











HISTORY AND HISTORICAL WRITING IN ANCIENT ISRAEL




STUDIES IN THE HISTORY
AND CULTURE OF
THE ANCIENT NEAR EAST

EDITED BY
B. HALPERN anp M.H.E. WEIPPERT

VOLUME XV1




HISTORY AND HISTORICAL
WRITING IN ANCIENT ISRAEL

Studies in Biblical Historiography

Y

TOMOO ISHIDA

BRILL

LEIDEN + BOSTON - KOLN
1999




This book is printed on acid-free paper.

115
1499
— Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

I.‘-||||.l:|_ 1 DT, 1951
History and historical writing inancient Irseael @ Swdies in

storiography 4 by Tomoo Ishicla.
p. €. Studies in the history and culture of the ancient
Mear E.l..\l 1SS 01699024 v |6
Includes bibhographical references and indes.
ISEN 90041 14440 (cloth : alk, paper)
1. I||_'1.-\.- ]]i:iln:_':.' To 586 B.C '_-'__Il;l.l.-; Hiziory I'o 586G |!|_f:
E|1§.Ir|1|1:-:_:|11|:-||:._ 4. Bihle, O.T. Former |’|‘1||:||'|-:'I:i Crticism,
interpretaton, ete. 4 Bible. OJLL Samuel, 2nd, Dh-Ah
Historiography. 5. Bible, O.T. Kings, Ist, I-Il—Historiography.
I. Tatle. 1L Seres.
DS121.3.175 1994
935—dc2| 98- 13402

CIP

biblical

Die Deutsche Bibliothek = CIP-Einheitsauinahme

Ishida, Tomoo:
History and historical writing in ancient Israel @ studies in biblical
}lilllllill.i_:lﬂsl-l'ﬂ. .lIl Il'\. .llllr'.llLI ]\I‘Iill.l. - !J:"i!l!"'l N Itil’.\r.l:lll . J\.-i!-l!l 4 ]{[:.;I
] 9Epcd

Studies i the history and culture of the ancient Near East 3 Vol, 16

ISBN 90011 4440

ISSN  01649-8024
ISBN 8004 11444 O

{ 1999 by Koninklike Bridf NV, Leiden, The Netherlands

No Jart of ey If.l.'“'.a'l. alrorr may be refrodicced, Iranslated, stored

switen, or fransmilied tn any Jormn o Iy ANy mieans, elecironic,

i a refresy
mechanical, photocofemg, recordimg or otheroose, wathond frior wrlien

If.l.-r.'lr.'--...'n.-:.' l|';u_r_-.- the l|":r|’.l.|'."l'.'|'.I

,]nr,"u-r,r::'.'r.'r.-l. 7] I"lln"-'l'l'--:l",f-']= ilerms Jor il il aF Irln'.ln-.-.l.'.-u' I __'\_'.'rj.'l.'rr.lI
Iy f:iu.r.'.'.'.'ni.'."_df.i'\.'.' B I|'.-'.r.--. rided thai the .-.'Jl'.-lr..lu.ll'.lr.-:'.'u"r f! Jra -:Irn;F:'-:'!-;".
to The Copyright Clearance Center, 222 Roseroood Dive,

iare i

Suate 910, Danvers MdA 015923, USA,
Feex are smubpect fo change.

FRINTED 1IN THE NETHERLANDS




To Kazuko

My wile, friend, and colleague







CONTENTS

Acknowledgements

ABbTeviations ....asesississoss
TG RO i e R

. Dynamism in History and Historiography
|. The Lists of Pre-Israclite Nations .....cooiiinmmimmmisimei
2. .":i:'mprl_: The Leaders of the Tribal Leagues “Israel” in
the Pre-Monarchical Period oo
3. Nagid: The Term for the Legitimization of the
Fangship oo e e e
4. The People under Arms in the Stuggles for the
3. The People of the Land and the Political Crises in
B, The House of ARAD i isis i e iessn s e
[I. The Succession Narrative in Historiographical Perspective
7. Bolomon’s Succession to the Throne of David ............
8. The Narrative of Nathan's Prophecy ...
q. .I-‘J'Il.' t';!]iHHl'ii' of ?_'-.u||rr'||nt1':- Hil'lfl
0. The Story of Abner's Murder .......ccccoieicnen
1. Solomon’s Succession in the Light of the Inscription
of Kilamuwa, King of Ydv-Sam®al .....omiiiivniiinnnns
12. The Succession MNarrative and Esarhaddon’s

Bibliography .cccccvvreeeens T i VR i S SR R e

102
157
151
158

166

|86
201







ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

[ wish to acknowledge my gratitude to the following institutions and
publishers for permission to reprint the following 14 essays in revised
versions. They are as follows:

I. *The Leaders of the Trbal Leagues <Israel> in the Pre-Monarchic
Penod”, RB 80 (1973), pp. 514-530.

2. “*The Peaple of the Land’ and the Political Crises in Judah”,
AJBI 1 (1975), pp. 23-34.
3. “*The House of Ahab'”, TE] 25 (1975), pp. 135-137.

o700 A Term for the Legitimization of the Kingship”, A7BI 3
1977), pp. 35-5l.

. “The Structure and Historical Implications of the Lists of Pre-
Israclite Natons”, Bib 60 (1979), pp. 461-490.

b. “Solomon’s Succession to the Throne of David—A Political

Analysis”, in T. Ishida (ec.), Studies in the Period of Dapid and

Slamen and Other Fssays, Tokyo/Winona Lake, 1982, pp. 175-187.

*“*Solomon who is greater than David: Solomon’s succession in
I Kings i-ii in the light of the inscription of Kilamuwa, king of

Vidy-Sam’al”, in J.A. Emerton (ed.), Congress Volume, Salamanca
1983 (VTSup 36}, Leiden, 1985, pp. 145-153.

8. “Solomon’s Succession to the Roval Throne—Problems about

L

History and Historiography”, Biblical Studies 19 (1985), pp. 543
{ Japanese).

4. "Adonijah the Son of Haggith and His Supporters: An Inguiry
into Problems about History and Historiography,” in R.E.
Friedman and H.G.M. Williamson (eds.), The Future of Biblical
Studres. The Hebraw Serplures, Atlanta, 1987, pp- 165 |H.-.-'L_

10, “Roval succession in the kingdoms of Israel and Judah with spe-
cial reference to the people under arms as a determining factor
in the struggles for the throne”, in J.A. Emerton (ed.). Canpress
Volume, Jerusalem 1986 (VISup 40), Leiden, 1988, pp. 96-106.

|1. “Nathan’s Prophecy—A Historiographical Interpretation™, in
S. Arai et al. (eds.), The Message r:'l.l".l'.".'r- Bible—Ways of tts Com
munication. Essays in Honowr of Professor Masao Sekine on the Occasion
uf His Seventy-Seventh Birthday (Biblical Studies 23), Tokyo, 1989,
pp. 147-160 | Japanese).




X ACENOWLEDGEMENTS

12. “The Role of Nathan the Prophet in the Episode of Solomon’s
Birth”, in M. Mori, H. Ogawa, and M. Yoshikawa (eds.), Near
Fastern Studies, Dedicated to HALH. Pringe Takalito Mikasa on the
Occasion of His Seventy-Fifth Birthday (Bulletin of the Middle Eastern
Culture Center in Japan 5), Wiesbaden, 1991, pp. 135138,

13. “The Succession Narrative and Esarhaddon’s Apology: A Com-
parison”, in M. Cogan and 1. Eph®al (eds.}, A, Assyna. . . Studes
m Assyrian Histary and Ancient Near Eastern Historigraphy. Presenled
to Hayim Tadmor (Seripta Hierosolymitana 33), Jerusalem, 1991,
pp. 166-173.

14. “The Story of Abner’s Murder: A Problem Posed by the Solomomc
Apologist”, in 8. Ahituv and B.A. Levine (eds.), Avraham Malamat
Valume (Eretz-Isracl. Archaeological, Historical and Geographical
Studies 24), Jerusalem, 1993, pp. 109%-113%,

[ wish also to acknowledge my sincere gratitude to Professor Baruch
Halpern for his steadfast friendly encouragement to complete this
hook. Without his persevering support 1 could have never finished
the work. 1 owe thanks to Professor ML.H.E. Weippert [or accepting
this book in the series: Studies in the Huistory of the Ancient Near Fast. |
wish also to thank Mr. Masamichi Yamada for his help i prepar-
ing the manuscript and Ms. Patricia Radder, desk editor of Ancient
Mear Fast and Asian Studies of EJ. Brill, for her patient waiting for
the completion of my manuscript.

Tomoo Ishida
Bach Grove, Tsukuba, Japan
January, 1999



AASOR

AB

ABD

AfO Beih.
AHuw

AFBI
AnbBib
ANET

AnOr
AL
AOAT
AOS
ARM
Ar(h
ATD
B
BASOR

BBB
BB

BHE
BHS
Bif
BibOy
BEAT

BN
BWANT

ABBREVIATIONS

The Annual of the American Schools of Oriental Research, New
Haven, Cambridee, Mass,

The Anchor Bible, Garden City, N.Y.

The Anchor Bille Dictionary, New York, 1992,

Archif’ fiir Orentforschung Beiheft, Graz.

W. von Soden (ed.), Abtadisches Handrodnierbuck, Wieshaden.
1965-81.

Annual of the japanese Biblical Institute, Tokyo.

Analecta Biblica, Rome.

J-B. Pritcchard (ed.), Ancient Near Eastern Texts Relating to

the Old Testament, Princeton, 19697,

Analecta Ornentalia, Rome.

