
57; of, also N.-E.A. Andreasen, “The Bole of the (_‘;l_":l.l'i'll Mother in Israclite Sox i-:'|_1_,"'.,
'!','ﬂl'_}_'l.'_:l 198351, Pp- 179-194: ¢f, above P B4

2 FM. Fales, “Kilamuwa and the |'-.l|'|.':|;_'I: Kings |':|-::-|:-.|,!_l|:||||:|:;| vi. Power™, WO
10 (1979), pp. 6-22.
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expressed there, This is one of the recurrent motifs in the historio-
graphical literature of Mesopotamian kings, i.e., 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 (fa tna farvdni dlikit mafiriva mamman la &ud)”."" In this
pattern the events are presented as moving from “negative past” to
“positive present”, i.e., 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™."

[t iz to be siressed, however, that there 5 also a significant diference
between Kilamuwa’s assertion and the stereotyped statement of the
“priority on the predecessors”. While former kings in the latter texts
are always generalized and their names are no longer important, the
four predecessors of Kilamuwa are mentioned by their names and
their ineflective rule is clearly remembered in his ume.

So far the introduction of the Kilamuwa inscription. The major
part of the inscription is devoted to his own personal achievements
in contrast to the lack of achievement 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
the sphere of domestic administration, ie., how he made the mikbm
happy and prosperous (lines 9-13). It is generally held that the word

' See M. Liverani, “The ldeclogy of the Asyran Empire”™, in M1, Larsen
ed.), Pocer and Propaganda—A Symposiom on Ancient Emprres, Copenhagen, 1979, pp.
308 1 A dissertation on this theme: B Gelio, S me Semidm abbdda maniman lii &t . ..
Il motive della priorita eroica nelle iseriziond reali asstre, Universita di Roma, 1977, was
not available o me. This is a frequent theme particularly in the commemorative
imscriptions, see AJK, Grayson, “Histories and Histonans of the Ancient Near East:
Assyria and Babylonia”, Or 49 {1980, p. 191; cf. also H. Tadmor, “History and
[|f||-||]._|-,_rg.' in the _-"l:\:-c1_.'|i‘|,|| Koval III‘-iIi]:I'Ii'III.‘\“.., in F.M. Fales (ed.), .'i'}'lfl-':'” Roval
.l'r.l.(.l'.llfln'r.-_r.'_-_' New Honzons i .'l..l.."(lu.-.:|. Idealogieal, and Hislarcal .r.l.rl.;'I.'l.'- Oirientis Anti |-.i.
Collectio 17, Roma, 1981, PPp- 15=25.

Liverani, in Pover and J‘l"-"ll'-'-"-'_;'_'-'-' 1a. [ 300: of CAD M/AL, P- 200,

For the pattern of the “restorer of order” see M. Liveranm, “Memorandem on
the Approach to Historiographic Texts”, Or 42 (1973), pp. 186-188. For the ide-
alogical explanation of the motf of the “priority on the predecessors” by the pat-
tern of the “restorer of order” see Fales, WO 10 (1979), pp. 7-9.

Fales has also noted that in the Kilamuowa inseription “this opposition between
the age belore the Li:l'_'\_ and the age of th I:ii:'l_‘_t 15 charged with more definite con-
notations”, WO 10 (1979), p. 7. Because of the lack of the real pamies of the pre-
decessors, netther the s |'i'!_|1i|:|||- of Hi:,')u!l.l. rler of Guzana (AT Beh. 1 ||'f;"’-'§|, PP
71-74), nor that of Azitiwadda from Karatcpe (00 26: A 1 18-19) can be regarded
as compositions belonging to the same category with the Kilamuwa inscription,
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mikbm (lmes 10, 14, 15) refers to the conquered Anatolian popula-
tion, whereas the word frrm (line 14) stands for the Aramaean rul-
ing class,” Evidendy, there had been conflicts between these two
elements with the &%m ultimately prevailing over the mifbm. Then,
it was Kilamuwa who put an end to the futile strugele between them
and restored the social justice in Sam’al?!

It 15 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 security to his realm. The
parallel to Solomon immediately comes to mind. Under his just rule
ol 1 Kgs 3:4-28) the people of Israel enjoyed peace and prosperity
5:5). We shall return to this motl somewhat later.