Der Alte Orient, Leipzig.

Alter Orient und Altes Testament, Neukirchen-Viuyn.

American Oriental Series, New Haven.

Archiv Rovales de Mari, Pans, 1950

Arefay Orientalni, Prague,

Das Alte Testarment Deutsch, Gattingen.

The Biblical Archacologist, New Haven, Cambridge, Mass.
Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Research, New
Haven, Cambridge, Mass.

Bonner Biblische Beitrige.

F. Brown, S.R. Driver, and C.A. Briggs, A Hebray and
Enelish Lexicon of the Old Testament, Oxlord, 1906,

R. Kittel (ed.), Biblia Hebraica (3. ed.), Stuttgart, 1937,
1961%,

K. Elliger and W. Rudolph (eds.), Biblia Hebraica Stutt
gartensta, Stuttgart, 1967-77.

HBiblica, Rome.

Biblica ¢t Onentalia, Rome.

Biblischer Kommentar; Altes Testament, Neukirchen-
Viuyn.

Biblrsche Notizen, Bamberp,

Beitriige zur Wissenschaft vom Alten und Neuen Tes-
tament,




X

BZ
BZAW

CAD
CAH

CBOTS
CBQ
CREB
DBSup
noon

DISO
DNWSS
EHAT

ETL
FRLANT

HALOT

HAT
HdO
H5M
HSS
HUCA
1CC
IDEB

IDBSup

Ik}
Int
FANES

A0S

ABBREVIATIONS

Biblische Jeibsefnft, Paderborn,

Beiheft zur Zeitschrift fir die Alttestamentliche Wissen-
schaft, Berlin/New York.

The Assyrian Dichionary of the Oriental Institute of the University
af Chicagn, 1956,

The Cambridge Ancient History, revised edition, I-1I,
Cambndee, 1961

Comectanca Biblica: Old Testament Series, Lund.
Catholic Biblical Ouarterly, Washington, DC.

Cahiers de la Revue Bibligue, Paris.

Dictionnaire de la Bible. Supplément, Paris, 1928

Dictionary of Deties and Demons in the Bible, Leiden/New
York/Kaln, 1995,

C.-F. Jean and J. ]]Hl‘l‘!j?,l'l'} Dhictionnaive des Inseriptions Sémni-
tigues de I'Ouest, Leiden, 1960635,

J. Hoftijzer and K. Jongeling, Dictionary of the North- West
Sematic Inseriptions 1-11, Leiden/New York/Kdiln, 1995,
Exegetisches Handbuch zum Alten Testament, Minster
1. Westf,

Ephemerides Theolopicae Lovanenses, Gembloux,
Forschungen zur Religion und Literatur des Alten und
Neuen Testaments, Gittingen.

L. Koechler, W. Baumgarmer, and J.J. Stamm, (tr. and
ed., MLE,]. Richardson), The Hebrew and Aramawe Lexiwon
of the Old Testament, Leiden/New York/Koln, 1994,
Handbuch zum Alten Testament, Tibingen.

Handbuch der Orientalistik, Leiden/New York/Koln.
Harvard Semitic Monographs.

Harvard Semitic Studies,

Hebraw Union College Annual, Cincinnati,

The Internatonal Crtical Commentary, Edinburgh.
The Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible, Nashville/ New York,
1962,

The Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible. Supplementary Volume,
Nashwville, 1976.

fsrael Exploration Journal, Jerusalem.

Interpretation, Ritchmond, VA,

j}i.ln?mf I'|I||I.!-lrlll" Ancient Near Eavlern .i{r.?.f.r.a'{'l' ':".'II. Columbia {}!éi*{-'?'!-f.l_f]'.
New York.

Journal of the American Onental Sociely, New Haven.



FBL

JBS
INES
JOR
FSOT
JSOTSup

785
JT8
TWH
hAf

KB
MVAG

NCB

Chr

OTL
Xrs
OTWSA

PEQ
POTT

kA

R
RHA
KIMA

RIA
SBLM
SEM
SBS
SBET
SBTS
SEA
SHANE
SPDS

ABBREVIATIONS it

Journal of Biblical Lilerature, Atlanta.

Jerusalem Biblical Studies.

FJournal of Near Eastern Studies, Chicago.

Jewesh Quarterly Revew, Philadelphia,

Journal for the Study of the Old Testament, Sheffield.
Journal for the Study of the Old Testament Supplement

Series, Shefheld.

Journal of Semitic Studies, Manchester,
Jorrnal of Theological Studies, Oxlord.
Journal of World History, Neuchatel.

H. Donner and W. Roéllig, Ranaandische und avamdische
Insehriflen 1, Wiesbaden, 1971% 11, 1973% 111, 1969

L. Kochler and W. Baumgartner, Lexicon in Veteris Testmenti
Libros, Leiden, 1953

Mitteilungen der Vorderasiatisch-Agyptischen Gesellschaft,
| tl]'JML"

New Century Bible Commentary, London.

Orientalia, Rome.

Old Testament Library.

Chedlestamentische Studién, Leiden.

Die QOudtestamentiese Werkgemeeskap in Suid-Afiika,
Pretoria.

Palestine Exploration Quarterly, London.

12.]. Wiserman (ed.), Peoples of Old Testament Times, Oxtord,
1973.

Revue d'Assyriolome ef d’Archéolopte Orientale, Pans.

JEI".C'.!H' f;.'-‘ll.lll.l'l:{r{{" I}illﬁ'iﬁ.

Revue Hittite et Asianigue, Pans.

The Roval Inscripoons of Mesopotamia: Assyrian Periods,
Toronto/Buffalo/London, 1987,

Reallextkon der Assyriologie, Berlin/Leipzig, 1932-

Society of Biblical Literature Monograph Series.
Stuttgarter Biblische Monographien.

Stutigarter Bibelstudien.

Studies in Biblical Theology, London,

Studies i Biblical Theology, Second Series, London.
Svensk Exesetisk Arshok, Uppsala.

Studies in the History ol the Ancient Near East, Leiden,
T. Ishida (ed.), Studies in the Period of Damd and Solomon
and Other Eisays, Tokyo/Winona Lake, 1982,




x1V

ToLoO8
TH
717
TS
TWAT

TZ
UT
VAB
Vi
VTSup
WHFP

WMANT

Wo
Wz
A
ZAW
ZDPV
ZTK

ABBREVIATIONS

Transactions of the Glasgow University Ortental Society.

Texte der Hethiter, Heidelberg,

Theologische Literaturzeitung, Leipzig, Berlin.

Theologische Studien, Ziinch.

Theologisches Wiirterbueh zum Alten Testament, Stuttgart/Berlin/
Kaln, 1970—,

Theologische Jeitsehrfl, Basel,

C.H. Gordon, Usaniic Textbook (AnOr 38), Rome, 1965.
WVorderasiatische Bibliothek, Leipzig.

Vetus Testamentum, Leiden.

Supplements to Vetus Testamentum, Leiden.

E.A. Speiser (ed.), World History of the Fewish People 1/1:
At the Dawn of Civilization, Tel-Aviv, 1964; B. Mazar (ed.),
World History of the Jeunsh People 17111 Judges, Tel-Aviv,
1971,

Wissenschafiliche Monographien zum Alten und Neuen
Testament, Neukirchen-Viayn.

Die Welt des Orignfs, Gottingen.

Wissenschafiliche Zeitschnift (der Universititen der DDR).
Zeitschnfl fiir Assyriologie und Vorderanatische Archaologie, Berlin,
Zeitschrift fiir die Alttestamentliche Wissmschafl, Berlin,
Zettschrift des Deutschen Paldsting- Vereins, Leipzig/ Wiesbaden,
Zeitschrifi fiir Thelogie und Kirche, Tiibingen.



INTRODUCTION

This hook is a collection of CE5AYS which 1 |'}1||J|i:-i|u'LE it T;-r|'ir|[|jn;_';1|:—c,,
collections of studies, and Fedschnflen in 197393, 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 1ssues raised there. Therefore, by posing some funda-
mental questions which have arisen in my mind while I 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 I have pursned my studies.

To begin with, what 1 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 Christian tradition,' It is clear
that the title Old Testament demonstrates the Christian theological
view that the Hebrew Bible s to be understood as the first volume
of the Holy Seriptures of which the concluding second volume is
the New Testament. However, the canonization of the Hebrew Bible
had been completed by Jews whao 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
legtimate to consider the title Old Testament appropriate to histor-
ical studies, Moreover, Biblia Hebraica is not the original text of Fefus
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 BHE and/or BHS for
the original source. Under these conditions it scems illogical that

For an illuminating discussion about the issue see |1, Levenson, “The Hebrew
Bible, the Old Testament, ane Historical Cnueism®, in R.E. Friedman and H.G.M.
Williamson (eds.), The Fivure of Biblical Studies. The Hebrew Soriptures, Adlanta, 1987,
pp. 19-G0,

* For the h'i:#ll!l]"} of the canonization of the Hebrew Bible see _l__-"L_ 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 sull stick 1o the title Vetus Testamentem 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 seem 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 Testamentum.