The analogy to Solomon is more explicit in the relationship between
Kilamuwa and his two immediate predecessors, his father Hayya and
his brother 5°/. Kilamuwa clearly maintains that not only is he the
son of Hayya (lines 1, 9; of. KAJ 23, line 3) but also he succeeded
to his father’s kingship (line 9). Needless to say, the throne of Hayya
is mentioned here as the foundation of Kilamuwa’s legitimacy. When
he won the royal throne in struggle with his brother, he could not
but legitimatize his kingship by his royal descent.” Yet, at the same
time, he did not hesitate o announce that he would not continue
the policies of his father and brother. This seems to be the impli-
caton of the negative evaluation attached to Hayya and L

Before making a comparison between Kilamuwa's propaganda
and the Solomonic legitimation, we cannot fail o observe that there
are also some differences between them. An important difference is
found in the situations in which they inaugurated the kingship. While

See M. Lidebarski, FEphanerss fiir semitische FEpigraphik 111, Giessen, 1915, pp.
233-236; Roscnthal, in ANET, p. 654; Rallig, £47 1L pp. 33 §; Jean and Holtijzer,
DISO, pp. 40, 170; Gibson, Textbook 11 pp. 37 [; Hoftijzer and Jongeling, ONTVS]
[, p. 183; II, p. 701. But Landsberger, Serf'al, p. 56, n. 140, has held that the
nedhbre and the $rm were two classes of “Ministenalen”.

It has been suggested that Kilamuwa was the new Anatolian name which he
terink LT his accession for appeasing hiz Anatolian -',l;b_i{u_'h.'; se Caihson, Tevibook
IIL, pp. 31, 35; Na‘aman, in Ereyclapasdio Bibliea VI, col. 309 (Hebrew).

“ Strikingly, reference 1w Kilamuwa's divine clection is eniirely lacking from the
ext. According to the royal ideology in the ancient Near East, the royal authority
wis normally legitimatized by roval lineage and divine election. Since Kilamuwa
was doubtless a worshipper of Rakkabel (A4S 24:16; 25:4-6), his silence about his
divine election must be regarded as intentional. It could be assumed, therefore, that
he avoided mentioning any deity belonging to any class or national clement as a
god who chose him, in order o establish his kingship as the neutral authority over
the mixed population.
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Kilamuwa, as it scems, 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, Evidently,
the formal designation and co-regency prevented Solomon from
expressing a negative criticism of David as explicitly as Kilamuwa
criticized his predecessors. There was also no need for Solomon’s
]‘lia'url'il:gl'."l]}hl'ﬁ to deal with .-\du:'uiij.'l.h as if he were l'fll,l:-l.' in rank
to 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 superior to that of David;™ ¢) the establishment of
the kingship based on the restoration of social justice or order. As
for this last point, we should note that Solomon’s purge of his adver-
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 Kgs 2:46h).%

4. Royal Historiographues of Apologetic Nature

Before closing the present inquiry, I should like to suggest in brief
circumstances under which Kilamuwa's

my view of the historica
propaganda and the Solomonic legiimation were composed. H.A,

e
Hoffner for the Hitdte texts™ and H. Tadmor [or the Neo-Assyrian
sources™ have assumed that royal historiographies of an apologetic

See above pp. 114 ff.. 117
' For Kilamuwa see above p.
' Bee above pp. 123 1
* aee above pp. 123, 154,
See above [+8 13
' H.A. Hoflner,
in H. Goedicke and ]|.].M. Robens feds.), Unely and Thiversaty, Fosavs i Hisbary,
Literertire, and Keligron |_._I" the Ametent Near East, i‘:.s.|lil'|'.l.|‘:l.'.-"[.utlfi.l;lz. 1975 pp- 49 62
idem, “Histories and Historians of the Ancient Near East: The Hitties”, O 49
1980), pp. 325-327.
“ Tadmer, in History, Histor

2 for Solomon see above pp. 121 1

graflty and ."r.'."r.llf.l.'.-.'.-:."l'r-.'.'. pp. 037,
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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 enterprise
undertaken by the king who had just overcome a crisis. For Kilamuwa,
it 15 likely that the cri
the & supported by the followers of &%, his brother; and the new
enterprise was the building of his palace.
was the struggle with the leading members of the regime of David

is was the strugele against the dominaton of

For Solomon, the crsis

when he became the sole sovereign after his father’s demise;” and

the new 1'L1tt'q}riw'r was the building of his palace and the 'I'{'mp]t‘

in Jerusalem (cf. a prediction rllmul the builder of the Temple i
Nathan's |]['{J]]hti}. [2 Sam 7:13a]).