If the religious tradidon stll 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 docurnents from the ancient
Near East, also contains traditions transmitted from the remote past.
Moreover, it is a distinctive feature that its main part consists of a
large collection of traditions in the order which corresponds to the
chronological sequence of the events described. In other words, the
first nine (or eleven) books of the Hebrew Bible, ie., from Genesis
to Kings in the Pentateuch and the Former Prophets, tell consecu-
tive stories of the Israchite/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 #ildat,’
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 lf}r:ul::.|'~|||||'-i|:|| calls this sort of literature “the stream of the wadition”, see
Anctent Mesopotmmin. Portratt of a Dead Cirilization, Chicago, 1964, p. 13, about the
continuity of the angeage and |il|'|':|:'f. FENIes i ancient I':.'_:'_L'i.ll see LA, Wilson, The
Culture .-.n_,f Aricvemit I'_:q',_lg'..'_ Chicago, 1951, P 76 I

' Abouwt til'dd see ], Schreiner, “mTyTY; in THAT VI, Swtgart, 1994-95,

cols. 5371-377.
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though they contain many other genres than historical narratives,
such as myths, legends, laws, cultic sayings, songs and peems, and
so on.” In fact, a majonty of scholars today seem to accept the the-
sis that this large complex ol traditions consists of two large histo-
riographical corpora compiled by the Deuteronomistic historian(s
and the Priestly writers,” though there are sill wide differences of
opinion about its analyss. And there is also a variant historiography
in 1 and 2 Chromcles,

| have no intention at present to enter the discussions on the
analytico-redactional problems of the Pentateuch and the Former
Prophets. 1 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 rel-
ability.” The skepticism stems from the eriterion 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 15 to be counted as one of the most impor-
tant elements of which the historical milien consists. As to the large

[_-'I., "'n_|:,_-|-_\:i_||, Introfuction do bhe O Testomrend, From afs argms e e flr'r'l-'l_::' o the
frign camon, Loncon, 19807, pp. 37 0
5 For the classical study on this thesis see M. Noth, Lberlgfernngsges:

Alevay

liche Studfren.
Die sammelnden und bearbettenden Gecchichinoerke m Alten Testamend, Tiibingen, 1943
1957% idem, Uberfigfernnogeschichie da Prtateuch, Stuttgart, 1948,

About various opinions and dscussions see Soggin, Inirmduction fo the Ol Testa
Jriedl, l,IEI. 138 H#., I6] I

E.g | van Seters, fn Search of His Historography o the Ancient Werld and
I",J“'a-_l'_l.-. l_." Hikl .|’|r|-.!-_..::_ Mew Havend London,  198%: :\I’ !-l'll'll-.!ll-'. firael,
Anthrapological and Historical Studies on the Israelite Sociely Bejore the Monarchy (VTSup 37),
Lewden, 1985 T.1. .I.]"”:"'i"""l"- F-,'gg.-!:;. f,l'|-.,'.--!',- af the Tereedite 'r'-'._l".ll'r. From the Wrttem and
Archaraloseal Sources (SHANE 41, Leiden, 1994

" AR Millard argues against the modemn historian’s interpretation of the biblical

historiography, “Story, History, and Theology”, in AR, Millard, K. Hoffincier,
and DLW, Baker (eds.), Faith, Trrdidon, amd History, Ofd Testarnent Historingrapliy fn dis
Near Eastern Context, Winona Lake, 1994, pp, 3764




4 INTRODUCTION

historiographical complex in the Hebrew Bible, consequently, it is
lemtimate to suppose that traditions played a decisive role to pro-
vide its compilation with not only the source materials but also the
scheme of the framework. Thus [ am of the opinion that the histo-
riographical nature of the complex did not come from the last redac-
tors such as the Deuteronomistic histonan(s) and the Priestly writers
but onginated in ancient traditions.’

My approach is sometimes criticized as conservative. But 1 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
[ew 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, 1 propose the following han-
dling of the biblical texts as a working principle for study:

a) First of all, before n-ﬂnr[ing to braking a text into sources or
layers to rationalize so-called discrepancies and repitiions in it, we
must try to give an explanation for each historical tradition in fofo
o 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 t:ﬂ'igiﬂ:u{ﬂ. There ;_L!'l.'.'u}.':-c remains a FJI}};‘:;il’:il_'i_l_'!,'
that the tradition stemmed from earlier gencrations."

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

" For cntical surveys of skeptical views on the historicity of biblical traditions
and positive arguments for the reconstruction of history of ancinet Israel see, eg.,
B. Halpern, The First Historizns, The Hebrew Bible and History, San Francisco, 1968;
E. Yamauchi, “The Current State of Old Testament Historiography”, in Faih,
Tradition, and Hivtory, 1994, pp. 1-36.

" About the Desteronomistic historian®s “sources™ integrated in his history see
N. Na'aman, “The ‘Conguest of Canaan’ in the Book of Joshua and in History”,
in L Finkelstein and N, Nalaman (eds.), Frem Nomadian o Monarehy. Archasolopeal and
Huslorical Aspects of Early Irreel, 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 archaeological 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 1 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 histonographical problems of the Succession Narratve,

2 According to 8. Yamada, “The Editorial History of the Assyrian King List",
ZA 84 (1994), pp. 36 £, three motves are [ound in compilations of the Assyrian
King List, i.e., genuine interest in royal history-chronology, royal legitimation, and
the ancestor cult. It seems w me, however, that the first motive requires further
study.

NN MNataman, in Fome Nomadion &0 Monarchy, ppe 218 8, 15 of the opinion that
the “maost i|r'.|:1i:-| tant evidence for dating the nse ol lnstonography™ i the kingdoms
of lsrael and Judah comes from archasolopical rescarch which attests the sudden
diffusion of alphabetic writing in the seventh century B.C, Based on the absence
of tablets or inscriptions in lsrael 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 difficult for me, however, to regard this as decsive ew-
dence. There remain many other |:|'n11|u:-:n.~: 1o solve to search into the matter
E.g., Na'aman argues that “the development of histonography s necessanly connected
with the ETETEenCe af a wide circle of readers” p- 221} but, AUPpOsIng |'-|.|||5ir' read-
ings were given, historiographies could be appreciated not only by professional
scribes in the roval courts but also by the general public who were illiterate,
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DYNAMISM IN HISTORY AND HISTORIOGRAPHY




CHAPTER ONE

THE LISTS OF PRE-ISRAELITE NATIONS*

l. From 2 to 12 Nations in 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 seem 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 1

Mo, Nations in order as found No. of | Biblical passages
nations
1 Canaan, Sidon, Heth, J A G V, Arkites,
Sinites, Arvadites, Zemarites, Hamathines 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
4 L 2 Gren 34:30
5 [CHAPV] 6 Exod 3:8
6 CHAPYV] 6 Exod 3:17
7 CHAV] 5 Fxod 135
8 AHPGCV] fi Exod 23:23
o VOH 3 M

N |CAHPYV] G

I ACHPV] fi Exod 3411
12 Amalek, H ] A C 5 MNum 13:29
13 HGACFV] 7 D 7:1

* This essay is a revised version of the study which appeared in &ib 60 (1979),
pp. o 1-45).
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Table 1 {cont.

Mo, I Mations in order as found Mo, of | Biblical passages
nations
I« HACPV] i Deat 20017
15 CHYPGA] 7 Jush 3:10
16 AC 2 Jush 51
17 HACEYV] b Josh B:1
18 CAHP]YV |1 Joah 11:3
19 HACPYV .J fa Josh 1 2:8
a0 AFPCHGWV] 7 Josh 24:11
21 [ 2 Judg 1:4-5
22 CHAPV] (1] Judg 3:5
23 |AHPV] 5 |1 Kes 9:20
L C H ]"I]_ Ammonites, Moabites,
|'._<_;1_.'|1I ians, A 1 Ezra 9:1
25 CHAP]G i MNeh 9:8
26 Canaan, Sidon, Heth, | A G W,
Arkies, Sinttes. Arvadites, Semarites,
Hamaihites 12 1 Chr 1316
27 | HAPYVY] ) 2 Chr B:7

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 attempts w 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.

! E.g., in his excursus about the “lists of the natnons”, W, Richter, D Bearbettungen
des “Retterbuches” in der denteronomischen Epocke (BBB 21), Bonn, 1964, p. 41, admits
that “So wird man hinter dem Wechsel der Rethenfolge kaum eine Absicht ver-
muten kinnen™. On the other hand, G.E. Mendenhall, The Tenth Geseration. The
Chrimns of the Bibiicad Tradition, Balumore/London, 1973, P 144, . 5, declares; “ There
is no evidence for a ‘canonical list™. For previous studies regarding the lisis of the
pre-lsraelite nations, inter alia, see S.R. Driver, 4 Critical and FExepeheal Commendary on
Dewteranomy (IGC), Edinburgh, 1902 pp. 97 £; FM.T, de Liagre Bohl, Ranasrde
wned Hebrider, Untersuchungen zur !}..-gri.'n'.'-'.r-ln.rf des Volkstwrms wwd der Relggon Lirrels auf dem
Bodm Kanams (Beitrige zor Wissenschaft vom Alten Testament %), Leipzig, 1911,
pp. 63 (5 E.A. Speiser, “Man, Ethnic Divisions of ", in [DR 1, Nashwville/ New York,
1962, p. 237; N. Lohfink, Das Hauptgebot. Eine Untersuching Iitevarischer Emleriungsfragm
e i 517 __I.'l,.,-lﬁih 20, Roma, 1963, P 19%: wdem, fhe ]I,{.'?J.'.ll:j'.-'l.lln'r‘.'.-'\-i‘ﬂ.'r_l‘r' als Fid Fine
Studie zu Gn 15 (SBS 28}, Stottgart, 1967, pp. 65 [, 98 [; Richter, Bearbetimpen, pp.
41-43: M. du Buit, “Populations de lancienne Palestine”, in DBSup V1L Paris,
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It 1s true that we cannot find one single principle of compilation
for all the lists. In such a case, we must suppose that there was Ul'ig-
nally 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, b lists of representative nations, ¢} gec seraphical lists, d) the
list in the Table of Nations, and ¢) lists in later sources.