.""Llill!!’]illl‘f]|_‘:,'. the details of the historical reconstruction of the I,‘;_I.['l‘_..-'

monarchies in Sam’al remain hypothetical. Still, it is the best means
conceivable to regard both the texts of 1 Kgs 1-2 and the Kilamuwa
'I:Ilﬁl.‘.l'ip[iun as comp WIS belonging to the category of royal histo-
riographies of apologetic nature. And the pattern of transfer of the
royal throne in Israel 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-
ming of the first millennium B.C.

Although there s no reference to building operations in the text, it is likely
that the inecription was composed on the secasion of the dedication of the palace,
since it was found on an orthostat at the entrance 0 a vestibule leading inte the
palace, see von Luschan et al, Avsorabunger @ Sendschindd IV, p. 374 and Taf. IL;
cl. Rosenthal, in ANET, p. 654 Gibson, Texthook IIT, p. 30.

E. Ball has laid emphasis on the fact that Solomon became “co-regent with his
r..'|1|'|-:‘1' ]}il'.'i{] i|| the |.|I|] ‘-I.'J'I'\'.I'“. “.|-|!!|-'; f.'n-l"'.-e'f_:l'h.r ¥ of H:-n'.d '<||'||,| =i |]r1||||:-|| :] Ri.]l_‘_'ﬁ

Fr 27 {1977, P- 270. He seems to overlook, however, the fact that Solomon
I|H.| not, or perhaps could not, purnge any adversary in Davad’s ifeame. In the period
of his co-regency with David, Soloman was aciually a voung boy under the protec-
tion of |.:|.|.Hl:,| and Bathsheha, The Prurposs: of Solvmon’s CO=Tegency was 1o conhirm
Diavied's designation of him and s annowncement, see I-.Iuclu The Roval Dyrasiies,
p. 170 ef. also H‘.".' Whitelam, The Just qu'.'g' Monarehical Fudicial Authority i Ancient
Jr'u.r.']fll lIl"l-: ]l l‘.qF_l |.._ K “IIHE1I|L](1 tl'l "f I,'II,’ |‘|:J I.\,I ¥,

¥ See above PP 136, 146 F: cof also |~.hi.|ii|.._ The Roval Dhuasies, 2. 07,



CHAPTER TWELVE

THE SUCCESSION NARRATIVE AND
ESARHADDON'S APOLOGY*

1. Rr_:mf .Ujr-fnm

In one of his studies Hayim Tadmor shed light on circumstances
under which apologetic autobiographies were composed by royal
authors n ."1.'1':1-.-";5-::-\'1. ria.! After submiting his thesis, he devoted hall
the study to an analysis of Esarhaddon’s apology, the introductory
section to the Prism Nin. A as the most important source material
for the study. Then, he dealt with the apologies of Ashurbanipal and
Samii-Adad V. In the final section, he testified to the wide-spread
diffusion of the genre of roval apology from the second millennium
B.C. Hittite Anatolia and North Syria to the first millenmum Israel,
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

3

belonging to this genre.” It 15 the purpose of the present study to

examine this suggestion by comparing Esarhaddon’s apology in Nin.
A L1-1I:11 with the Succession Narrative in the Books of 2 Samuel
and 1 Kings 1-2.

* This CEEAY iz a revised version of the -1|,|-:|'!. which .J.i_l;ll!'iil'l'll in MW Clogan and
I. l".|:||l<.'|.] eds.), Ab .'['-:'I'.'I.u'l . Sidees .'!.I!:-'I’J-Hr.' fl"."'n'rj.:'. and Anrcrent Near Faslemn
Histortography. Presented to Haym Tadmor (Scnpta Hierosolymitana 33), Jerusalem, 1991,
PP 166=173.
H, Tadmaor, ","|.|_|_I;n|:-i||g|,||1||i|,'l.l ,-\i'll:u!-:l;p_.' in the HH:L,|| .-\.\x'l_\.l:’i.l.tl Literamure™, in
H. Tadmaor and M. Weinfeld (eds), Historr, Histonooraphy and Inlerpretation. Studies i
Hiblical and Cumeform Lierates, Jerusalem, 1983, pp. 36-537.
R. Borger, Dhe fnschriflen Asarhaddons Kéngers von Asovten (AFOD Beih. 9), Graz, 1956,
Pp. 39-43; AL {]|:-|:-|:'r'.h|:'irr'.. “Babvlonian and Assvrian Historical Texis™, in ANET,
Princeton, 1969, pp. 289 [
' Tadmaor, in Hidory, Historisgraphy and [nferprelafion, p. 36,
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Fsarhaddon’s Apology Compared with Hittite Apologies