2. Siv-Name Lists with Varations

The six-name lists, which consist of the same six nations, though
Imed up in various orders, are predominant among our lists. They
account for eleven instances (I:5, 6, 8, 10, 11, 14, 17-19, 22, 25}
out of the twenty-seven, while there are four five-name lists (I:7, 12,
23, 27), four two-name lists (1.2, 4 16, 21), three seven-name lists
[: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) 15 o
be counted as one of the “geographical lists” and that in Neh 9:8
(1:25) should be included in the “lists in later sources”. On the other
hand, we may classify all the seven-name lists (I:13, 15, 20) as well
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, Lievankritisch he wid siilkritsche Llnter-
sucliengen: gy Denteronomiam (BRE 26), Bonn, 1967, pp. 73 ©; M. Caloe, “Exode, XII,
5716 et son rapport au Dewtéronome”, BB 75 (1968), 53 ; F, Lanelames, “Tsrail
el Thabitant du pays’, vocabulaire et formules d°Fx., XXXIV, 11-16", &5 76 (1969),
P 35 whem, f.-'.'l:;':.'hr el fer récils e la fraperide ..'-r_}'.--:rlrf.-r.'r.' I]u:c - (CEB 11, Pans.
1 05, P 104 I::\_F. van Seiers, “The Terms ‘Amorite’ and “Hittiee® in the Old
Testament™, VT 22 (1972), pp. 67-72; Mendenhall, The Tenth Generation, pp. 144 [;
E. North, “The Hivites", Bib 54 {1973), pp. 4316,
* The numbers refer 1o “Table | no, 5, no, & no, #§ e,
The nature of the six-name bsts as the basic formula has been observed in one
way or another, c.g., Speiser, in ID8 [11, p. 237; Richeer, D Bearbeitingen, p. 41;
Morth, Bib 54 (1975, | LHEE s B

firmgescih
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intention of making the number of nations up to seven by means
of the inclusion of the I-'ri]'_y;,'l,:'-|1'tu‘.~2.' We will deal with the [‘Jl'c:tﬂl.'l‘l'l.
of the omission of the Perzzites and the Canaanites from the lists
in Exod 13:5 (I:7) and | Kes 9:20 (1:23), respectively, later.

Thus we have altogether fourteen lists in the category “six-name
lists with variations”. 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 (1L:1, 3-8, 10-14),
and ten of the lists have the Perizzites, the Hivites and the Jebusites
in this fixed order in the latter half (I1:1-3, 5-7, 11-14}. These sta-
tistics make it clear that our first task is o find how to order the
irregularities in the first halfl

Before taking up this task, it is to be noted that there 15 a striking
contrast between these two .l_{]'ru|[}i|1.g;h. The three nations in the hrst
half. the Canaamtes, the Amonies and the Hittites, are well known peo-
ples in both biblical and extra-biblical sources. On the other hand,
not only are the nations of the latter half, the Perizzites, the Hivites,
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 hall of the six-narme lists suggests that the order decided upon
among the three became fossilized after the onginal formula for com-
piling the six-name lists had been made up. This fossilization reflects
a situation in which not only had the existence of these nations
already come to an end in reality but also memory of them was no

" I the LXX seven of the six-name lists (15, 6, 8, 10 [codex Alexandrinus], 1
4. 171 and in the Samaritan Pentateuch six of the siename liss (IS, 6, 8, 10, 1
L4} have been expanded to seven-name lists by adding the Girgashites, and two of
the five-name lists (127, 230 have also been mad "u::||||||'lr|'" by adding the Periszites
and the Girgashites or the Canaanites and the Girgashites,

Auempts have been made to find their names in extra-biblical sources, b
nome of the sugeestions has been unanimously accepied; 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 I Finkelstein and ™, Nataman (eds.), From Nemadion fe Monarchy. Archaeolspical and
Histortcal Aspects of Early Trrael, Jerosalem, 904, pp. 239143,
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longer alive in Israclite traditions. On the other hand, the great
ii'i‘.'l'!'.‘{il}' in the order of the !11;ii1:1' nations in the fArst 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:

al Canaanites™—The discoveries in Ebla and Mar have demon-
strated that the terms “Canaan™ and “Canaanites” were used as carly
as in the third millennium B.C." But the exact application of the
term in these early documents has not vet been fully clarified. Tt is
rom the middle of the fificenth 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 ]n'm'in-:*v; however, where further distinetion
is required, biblical 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,

Scc B Maisler (Mazarl, Onfervuchungm mur alten Geseliehile ind Fthrographie Syries
wnd Falistings 1, Gielen, 1930, pp. 54-74; idem, “Canaan and Canaanites”, BASOR
102 IFH';.-. ¥ 7 I'-'!: A van Selms, “The Canaanites ;|| the Hl,:-ll].;_ ol l:_::-:n_-;i-..v__
ES 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.
Easeys in Honor of William Fovell Afbright, London, 1961, pp. 328-362; ].C.L, Gibson,
“Oibservations on Some J111|:u|rr.'m|: Eithnic Terms in the Pentateach™, _;f'p'.l".'."-' il
P61, pp. 217220 E.A. 5“;|:ll‘i.:-it'l'. “Amontes and Canganites”, m EA. th-'i:{n:-r ed.b,
WEIP 1AL At the Don of Croilization—A Background of Biblical Hisiory, Tel-Aviv, 1964,
pp. |62-169, 364 ;Y. Aharond, The Land of the Bible, A Historical Gesgraphy, London,
1966, pp. 61-70; R. de Vaux, “Le pays de Canaan”, 7408 88 (1968), pp. 23-30,
idern, Historre ancienne d'fsradl, Des enigines & Cinstaflation e Conaan, Paris, 1971, PR
125-12%9 AR, Millard, *The Canaanites™, in H:I_ Wiseman {ed.), POTT, Oxford,
1973, pp. 29-5% P.C. Schmitz, “Canaan (Place)”, in ABD 1, New York, 1997, Pp.
R28-831.

For Ebla see G. Pettinato, “The Royal Archives of Tell Mardikh-Ebla™, f4 59
(1976), p. 48 for Mari see G. Dossin, “Une mention de Canaanéens dans une let-
tre ce Man”, Syma 50 (1973), pp. 277-282.

' oee W, Helek, e Bereeln r_:;l:,l'.l.':r'.'ll st Vorderacen tm 3. und 2, __-,f.-.'.".'.-rd.u-.rr.'r." .
Lhr. (Apyplologische Abhandlungen 3}, Wiesbaden, 1962, pp. 279 [,
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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; | 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
|‘\11'I.I{|.I. i.::., Western Et'l‘lﬁtq-.ﬂ who were active in :"'t[r.'?HJ|}l:rl:;Lr'|‘]i;:
and Syra 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 Man 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 casy to believe that the hiblical references to
the Amorites in the mountains of western Palestine and the Transjordan
have no historical value.!' The distinction between the Canaanites
living 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 Tsracl see
Z, Kallai, *Tribes, Territories of ™, in [0BSp, Nashwille, 1976, pp. 920-923; idem,
“The Patriarchal Boundaries, Canaan and the Land of Israel: Patterns and Application
in Bihlical EIi‘\.[ilfillj_':l'.ll'lllfn'l.\, .’.f':r 17 (1997, PR G9-82 M. Onosson, "i'_H"_ i
TWAT I, Stungart, 1970-73, cols. 431 [; cf BDB, p. 76; HALOT 1, p. 90

oo Masler (Mazar), Onlfersuchungen [, pp. 1-53; M. Noth, “Beitriige zor Ge-
schachte des Ozgordantandes 1. Das Land Gilead als Siedlungsgebict israclinscher
Sippen” (19410, in dufitze zur biblischen Landes- wnd Allertwmskunde 1, Neukirchen-Vian,
1971, . O4-101: Gibson, _}'_"u-f'.'.'l 20 (19615, PP 2N -224 .HFH":-;L'T_ in H'.F{IFF !.-[
Pp- 162169 K.M, Ki'll‘:.'ml_ Amorites and Canganster, London, 1966: H., Kleneel,
{rexchnchite -':‘i"l'l""r'- m 2 _TfrJ."rn'.'r.'rt:.'.'ra' BT ALY .-C.-'."l wrg T Miteel- wnd Siidvyriers, Berhin,
1969, pp. 178-263; A. Haldar, Who were the Amaontes?, Leiden, 1971; de Vaux, Histom
aucterite o fvadl, pp. 129-131; van Seters, FT 22 (1972), pp. 64-67, 72-78; idem,
Abvaham i History and Tradition, New Haven/London, 1975, pp. 43-45; M. Liverani,
“The Amorites”, in D). Wiseman (ed.), POTT, Oxford, 1975, pp. 100-13% W.G.
Dever, “Prolegomenon o a reconsideration of archaeols iy and |1.'|.I,|i;||_'|'|a.'1: back-
grounds", in J.H, Haves and J.M. Miller (eds.), fsrasfite amd Fudasan Hisory (OTL),
London, 1977, pp. 102-111; G.E Mendenhall, “Amorites”, in ABD 1, New York,
1992, pp. 199-202.