To hegin 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 apologies of which the
two main works are the Telepinu Proclamation® and the Apology of
Hatwdili 1113 According to H.A. Hoffner, though differing in detail,
the following outline is discernible in both the compositions:®

l. Introduction (T § 1, H § 1-2).
2. Historical survey: noble antecedents (T & 1-9, H § 3-10).
3. Historical survey: the unworthy |)r1-ll:-u-:~.:~;nr' T &8 10-22a,
H §§ 10-12).
. The coup d'état (T § 22b, H §§ 12-13),
. The merciful victor (T &% 23 and 26, H §§ 12-13).
The edict (T § 27-50, H §§ 13-13).

Referring to the above outline, we may sugeest that Esarhaddon’s
apology consists of the following seven sections:

. Introduction (1:1-7).
2. Preliminary remark: the reigning king's designation of a legit-
imate successor ([:8-22),
3. Preliminary remark: rival princes’ evil acts ([:235—40),
Eebellion (T:41-52),
5. The legitimate successor’s counter-attack and wvictory (1:53-79).

3. The establishment of the kingship (1:80-1L:7).

7. The punishment of the rebels (IL:8-11).
Chwing to the different situaton, at first sight, the contents of cach
section in Esarhaddon’s apology is quite different from those in the
Hittite works. While the Hittite monarchs justify their usurpation of
the throne from the reigning kings, Esarhaddon defends his assump-
tion of the kingship by overruling primogeniture. Nevertheless, a

EH. Stwrtevant and . Bechtel, A Autite Chrestomathy, Philadelphia, 1935, pp.
175-200; I. Hoffmann, fer Erdafl Tefipinws (TH 11), Heidelberg, 1984, pp. 12-55
' A Gotze, Matinfilif, Der Bercht iber seine T -'.-l--.-n'.-.;-f.;'l_-_;
(MVAG 2943, Hethitische Texte, Heft 1), Leipzig, 19
Hatinai A1 1. .f."rre'.'-'u'n‘i bas zu seener Thronbestepung 1: Hutoriseher
197 -
4 “ A, ||-::-||I||.| |"|‘cr|]:1:.;:|r1r1.1 and ]‘Il:lli!i\.'ill_JI,I'\'II'II.'.!IIIII:I in Hittite Histori weraphy”
in H. Goedicke and [ J.M. Roberts (eds), Uiy and Diversily, Eisays in the History,
Literature, and Religon of the Anctend Near East, Baltmore/London, 1975, p. 51

i nebsl den  Parallleltexten
pp. 6—41; f. A. Unal,
Abmfi (TH 3), Heidelberg,
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comparative examination of cach section in the Hittite works and
Esarhaddon’s apelogy will show that both the compositions share a
general pattern in essence.

In the introduction, while a royal genealogy is given by Hattusili,
Telepinu is silent about it on the basis of different circumstances.’
Esarhaddon does not mention his roval lineage in the introduction
Min. A I:1-7) either, although it is given in I[:14-15: “the son of
Sennacherib, king ol the world, king of Assyria, the son of Sargon,
king of the world, king of Assyria”. In the apology, instead of a
stercotyped royal lineage, Esarhaddon especially mentions his divine
election from his youth (I:5-7). These observations show that the
subject of the introduction 15 not necessarily of royal lineage but is
chosen according o 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-
ers as a legiimate king,

There 15 a contrast between a just past in section 2 and the sub-
sequent deterioration in section 3. The Hittite monarchs tell abowt
the glorious reigns of their ancestors in section 2 and the shameful
days of the recent predecessors in section 3. On the other hand,
after emphatically referring to his father’s designation of him as suc-
cessor 1n secton 2 (I9-12: cf. 1:15-19), Esarhaddon tells how s
brothers caused a disturbance by violating this solemn decision in
section 3 (1:23-29),

Section <4 of the Hittite works corresponds to sections 4 and 5 of
Esarhaddon’s apology. Since the Hittite defenders actually usurmped
the throne from the reigning kings, there was no ment for them in
giving a full report of the coup d'étal executed by themselves. An cle-
ment which they did not forget to mention in the terse account of
their coupr d'étal is their unworthy predecessors” attempt to kill them.”
This murder attempt corresponds to the rebellion of Esarhaddon’s
brothers and the o d'état 1self in the Hittite works to the legitimate
successor's counter-attack and victory in Esarhaddon’s apology.

Sections 5 and 6 in the Hittite works correspond to sections 6
and 7 in Esarhaddon’s apology. In order to control a delicate situ-
ation after having seized the throne, both the Hittite monarchs were

1, 53

" See Hoffner, ibid., P .
2T

i
See Hoffner, ibid., pp. 5
' See Hoflner, ibid., p. 53
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magnanimous and dealt leniently with their evil predecessors." In
contrast, Esarhaddon punished the rebels severely (11:8-11). Though
differing in their atttude towards their enemies, however, there was
no difference between them in amming for the firm estabhshment of
their kingship. The proclamation of the edict by the Hittite monarchs
in the final section is also to be regarded as their effort 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 Hiuite apologetic works.

3. A Comparison befween Fsarhaddon’s Apology and Solomon’s Defence

As to the date, purpose, genre, boundary, and other problems of
the Succession Narrative in the Books of 2 Samuel and 1 Kings 1-2,
I have sugrested in the foregoing chapters the early reign of Solomon
as the date, the Solomonic lemitimation as the purpose, historical writ-
i[[::_:;:-c of an upnhm:'[i:' nature as the Fenrs, and 2 Sam 2 20, 1 I\ﬁ\
1-2 as the boundary." Without repeating my arguments lor these
theses, 1 will [:lr'm'-:'l.'q] with the present .11LI¢]‘I-.'.

Esarhaddon’s apology serves as good comparative matenal 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
cager to speak in defence of their inferior position in the order of
succession. With regard to this problem, first of all, they defend the
legitimacy of their kingship by referring to divine election which they
received in their youth as well as their father’s designation of them
as royal successors.

Thus, in the introduction, Esarhaddon tells: v#dm kénw magrr lane
rabiiti 3a ulte seherisu “AsSur “Samas “Bél w *Nabi *Itar ja Ninua *tar $a
Arba’ili ana sarriiti mat AfSur ibbi zikirie, “The true shepherd, favorite
of the great pods, whom Ashur, Shamash, Bel and Nabu, Ishtar of
Nineveh (and) Ishtar of Arbela have |'.|t'c||'|l:ll||:'||.‘t‘tl L‘.il'l",_'; of .I'I..\'.-.‘-i'!u'l!'.l':l
(ever] since he was a youngster” (Nin. A 1:4-7). In the Succession

Narrative, a short account on Solomon’s birth reads: watiéled ben

¥ See Holfner, ibid., pp. [,
I See above p. 102 fF, 157 £, 151 .,

=
.
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wayyigra’ ef-i'mi $lomah waV HWH *hébi. wayvislah Vyad natan hannabi®
wayytgrd’ el-i"mé y'didvah ba"bir YHWH, “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™ implies, as one of Esarhaddon’s epithets:
migtr iliini rabiti, “favorite of the great gods” shows, Solomon’s divine
election for future ]{inﬁ.“

Esarhaddon’s divine election is confirmed by an oracle which was
miven to his father; dSamai u “Adad tna biri idlma annu kény fuedufuma
umma $i tenika, “He asked Shamash and Adad by means of an ora-
cle and they gave him a reliable answer and saying: He is your suc-
cessor ([:13-14). Though differing a litde in sitwation, Solomon also
receives confirmation of divine election from David: barid YHWEH
”fri-"rr"_]'.l'.-.:rrl’ﬁ" Mier ndlan hayyam yoieh “al-kw’T w'Eay rial, “Blessed be
Yahweh, the God of Israel, who has granted one to sit on my throne
this day, my eyes even seeing 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 explicitly their inferior position in the order of succession,
both of them make clear their fathers” decision on the succession
problem. In this connection, Esarhaddon tells: sa affiéa rabiti afpusune
sefiru andhu . .. abu bdnua ma pubur alfifa réfga k@i wllima wmma anni
maru nditifa, “1 was (indeed) the youngest brother among my elder
brothers, (but) my own father ... has chosen me in due form and
in the assembly of all my brothers—saying: This i1s the son to (be
clevated to) the position of a successor of mine” (I:8, 10-12). Moreover,
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: pasm libbi abija
Sa la il wzennd i Saplane hbbasu rému rafifuma ana epE Sariitija
stthuna éndin, “They alienated from me—against the will of the gods
the heart of my father which was (formerly) friendly, (though) in the
bottom of his heart there was (always) love (for me) and his inten-
tions were (always) that 1 should become king” (1:29-31).