' B, de Vaux, Histoire auciemre d'fsrail, p. 130, maintains that “*Amorite’ n'a,
dans la Bible, avcune signification historique ni ethnigue™; oL also van Seters, 1T
e

197}, 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
ol 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™ to distinguish them from the second
group; (n) 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.; (111) 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

Maoth, in Aufedize 1, pp. 98 [, holds that the general use of the name Amonites
m the Bible came not from the Neo-Assyrian bt from the Old Babylonian use ol
the term; but see Liveram, in POTT, p- 123 The term Amurru as the general des-
gmation for Syria was first attested in the imscnptions of ASumasirpal [T (883-859
B.C.J, see Liverani, in POTT, pp. 119 [

P See Masler (Mazxar), lnfermuclmmen [ PP T6=-80 B. Mizar, “Ropna orET in
Ercyelopaedia Biblica 111, Jerusalem, 1958, cols. 355-357 (Hebrew); L. Delaporte, “Les
Hittites sont-ils nommes dans la Bible?, RE 4 (1938, pp. 2R9-296; idem, “Hittites™,
in DESyy IV, Paris, 1949, cols. 103-10%; OLR, Gumey, The Hittiles, Harmondsworth,
19617, pp. 59-62; Gibsom, FNVEY 20 (1961}, pp. 224-227; 1], Gelb, “Hittites”, in
108 11, Nashville/New York, 1962, pp. 612-615; A. Kammenhuber, “Hethitisch,
Palaisch, Luwisch und Hieroghphenlowisch”, in Addlermagaticohe Sfracken (HAO 1411
1-272), Leden/Kaln, 1969, pp. 119-127; H.A Hoffher, “Some Contributions of
Hittitology 10 Old Testament Stcy™, Tyndale Bulferin 200 {1969, pp. 27-57; idem,
“The Hittites and Hurrdans”, in D.J. Wiseman (ed.), POTT, Oxford, 1973, pp.
19722, 2% P28 de Vaux, Hidtere ancenne d Tiraél, PP 151-133; van Seters, 7
22 (1972, pp. 64—67, 78-81; J.D. Hawkis, “Hatti: the 1* millennium B.C.", in
RIA TV, Berdin/New York, 1972-75, pp. 152-159; G, McMahon, “Hitdwes in the
OT", in ABD I, New York, 1992, pp. 231-23%: Na'aman, in Fem Nomadion lo
Momarciny, pp. 239 [,




THE LIST: OF PRE-ISRAELITE NATIONS 15

supplanted the latter by the middle of the first millennium B.C."Y

Although the above four distinctions in the use of the term “Himites”
are unanimously accepted, the question of how the Hittites in the
Hebrew Bible fit into this picture is sill a thorny one on which opin-
ions vary, It is not so difficult to identify some biblical references to
the Hitutes with either the teritory of the Hittite Empire in Syria
or the Neo-Hittte kingdoms.'” However, although the Hebrew Bible
often 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
stuchies 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 Hirtites 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 shift of the desgnanon Amurra o an archaie term and
the wsge of Haui for the entire region of Syria-Palestine, see Liverani, in POTT, pp.
119-123

" The term Hittitels) in | Kgz 10:29 (= 2 Chr 1073 1 Kgs 1121 2 Kes 706, cor-
tanly refers to the Neo-Hittites, Mader (Mazar), SANOR 102 (1946, p. 11, n. 23
wchem, i Fucpelopavdia Bibdica 11 col. 356, thinks that “all the land of the Hittites™ in
Josh 1:4, also desigmates the Synan regronz, which were once under the rule of the Hinoe
Empire, a5 opposed 0 “Canaan”, but opinions are divided on this Interpretaton,

» [-,; de Vaux, MHistorre anetenne o Toad, N 13% van Scters, T 22 (1972, . 81

[t is remarkable that every reference to the Hittites as indigenous o Palestine
places them in southern Palestine: Ephron the Hittite who sold the feld i Machphelah
to Abraham was a ctzen of Kinath-arba (= Hebwon) (Gen 23), while the Hitte
wives of Esau came, ot seems, from the remon of Beer-ssheba (Gen 2603334, A
reference to the Hitires in the hill country (Num 13:29) also implies a Hitite set-
tlement in the Judacan hills, of. Gelb, in [0 11, p. 613, Note also thar, in these
exis, the Hitttes in Hebron are ;.||5|11 “the |'|n|'||]‘.-||' ol the |._||;|1,!" Creny 237, el Iy
and Ezau's Hutite wives are referred to as “daughters of the land™ (Gen 27:46) or
“daughters of Canaan™ (36:2). From this, van Seters, T 22 (19732, p. 79, has con-
claded that “'Canaamte’ and *Hihite’ are largely synonymous terms”. However, it
seems more probable thas the Hittiees are regarded here as one of the populations
in the Land of Canaan, called either “the land"” or *“Canaan™

i Several theones have been advanced to prove Hittite penetraion inmo Palestine
in the second millennium B.C. E.Q, Forrer, *The Himites in Palesting”, PEQ 68
(1936), pp. 190-203; 69 (1937), pp. 100-115, spoke of a certain Kurustimma-
prople from Anatolia coming mto Egyptian termitory as fugtives in the fourteenth
century B.CL, 10 become the “Hittes” in the hill country of Judah. C.H. Gordon,
“Abraham and the Merchants of Ura®, JNES 17 (1908), pp. 28-31, sugpgested tha
the Hittites whom Abrabam met in Hebron were merchants from the Hitie Empire,
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of 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 archacological 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
group dwelling by the sea coast and in the Jordan valley, signified

Canaanites”, besides being the name for the ethnic

the entire population of Palestine, but lost its significance after the
ecstablishment 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 T'rans-
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. Kiichen, Aretend Ortent and Ol T ettamerd [-:hi‘i'i'l_E”. |'I|:|I_§.I P. 32 1. 91, has tned
o collect evidence for Anatolians in Palestine in the Patriarchal period. None of
these suggestions has met general approval, see Hollner, Tyudale Bulfletin 20 (1969),
pp. 28--33,

" Haffner, 'f_'l.'.'.r."rl."r Buifetin 20 (1969), P, 5237 idem, in POTT. pp. 199 [, does
not find any Hittite characteristics either in the personal names of the “Hitites” in
the Bible or in the customs pertaining o the real-estate transaction between Abraham
and Ephron the Hittite in Gen 23, However, taking the hiblical evidence of a native
popitlation called “Hittite™ as historical, he sugeests that these “Hittites" were native
demites who had nothing in common with the Hattdans and Indo-European Hitties
in Anatolia or the Neo-Hittites in Syria, A similar suggestion had already been
made by G.B. f:Il'-!ju'. A Crtreal and Exepeircal Covementary on Numbers (1000, F.Ll'i]ll.llll'qh.
P03, p, 148 CL also Fo and H. Klengel, £ Hetfuter, Geselichte and Ulnnvelt, Wien /
Minchen, 1970, pp. 50 f. Hoffner’s argument scems convincing bt for the last
suggestion. 1 is difficult w assume that the phonetic similarity between the Helrew
terns el aned fet and the Akkadian teem fafh is “due 1o chance conflation™ (POTT,
p. 214) with regarel 1o the Hebrew vocalization of the name, see H.G, Giterbock,
“Hethiter, Hethidsch™, in REA TV, Berlin/MNew York, 1972-75, p. 372,

o Bee KA. Kitchen, *The Philistines”, in ]:'._]. Wizeman (ed. L 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
Meo-Hittites, and hnally came to be used to represent the original
nations inhabitng the land prior 1o the Israclite settlement,

We are now in a position to rearrange the irregular sequences
ol the three major nations in the fArst hall 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 lollowing are the rules in accordance with which the
diagram may be read, and the signs emploved 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 lsts
in which the Amorites occupy the first position are to be subordi-
nated to the scheme determined by the order of the Hitites and
the Canaanites,

) After the expected positions of the six components have been
fixed for each list in accordance with the above rule, those componenis
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 dewvi-
ating component by a line.

dj The lack of a component 15 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 15 irvegulanty in the order of the entries only m
three lists (I1:4, 9, 10), in which either the Amorites occupy the first
position or the Girgashites have been added. Although 11:3 and 11
form an exception to this rule, it is possible to regard the lists in
which either the Amorites take the first position instead of the Ca-
naanites or the Girgashites have been inserted in the six-name system
as secondary developments.