In the Succession Narrative, after an ocath sworn by David to

See above P | 56,
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Bathsheba that Solomon would be his successor is repeated three
tmes (1) (1 Kgs 1:13, 17, 30)," David gives orders to make Solomon
king (1:33-35a) and declares: w”até mwwili Bhyif nagid “al-yiird @ w”al
y'hidak, “And I have appointed him to be nagid over Israel and over
Judah™ (1:35b). Solomon’s inferior position in the order of succes-
sion is expressed in his conversation with Bathsheba concerning

Adonijah’s request for an ex-nurse (sakenef) of David: . .. wlamah ‘at

Aa

iielel “ef-""bisag hasTunammit la* doniyahi w'sa li-Io “et-hammtlikah k& hii
‘ahi hageadol mimmenni, *. . . And why do you ask Abishag the
Shunammite for Adonijah? Ask for him the kingdom also; lor he is
my elder brother” (1 Kgs 2:22a). It is clear that the Abishag episode
is closely bound up with the struggle for the throne of David between
Solomon and Adonijah."™

It is also worth noting that Solomon and Esarhaddon assumed a
similar office immediately after their appomtment to royal successor
had been declared. While Esarhaddon entered the bt ndits to become
the crown prince (1:121-22), Solomon sat on kwsé® hamm'likah, “the
throne of the kingdom” (1 Kgs 1:44; cf 1:13, 17, 20, 24, 27, 30,
35, 37, 47, 48) to become nd@d."* Some circumstantal evidence sug-
gests that he began to rule as co-regent with David until the latter’s
death. The institution of co-regency as well as crown-princeship was
a device to ease the dynastic succession during the interregnum.'®
In other words, this was another form of confirmaton of the royal
designation. As such, report is given of Esarhaddon’s entering the
bit ridiiti or Solomon’s sitting on kissd® hammlikah.

As mentioned above, there is a contrast between the just past in

section 2 and the subsequent detenoration in section 3 in Esarhaddon’s

' 1 agree that Nathan and Bathsheba ook advantage of David’s sembty, mduc-
ing him to believe that he had once sworn to Bathsheba that Solomon would be
his successor, sec M. MNoth, Kowige 1. L Komge 1-16 (BEAT 9/1), Neukirchen-Viayn,
]‘-ﬂ;!:. P '_-?I,I:‘J'_ {_:-|';|1_.': I & Iif fu.'.l.:"l'._ A Commenlane OTL), !u!':r]l.rl'l. 19775 - HH;
DM, Gunn, The Story of King Davied, Genre and  foterfretation | J[SOTSup 6), Sheffield,
1978, pp. 103 . However, the question here is no xl.ll-rllle'_l Davviel’s oath 1 his-
torical or not, but that the Succession Narrative as a Solomonic apology lays empha-
g5 on David's desig

" See above P 130 H,

For mddd sce above PpR. 57 f; of. also G.F. Hasel, "2, in THWAT V, Swtigart,
198486, col, 216,

% For co-regency, see E. Ball, “The Co-Regency of David and Solomon (1 Kings
iy, FT-27 (197 7), -|':|:-_ 268-279; T, Ishida, The Koval Dynasties in Ancumt forael. A Sudy
on the Fomvation and Development of Royal-Dhvnastic Meshgy (BZAW 142), Berlin/New
York, 1977, p. 170,

wation of Solomon; cf. above p, 119,
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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 Hittite 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 under Yahweh's blessing: wayyimlik daweid
‘al-kol-yisra’el wayhi dawid ‘Gseh mispat ds‘dagah kol-“ammi, “And David
reigned over all Israel. And Dawvid executed justice and righteous-
ness to all his people” (2 Sam 8:15). However, in the second half
of his reign David is described as a king under a curse in 2 Sam
9-20 and 1 Kgs 1-2 and he is included in the unworthy predeces-
sors together with his three sons, i.e., Amnon, Absalom and Adonijah.
Indeed, as 1 have suggesied in the foregoing chapters, the ambiva-
lence towards David is the charactenstic 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 is interesting to note that the sentence: pasue fibdi abja ja
la ilani uzennid ittfa, “"They (i.c., my brothers) have alicnated from me,
against the will of the gods, the heart of my father” in Esarhaddon’s
apology ([:29) sugpests that Esarhaddon was also by no means on
good terms with Sennachenb in the latter’s last days. This does not
mean, however, that Esarhaddon conspired against Sennacherib, who
never changed his mind about the designation of Esarhaddon as his
successor (I1:31). We may assume that there was an ambivalent rela-
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: nddu kénu eli ablfigin wWabikma . .. ana epsetifunu Surmufaty ittak-
tiima wkapiudii lemultn bfan lemultin karst lafqurls . . . elga wSabima surrdlt

' Bee above pp. 123 I, 144 &

' RBee above P 166 1.

L. ].:.tl'l'll.ll.il.\, “The Murderer of 51'15!1;_|.|'|!'||'I'i|1“._ in B, Alster |'l:|._. Dheath
Mesopatamrin. XAV RAS (Mesopotamia 8), Copenhagen, 1980, pp. 171-182, has
clearly shown that the assassin of Sennacherb was not Esarhaddon, as once sus-
pected, but Arad-Mulig, biblical Adrammelech, Esarhaddon’s elder brother. According
to Farpola, Sennacherib, who foresaw trouble, semt Esarhaddon away from Nineveh
to the western provinees (p. 175).
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la Salmati arkija tddanabubfi zéran, “The proper behaviour as reversed
for™ my brothers. .. they put their trust in bold actons, planning
an evil plot. They originated against me slander, false accusation . . .
and constantly were spreading evil, incorrect and hostile {rumors)
behind me” (1:23-28), At the same time, he asserts that these evil-
doings came about because of their separation from the gods: sa ddn
umasiirima, “They abandoned the gods” (1:24). As a result, these
actions of his brothers are against the divine will: A& la [bbi ddni
(1:26, 46), fa la dani (1:29, 34), or balu tint (1:43). Moreover, accord-
ing to Esarhaddon’s criticism, since “they became insane”, immafima
(I:41) and “did everything that is wicked in (the eyes of) the gods
and mankind”, mimma Sa eli dlam uw amelati la taba gpuitima (1:41-42),
they incurred the displeasure of the gods: “AiFur “Sin Samas  Bal “Nabil
star fa Ninua Ustar 5o Arba’ili epiét hammd’é . . . lemnis ittatliima, “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, too, a course of bad conduct by the
unworthy predecessor and rival princes of Solomon 1s described in
great detail, 1c., David's committing adultery with Bathsheba and
murdering Uriah, her husband (2 Sam 11:2-25); Amnon’s commit-
ting rape upon Tamar and Absalom’s murder of Amnon (13:1-29);
Absalom’s rebellion (15:1-18:13); Adonijah’s attempt to usurp the
throne (1 Kgs 1:5-27)."" Then, these evildoings are condemned as
sin against God or conduct against the divine will: weayyéra® haddabiar
"er-‘afah dawid Véné YHWH, “But the thing that David had done
displeased Yahweh” (2 Sam 11:27b); kdh-"dmar YHWH *lohé yuird’el . . .
maddita bazita Cel-d*bar YHWH o™it hara® Feénme . . . w™attah 10 -tasir
herel mibbitka ‘ad-olim “Fgeb ki Bzlani wattiggah ‘el-'&et Chrivah halittt
lityay Ika Pisfah, “Thus says Yahweh, the God of Israel:. .. why
have you despised the word of Yahweh, to do what is evil in his
sight” . .. Now, therefore, the sword shall never depart from your
house, because you have despised me, and have taken the wife of

% For el sce CAD AJ), p. 9, but see also Affw, pp. 381, 1296 and Borger,
I fuschrfien Asarbaddons, p. 41.

M It is very likely that the alleged rebellion of Adonijah was acwally Nathan's
fabrication, see above pp, 117 . However, it is not the point here whether Adonijah
really held a coronation without Dawvid’s consent or not. As in the case dealt with
in n.13 above, it is impertant for the narrator of the Succession Narrative to give
an impression that Adonijah was a second Absalom, see above pp. 114
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Uriah the Hittite to be your wife” (12:7, 9, 10); waYHWH ruwmvdh
Fhaper *et-“saf “hilapel hattobih Fba“bir habi® YHWH ’el-abialim ’ef-
hara‘ah, “For Yahweh had ordained to defeat the good counsel of
Ahithophel, so that Yahweh might bring evil upon Absalom™ (17:14);
wattissih hammlikah watthi Pahi W meYHWH hay'tah 6, “However
the kingdom has wrned about and become my brother’s, for it was
his from Yahweh” (1 Kgs 2:15b).