In order to find out the historical development of the lormulae
for compiling the six-name lists, special attention should be paid to
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Table 11

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

1 C A H P v J b Exod 332
2 A H P v J 5 | Kgs 3:20
5 A C H P vV ] b Exod 34:11
| A P C H* G V ] 7 Josh 24:11
5 L H A P v J b Exod 3:8

i C H A P v J G Exod 3:17
7 C H A P v J i Judg 3:5

a C H A V | A Exod 13:5
g [ H V P G ¥ A 7 Josh 3:10
10 A H P C * v | i Exod 23:23
1l |[H GA CP v J| 7 | Deu 71
|2 H A ¢ P Y I f Deuat 20017
12 | H A C P v J| 6 | Josh ol

|4 H A A L ¥ | b Josh 12:8

the three-stage promaotion of the Hittites in the lists. All the four lists
in which the Hiuites occupy the first position (I1:11-14) 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
lists, the Hittites, the Amorites, and the Canaanites, corresponds
cxactly to the situation in Neo-Assyrian inscriptions of the seventh
century B.G., where the expression “Hatti land” denotes the whole
region of Syria-Palestine, but the term “Amurru” mostly implies the
West in a general archaic manner,” while the designation “Kinahhu”,

Langtamet, (ifgal of fes réats, p. 110, recognizes thar these four hsts belong o
the *Deuteronomustic type”, and the formula “C H A PV J" to the "Yahwist
type”, According o the analysis of M. Noth, Dar Buch Jeswe (HAT 71, Tiibingen,
1955, pp. 37, 71, Josh 8:1 is post-Deuteronomistic and Josh 12:8b 15 an addition
() |h. |'l '|.\||||:-!<' |’|:l!'|||'a|:l.‘\.il:||||:| B ]j‘.'l]ll'l'lIII-\.I:II|~|_'.:'

* It 1s true that when Esarhaddon calls himself "|‘-:.::'|_|_' of Subartu, Amurr,
Gutium, the great land of Ham .7 (K. Borger, Dhe fosclrflen Asarhaddons Kongs von
Assyrren [AITY Beal, 9], Graz, 1956, p. 80, lincs 27-28), the two terms Amurm and
Hati are devoid of any specific geographical sense, but in other inscriptions, the
term Haui is employed as a conerete designation for Synia-Palestine; sce Borger,
fusehirifien Asarhaddons, p. 48, line 80; p. 60, line 72. Note also that, in HAR-gud E,,
rev. 68, 10-11, “Subarmu™, “Amurru™, and “Gutum™ are found in the second caol-
umn, while “Hat™ appears in the third, This seems o show that the first three
Lorms werne .I|I‘l.':'|1|‘_.' archaic |}‘_. the late xi'xl-.‘l.‘-'\.'\_\:'i.ill. |:l|'|i-|-:'5._ the |Jr|:-|:-:|,|_1||' mme of
writing of the therd column, and that the desgnation Hati was used as an equiv-
alent geographical term, see E. Reiner and M. Cial, Mofenaften ziom semerisohen Lextfon
X1, Rome, 1974, p. 35, | owe the last note 1o Profl K. Deller.
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i.e., “Canaan”, is completely absent. We cannot but conclude, there-
fore, that the formula “"H A C P V J* was composed under the
infuence of the common use of the terms Hatd and Amurru in the
Near East in the seventh century B.C.

If our thesis 1s correct, we may further assume that the placing
of the Hittites in the second and the third positons in the six-name
lists also reflects two scts of historical situations, in which the lsraelites
recognized certain people called Hitites: the Hitttes in the second
position denote the Neo-Hittites, whose contact with the Israelites is
mentioned in the Hebrew Bible from the time of Dawnd (2 Sam
8:9-10, etc.) and Solomon (1 Kgs 11:1, ete.) down to the days ol
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 J7, which is preserved in a
complete form only in Exod 35:2 (I1:1), 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-Israclite populations in Palestine priv-
iledged to be included among the three major nations, although they
actually formed only a tny litdle 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 15 documented in biblical sources that Hamath, the southemmost Meo-Hitie
kingcom, continuowsly maimtained contact with Isracel undl its destmction by Sargon
im 720 B.C. However, the kingdom of Hamath was no longer “Hittie” after Zakkur,
an Aramaean, assumied s control m the fisst ball” of the cighth century B.C,, see
JuIx. Hawkins, “Hamath”, in RL4 1V, Berdin/New York, 1972-75, p. 68; W.T.
Pitard, Amcest Damasews. A Hidorical Study of e Syrean Caly-Stale from Larliest Tomes wunid
iy Fall fo the Aityrans in 732 i f..l'_.._ 1|‘I- BOEa |.::~u:'. 1987 [EIL 170 1-_

“+ The dwelling E:l|.|-:'-:‘.x' of the Palestinian Hittites were, as has been menooned,
confined 1o the regions around Hebron and Beer-sheba, while Hivite settlemenis
were located i Mount Lebanon (Judg 3:3), at the foot of Hermon (Josh 11:3), in
shechem (Gen 34:2) and abeon (Josh 9:7; 11149, that s, they were scattered
between Sidon and Beersheba (2 Sam 20:6-7). EA. Speiser has advanced a the-

ory that the term Hivite s the resuli of a textual eonfusion ol H.-::-|:|||' and Hittre,
“Eihnic Movements in the Near East in the Second Millennium B.( the Hurrians
and their Connection with the Elabin and Hyksos”, AAS08 13 I'I...J.. pp. 2935
ilemy, “Hpate™, im £85I, Nas |:|‘.i||.|.'.-".\'r'-- 1:|u.|:|-. 14962, P 613, for cnvucal views af
this theory see 5.E. Loewenstamm, weliae Bibfaca 111, Jerusalemn, 1958,
col. 45 (Hebrew); K. de Vaux, “Les Hurries ':|i' I'hestorre el bes Hontes de la Bible™

|r|.’."1I 74 (14967, pp 497-5{3 Norh, .ril.'- 54 1973 [LER Y62, Un the other hand,

e
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It is patent that the theme of the six-name lists is the legiima-
tion of the Israelite 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 lists, the Jebusites, fixes the fem-
nies ael 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-
l;||i_|;}n nf' [h;' |-;'||;|_1_|T‘L]|;:]]1.I]u;1|_'| it|,q‘]1_||_|,td “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 1o 1 Kes 9:20-22 (cf. 2 Chr 8:7-9), those whom Solomon
made slave-labourers were not Israelites but descendants of the indige-
nous ]1||]_j|_;||'.uj:}n, However, we are told elsewhere that Solomon actu-
ally imposed a forced levy on all lsraelites {1 Kgs 5:27-32; 1128,
12:4; ef. 4:6).%" Accordingly, it is possible to assume that the former

Mendenhall, The Tenth Geneation, pp. 154-163, maintaing that the Hivites were
Luwians whe came from Cilicia, on the basis of the phonetic identification of
“Hivite” with “Quwe™ (= Cilicia); Cf also Na'aman, in Fren Nemadism o Momarchy,
P 40,

North, 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 designadon for the whole popu-
lation of pre-Israclite Palestine, see ] Blenkinsopp, Gibesn and fael, The Role of Gibeon
and the Gibeanites in the Political and Religions History of Eardy frmel (The Society for Old
Testament Study Monograph Senes 2), Cambridge, 1972, pp. 21 £

¥ Some scholars find a difference between the types of servitude 1w which the
lsraclites and the Canaanites were .-:-:".'1'I'.|.]|f.' -l|||:|l.'1'Ll'I1. that is, the corvée (mas) for
the former and the state slavery (mas @& for the latter, see T Mendelsohn, “State
Slavery in Ancient Palestine”, BASOR 85 (1942), pp. 14-17; ). Gray, ! & JT Kings
A Conrmertary (OTL), London, 1977 pp. 155 £ However, this argument seerms
inconclusive, see ALF. R;ij':.': = :4':.]1|]‘:|.|'i:c|:-j'-_.' Labour Gangs in Ancient Lsrael™, H‘.:f
20 (1970}, pp. 191202 J.A. Soegin, “The Davidic-Solomonic Kingdom”, in J.H.
Haves and J.M. Miller (eds.), Jiraelite and Judazan Histo ((FTL), London, 1977, p. 378
idem, “Compulsory Labor under David and Solomen”, in T, Ishida (ed.}, SPLS,
Tokyo/Winona Lake, 1982, pp. 259-267.




THE LISTE OF PRE-ISRAELITE NATIONS 21

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 of a mass assimilation of the native populations to
the social structure of the United Monarchy.™

It is understandable that the ideclogical strugele 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 lisis 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
tme of Solomon.”

# Clear evidence for a policy of mtegrating the foreim elements into the Solo-
monic state can be found in the structure of Solomon’s twelve administrative districts
| Kgs 4:7-19), which were formed by following Izraclite wibal boundaries and also
h‘_.' il.'l-:'l.l:l'|:l|:ll'.l.'.ill.;; former Canaanite :||'_~_"i|||h. see A Al “lsraels Gaue unter Salomoe”
L913), in Kiene Schriflen zur Geschichle des Valkes Irrael 11, Miinchen, 1953, pp. 76-89;
N. Ma'aman, Borders amd Dostrcts m Biblical Fivoriography, Seven Studies in Bebfical
aplical Lists ( JBS 4), Jerusalem, 1986, pp. 167-201. T.N.I), Mettinger, Solwrmoni
State Offiesals. A Study of the Cinl Govermment Wicials of the [raelite Monarehy (CBOTS
3), Lund, 1971, pp. 119 [, maintains that Solomon's subdivision of the districts was
haseed on a ['h.ll;.l.':. {!il'l'l"ll'l“ :I,!_:.Ii1|\': the ||-:|||:w ol .!HN{'IJ]L _"l.un:-eliu:_: o MNa'aman's
:m::]‘_.'hii. ihid ., P- 169, however, “the nclusion of the ‘Canaanite’ districts in the
inhentances of Ephraim and Manasseh s the resuli of a literary Process. (... It
has no basis i actual fact”

# Some scholars comend that the descendants of the Gibeonites survived as the
w'tinim without losing their ethnic identity even alter the Exile, see Y. Kaufmann,
The Religion of Tsrael from ity Begranings to the Babyloman Exile (1r. and abr. by M. Green-
berg), New York, 1972, p. 231, However, it is more likely that the w'finim were
descended from a mixture of alien peoples, of, G.H, Davies, *Nethinim”, in {08
1, Nashwille/New York, 1962, p. 541, On the other hand, Sogein, in fraelte and
Judaean History, p. 379, assumes that the Canaamites were granted autonomy within
the kingdom of Solomon and recovered their independence from the Northem
Kingdom of [srael after the division of the Unied Kingdom. But we can hardly
find any -:'5.F|-|i-:’i| 4'-.'.||:_t|:'1||:'|' (1] |1i|r||r_‘:|| sources lor this ;|-ixl,||]||:-|,'i|:||:_
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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 nations
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 position, as "A H-P V J". But we are convinced
that we should place the missing entry not in the third but in the
first positton on the hist. First of all, our thesis regarding the Solomonic
origin of the formula governing the six-name lists requires this list
to belong to the orginal formula, in which the Canaanites ocoupy
the first positon. The parvallehsm 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 appellaton for the land with
all its foreign populations. The text reads: “All the people who were
left of the Amorites, the Hittites, the Penzzites. .. [v. 20) // “Thei
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 Unah
(2 Sam 11:3, etc.), testifics to the fact that there existed a commu-
nity of Hittite origin in Judah in the time of David.® On the other
hand, as mentioned above, David put the kingdom of Hamath, onc
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 Palestimian Hittites, it seems, as a branch
of the Neo-Hittites in Syria. Hence the inclusion of the Hittites

" Gibson, INES 20 (1961), p. 226, thinks that Ahimelech and Unah came from
Meo-Hittite kingdoms in Syna, It 5 not easy o suppose, however, that such remote
foreigners were included among those who were discontented with Saul’s regime
and gathered to David (1 Sam 22:32), cf. Delaporte, in DESup IV, col. 1045
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among the major nations in the onginal formula, though in the third
position. This assumption also explains the peculiar fact that the

original formula is preserved only in two lists (11:1, 2), while the sec-
ond formula “C H A PV ]J” is the prevailing one, being found in
h"\.'l." cases out ::||- ﬁ:lll'lr:'r'l _.l]:.-.l .[J_. |I |-. ||L{h 1|lil| t]]u‘ 'L]]s]'!,g]]'f'u';mt

Palestinian Hittites and all other foreign elements ceased to exist in
the United Kingdom by the end of the time of Solomon. Seo, as
regards the wse of the term “Hitttes”™, the reference to the more
important “Neo-Hittites™ avershadowed 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 tme of

Solomon,

To sum up, the formulae “CAHPV ["and *CHA PV "
were compiled successively one after the other in the days of Solomon,
while the third formula “H A C PV ] ,iE}p:';u':'ql in the seventh
century B.C. On the other hand, the formulae “A CH PV J” and

“AHCPV ] were formed as secondary modifications of the first
and second formulae, respectively, in the ninth or the eighth cen-
tunes B.C.°

We have no intention I':ll-l.']iﬁ':"l,]h!“'i!'l:;] here the |'L'];|_lir:-n.-i]]i_i1- between

these formulae and the entirely different problem of “sources”™ in the
Pentateuch. Stll, 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 source
made habitual use of Hittites.*® However, the foregoing investigation
into the six-name lists has made the thesis questionable, 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. Itis likely
that the choice of one of these appellations in preference to the
others 15 likewise not charactenstc of a .‘ii'll:_'l:"i”t' “source™ but Himpl':.'
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

Richter, Ihe Hearbeitnngen, p. 42, assumes that the six-name lisis arose as a
mnemonic device for waching historieal geography. However, it is difficult, on this
.'|.--:~'.:I!IL'||J[iuII_ 3] |'1|1|._|.'i|| the great diversity in the order of C, A and H in the first
hall’ of these lsts,

d ].'.’. M. .\'nl':ﬁ, The (0d Testameni il;'-'.'."rf. E.l:lrlltllll_ | iy, . i
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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 |" as guasi-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 lormula [rom the formulae rans-
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
general designation for all the inhabitants of pre-Israchte 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 Palesunian Hittites. Unlike the terms Canaanites and
Amorites, which sometimes stood lor the whole population of the
country (e.g., Gen 12:6; 15:16), the appellation Hittites continued to
have a specihic meaning in the Hebrew Bible, referring either to the
Palestinian Hittites or to the MNeo-Hittites. This fact shows that the
terms Canaanites and the Amortes had been fixed as general des-
ignations for the eriginal natons 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 ol represen-
tative of the pre-lsraelite 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 1o
become another general designation for the indigenous populaton
of the Promised Land,

For the Deuteronomistic character of Josh 3:10 see Noth, Dar Buch oo,
p 33 el also Langlamet, Gilgal & fes wéeils, p. 109; LA, Soggin, Joshwa, A Commentay
OTL), London, 1972, PR 51 T _||.|n.’||1 15 s regarded as F'll:-l;.!-]}:'llll'l'l:-lll|'|'|'|i~'.|i1 |r1_.'
. Fohrer, Mmfroduction &0 the O Testament, London, 1970, P 213,
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3. Lusts of Representative Nations

three two-name lists, which consist of the Canaanites and
the Perizzites (Gen 13:7; 34:30; Judg 1:4-5). Since the Perizzites
are, together with the Girgashites, the most obscure of the “seven
it 1s not casy to find the implication of this combination
of peoples. From the context we may understand that the two peo-

There are

nations”,

ples are mentioned here as the two main population groups in pre-
[sraclite Palestine. Hence, on the basis of the meaning of the term
frrazi as “rural country”, it has been suggested that “the Canaanites”
and “the Perizeites” 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 ethnie, designations.™
Rather they seem to be ethno-geographic as well as ethno-linguistic,
as in the case of the criteria for classifying the nations in the “Table
of Nations”, i.e., “by their families, their languages, their lands and
their natons” (Gen 10:20, 31: of 10:5)%

From a comparison of the two-name lists with the six-name lists,
we may assume that “Canaanites” and “Perizzites” 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 applving the rules for charting the six-name
lists, we can put the two-name list into the following diagrammatic
form: C--P--, So it is possible to regard the term “Canaanites™ as
representative of the major nadons, 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

# Lo BF. Schnell, “Perizate”, in IO8 11, Nashville/New York, 1962, p. 735
5.A. Reed, “Perznite”, in A8D WV, New York, 1992, p. 231

B Schnell, in £08 11, p. 735 du Buit, in D88y VIIL col. 120; of, KB, p. 77%
HALOT I, p. 965.

“ Mendenhall, The Tenth Ceneration, p. 155, takes the “seven nations” to be exclu-
sively socio-political groups, but the purely socio-political approach makes it difficult
to 4k|:| win the l:I|lI'|’l-]!il'|j___IIi‘-.-.if diversity of Syria-Falestine in the hiblical J_Il: riod.

Although recognizing language as a criterion, Speiser, in IDBTI1, p. 236, holds
that the principal criteria in biblical traditions were nation and country, ic., ethno-
peographic ones.
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are too simple: they reflect blocks of some kind. Therelore it 1s
difficult to say exactly what ethno-geographic or linguistic groups are
included in the names of the two nations. Sdll, the above diagram-
matic form “C--P--"" suggests the hypothesis that the grouping of
the two-name list was based on an ethno-linguisic criterion, that
is, “the Canaanites” stand for Semitic populations, and “the Penzazites”
for non-Semitic.™ It is generally assumed that the Penzezites, the
Hivites and the Jebusites were non-Semitic.” On the other hand,
the Canaanites and the Amorites were definitely Semitic. In additon,
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
Clanaanites and the other the Perizzites (11:2, B), as variations of the
six-name lists, and the problem of the lack of the entry *Canaanites”
has already been dealt with. Now, our ;||1.1|'§':~ih of the two-name lists
has made it clear that the Perizzites could stand as representatives
of the minor ethnic groups. Accordingly, it is also possible to assume
that, in the list in Exod 13:5, from which the entry "Perizzites” 15
missing, thus giving it the form “C H A — V J”, the entries “Hivites”
and “Jebusites” stand for two subdivisions of the “Perizzites™.

The sole three-name list, “the Hivites, the Canaanites, the Hittites”
Exod 23:28), is also to be classified among the “lists of representa-
tive nations”. I we chart it again following the same rules as in the
case of the diasram 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 hypothetical, 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 (ef. the order of the Hivites and the
Canaanites in 2 Sam 24:7 and the Hitbte setilements in southern
IEIEI_lI,'_\'IiI_II:' i'II |.||{' HUU"{ 1|E {.;“”L'.‘l—i..\-.

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

CI Speiser, in 08 UL, pp. 237, 241 wem, m WHGPS L, po 163,
® Speiser, in LOB UL p. 242, links all three with the Hurrians
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the six-name lists “C A H PV J", since it is hardly incidental that
combinations of nations like C+A+H) P+(V+]) or C+(A) HHP)
V+(]) can be detected in both the lists®

b, CGeographical Lists

Of the twenty-seven lists of nations, four lists (1:3, 12, 16, 18) can
be categonzed under the heading “geographical lists™, In these lists,
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 15:19-21
will be placed last as it has a different character from the others,

Talsle 111

Mo, | Nations i order as found, classified by Mo, of Biblical
ETOUPS according w the ul'-e:uul,LF:-||ic al notes nations passagres
| | al Amalek {in the land ol .'\r'l_:n'h
bl H ] A (in the ull country
cl © (hy the sea and i1|i'i|l|_: l|':|_'_||||'r,|,||| 5 MNum 13249
2 al A {bevond the Jordan o the west
h) € (by the zea 2 Joshe 5:1
3 al G (i the east and the west
b A H Pl in the hll couniry
) WV (under Hermon in the land of Mizpah fa Josh 11:3
1 a) Kenites, Kenizites, Kadmonites
hi H P, HLJJ]TiIl':-\-. A
b O
d) G ] | 0 Gren 153:19-21

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. Deat 1:7), while the two lists

" N. Na'aman, “Canaanites and Perizaites”, BV 45 (1988), pp. 42-44, is of the
opinion that the pair, Canaanites and Perizzites, steemmed from a late strutum in
||=" hi‘ll]i'.'ull “'.H’Ii[ill'l al.“ll. "|I="' |'(:'||':'1'||| 1:'| |’|" ill':l'.‘."ill:"\. a% a name for '|||I:" '|'||.'|'.|I
populanon of the country emerged due o popular ctymologizaton of the ethne
mame Perzates”,

Far the regmons of the Amontes and those of the Canaanites, see Maisler
Mazar), Uniersuchnngen 1, pp. 39-53%, 67-74; of. also Speiser, in WHFP I/1, p. 169,
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in Num 13:29* and in Josh 11:3 particularize the various ethnic cle-
ments dwelling in the hill country. In additon, the former mentons
an ethnic group in the southeérnmost 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 Jahin 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 ], 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 carred
out according to the principle of geographical grouping.