While Esarhaddon counter-attacked his rebellious brothers with a
military confrontation against them (1:63-76), Solomon resorted to a
court intrigue to turn the tide (1:11-31). Though the measures which
they took are completely different one from the other, there is 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 legu-
imate kingship which was in danger of being usurped. Thus, when
epietiiuny lemméli . .. afméma, *. .. 1 heard of these sorry happenings”
(I:55), Esarhaddon decided to go on an expedition; and the court
intrigue of Solomon began when Bathsheba heard about Adonijah’s
coronation from Nathan the prophet: A" fama'al & mdlak “dénivahi
ben-haggil wa' dinénii dawid [6° yada’, “Have you not heard that Adonijah
the son of Haggith has become king and David our lord does not
know it?” (1:11).

It is told in both the compositions that after gaining a decisive
victory, the legitimate successor received the people’s support: nué
mil Aiur fa adé nif din rabili ing muhlhija izhodl adi mafirge diikiinimma
unassigic sépda, “The people of Assyria who had sworm an oath by
the life of the great gods on my behall, came to meet me and kssed
my feet” (I:80-81; cf. [:50-52); wayyilg™i basidhar wayyd m'rii kol-fid am
Vhi hammelek $'lamah. wayya™li kol-ha'am “afraw w'hiatam mhall lim
bah®lilim Giméhim fimbah g'dilah wattibbaga” hi'ares Vgélam, “And they
blew the ram’s horn; and all the people said: Long live king Solomaon.
And all the people came up after him, playing on pipes, and rejoic-
ing with great joy, so that the earth was split by their noise™ (1:39h-44).
Then, the rebellion was finished in dispersion of the rebels: u Sunn
famma’e s st u banti a alak mimija iimima sabé tuklateiunu ezibima
ana mél la idi mnabtd, “But they, the uwsurpers, who had started the
rebellion, deserted their trustworthy troops, when they heard the ap-
proach of my expeditionary corps and fled to an unknown country”
(LB2-84); wayyeher'dd waypdguoni kol-haggne'im “Ser o™ diniyaid wayvel ki
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i Fdarki, “And all the guests of Adonijah were afraid, and rose up,
and each went his own way” (1:49). Now, the legitimate successor
ascended the throne: ima gereb Ninuwa al bélitija hadis &umma e kussi
abija tabis asib, “1 entered joyfully into Nineveh, the town in which
[ exercise my lordship and sat down happily upon the throne of my
father™ (IL1-2); w@am yasob $lamih ‘al kiss# hammlikah, “And also
Solomon sat on the throne of the kingdom” (1:46).

After ascending the throne, Esarhaddon severely punished those

who had joined his rebellious brothers: sibé bél futti o ana &pes sarriiti
mit AfSur ana albgae wiakpidi lemuthe pufursune kima Stén abitma annu
kabtu emissuniitima whallige zérsun, “The culpable military which had
schemed to secure the sovereignty of Assyria for my brothers, 1 con-
sidered guilty as one and meted out a grievous punishment to them;
| exterminated their male descendants™ (11:8-1 1), In contrast, Salomon
dealt leniently with Adonijah and his supporters at the beginning
(1:30-53). As in the case of Telepinu and Hattusili, Solomon had
reason to be a merciful monarch when he ascended the throne.
Some evidence shows that, at that time, he had not reached adult
age and was without broad support of the people. However, he did
not hesitate to purge all his nivals when he became Srong {:I:LHHJ_L;h
to consolidate the foundation of his regime (2:153-46a). w'hammamfabah
nakdndh byad-lémak, “And the kingdom was established by the hand
of Solomon™ (2:46h).%

L. 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 elements com-
mon to both compositions:

I. The legiimate successor’s divine clection as future king in his
vouth,

2. The father’s designation of the legitimate successor despite of
his inferior position in the order of succession.

3. A companson between the just past and the subsequent dete-
rioration.

= 0L above pp. 134 L
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a) The noble antecedent or the solemn decision,
b} Ewil acts of an unworthy predecessor and/or rival princes.
4. Rival princes’ attempt to usurp the throne against the divine
will.
3. The legiumate successor’s counter-attack and his victory.
6. The purge of his enemies.
7. The establishment of a just kingship.

Since the structure of the Succession Narrative 1s 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 umbers of the structure of the
composition, it becomes clear that the Succession Narrative belongs
o a genre called '"]{u':'aﬂ Historical Wntngs of an ."'n.|}u|:::t_-"1,'[i,q MNatmure”
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
Marrative 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 latter beging with an ordinal introduction w
roval historical writings, the former’s beginning seems to be buried
in the c'nru']urlitl:i_"' Jrart of the }'{i:-cl_llr'} of David’s Rise. | have a feel-
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 roval apologies.
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