Accordingly, the structure of the list in Josh 11:3 is 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 Isracl (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

2 ¥ The descendants of Anak™ in the :m-:--:-r!in:; verse (v, 28] cannot be inchaded in
the lst, since the term Anak is not used as an ethnic designation here, see M. Noth,
Numbers (OTL), London, 1968, pp. 105-107; of. E.C.B. Maclaurn, “"ANAK/SANABS",
VT 15 (1965}, pp. 468-474,

" CF Richter, M Bearbertungen, p. 42; Lohfink, e Landverheissimg als Fid, p. 66;
CF. also Aharom, The Lamd of the Bibfe, p. G6. But there is alo a skeptical view
about the histonicity of the geographical division between the Canaanites and the
Amaontes, e, de Vaux, Hidorre anciene dfraél, p. 1300
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dwelt, presumably, in Hebron at that ime; 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 tradition about them in Josh 17:15; ¢f. 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 inhabitanis 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.

(ren 15:19-21 MNum 13:29

Fenites, Kenizites, Kadmonites | Amalek
H P, Eephites, A H]A
[ C
G J

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, sinee they are mentioned only
here. They are sometimes identified with “the People of the East” (§'né-gadem) (Gen
29:1, ete.), see KB, P B4 but “the E’rupll' of the East" s understood as a Fen-
cral desipnation of the nomads in the desert east of Palestine | Judg 6:3, etc), see
1. Eph'al, The dncient Arabs. Nomads on the Sorders of the Fertile Crescent Sth-5th Cenfuries
A.C, Jerusalem/Leiden, 1982, pp. 9 [, 62

® For the traditions about the Rephites and the Amorites see J.R, Banden, “Sthon
and Og, Kings of the Amorites”, VT 20 (1970), pp. 264 1.
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13:29. This positioning of the Jebusites at the end of the list reminds
us of the identical position they have in the 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 of
nations up to seven in the seven-name lists, as a vanation 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 Kenttes 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 of lsrael). 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 of the list implies
David’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 Lsrael. 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

B O B Clements, Abrabam and Dhaed, Geneas T3 amd 1 'I|'|rJ.'u'.'l_-_:__.l'.'.-r Teraelite " Fradition
SBTS 5, London, 1967

T, Ishida, The Roval Dynastres me Ancient Fonel, A Study on the Formation ard Daelopmen
of Roval-Dynasite fdenl BZAW 149, Bedin/New York, 1977, pp. 65 .

O U, Cassuto, “Jerusalem in the Pentateuch” (19510, in Bibfical and Ovioutal
Studies 1 Bille, Jerusalem, 1973, p. 74

" Lohfink, I Landperfetsmng afs Fud, pp. 75 [, has suggested that the expression
“River (mehan of Egypt” in the definition of the ideal border of Isracl {v. 18bf3) may
be regarded as a “hyperbole™ from the pericd of David and Solomon,
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the completeness of the process, though this addition disturbed the
structure of the list. The role of the Girgashites is understood here
also as a supplementary entry to make the number of components in

the list up to ten, a symbolic 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 distnguished from each other by
the distnctive nature of the components.

a) Canaan, Sidon, Heth

b) JAG YV

o) Arkites, Sinites, Arvadites, Zemarites, Hamathites

The first group consists of Canaan, with two subdivisions in the
form of a quasi-genealogy, a common way of representation of ethno-
geographical principles of classification in the Table of Nations. As
has been assumed for a long ume, the contnuation of this passage
(Gen 10:15) is surely to be found in vv. 18b-19, in which the later
expansion of the Canaanites to southern Phoenicia and Palestine is
described.” Tt 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 15 also included
within the Canaanite sphere. It 5 not casy to determane what the
term Heth stands for here, It 15 widely accepied that the association

A Clements, Abrahan and Daved, P 201, m, 25, holds that “the reference o Cthe
lamed of the Kemites, the Keniziies and the Kadmomites’ was the onginal identification
of the land, which a later cditor has expanded” by adding the other seven names
to indicate the range of the Daadic Empore. Simlacly, Lohfink D Landverfetssmng
alt frd, pp. 72-76, argues that the hst dates from the ame of the settlement of the
tribre of Judal, but the definition of the ideal border from the period of David and
H-:|||||'||-:||:|_ -:||' "I.':un.._ .|r|r.'-|'.'.-.l..'.-' AR r.|"|r|rr:.-.:. (b 40 alzo I||:||k.~ tha 1|1'i:- |i.~.| .\I-e'il'||:r|-."-.|
from times before the Kenites and the Kenizites had been absorbed into Judah,
However we have tried to show that lists of this son were compiled only afier the
complete absorption of all the foreign elements into the United Kingdom. About
the view of the Deoteronormistic ongn of the List see M. Anbar, “Genesis 15 A
Conflation of Two Deuteronomic Narvatives™, JBL 101 (1982), pp. 33 L

T See C, Westermann, Crmests | _|r.:-.'l|f|.'|'.-'|" i1l (BEAT 1/1), Neukirchen-Viayn,
19762 PP G94-699, Maisler (Mazar), I!l.ll."f']‘|.'1r.'ll.'n’|'}_c'.".'l I P T4, has held a different
view, according to which Canaan is referred to as the bfd epdeymas of all the north-
em neighbours of Isracl and of the pre-Israchite inhabitants of Palestine, bt v, 19

i5 a lare 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™) i his own days.™

The second group consists of four pre-Israclite 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 tmes 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” is 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-
erm Phoenicia and a Neo-Hittte inland city, located not lar from
the preceding Phoenician cities,™
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

It 15 clear that these five cities had

? See Aharond, The Land of the Bible, p. 8

* For the Egyprian rule over Syria in this period see Helck, e Sezehungon
-'i'._;‘l,l'-'-"l"l'l"\-. |'|-]'|. 109 f,

* For the view that the Table of Natons was composed during the period of
the United Kingdom, see B, Mazar, “The Histoneal Background of the Book of
Genesis™ (1969), in The Early Biblical Penod. Histerieal Studies, Jerusalem, 1986, pp.
57-5%; cf. also Aharoni, The Land of the Hible, p. 8.

" Bee Westermann, Gerests [, pp. 694

For the identification and location of these cities see Westermann, Ceemesis [
il B4,

T The theory of a double expansion of the list has been advanced by |, Simons,
“The ‘Table of Natons' (Gen. X} Its General Structure and Meaning™, 075 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-Israclite nations (J A G V)
were given as subdivisions of Canaan (Palestine), the four cities of
northern Phoenicia as subdivisions of Sidon (Phoenicia) and the
Hamathites as representatives of Heth (Syria).™

6. Lists m Later Sarces

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 II.

The diagram clearly shows that all three were composed, with
some modifications, on a pattern based on the second formula of
the six-name lists “C H A PV |7. This fact implies, as we have
suggested above, that the second lormula 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 i the Chronicler's tme, when
the term Amurru had lost its significance as representative of the
whole population of Syra-Palestine. Instead, it denoted the Arabs,
as the reference to “the kings of Amurru who live in tents” in an

Table IV

No. Nations in order as found MNo. of | Biblical PAssages
nations

C H* P — ], Ammonites, Moabites,

Egyptians, A f Ezra 9:1
2 CHAFP-]JG G Neh %8
' HAPV ] 5 2 Chr 8:7

A ). Skinner, A Critical and Exgelical Commendary on {emests (100), Edinburgh, 1930°
p. 215, asks: “Is wt possible that the st five names were onmnally given as sons
of Heth, ancd the previous four as sons of Zidon?”

" The list given in | Chr L1516 (1:26) s 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, incicates,” This
15 the implication of the term “Amortes” 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 tme.” In contrast, the first four nadons in this hst are men-
tioned here only rhetorically. They were known by the Jews as the
proples dispossessed in ancient times, as is testified in Eezra’s prayer
(Neh 9:6-8).

It is interesung to note that the order C+A+H 15 found in Ezckicl's
words on _Jerusalem’s orgin: “By origin and birth yvou 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 histoncal remimiscence.” 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 underlimng the inherent sin-
fulness of Jerusalem. Otherwise, we cannot explain the reference to
the Hittites. Historically speaking, Ezekiel should have mentoned the
Jebusites instead of the Hittites.,” But the prophet, who had no inten-
tion of telling history of Jerusalem, chose these nations simply because
of the notoriety of their past. It seems hardly incidental that he
employved the oldest formula of the six-name lists, “C A H”. Un-
doubtedly, it invested his words with an archaic aura.

" FH. Weisbuach, Die Nedinschnften der Achimendar (VAB 3), Leipzig, 1911, p. 6,
line 249: b CAD K, I G601, renders farrdm mdd Ameeri as Ythe kings of the West™,
ol also Liverani. in POTT, . 122,

O van Seters, 17T 22 (1973, P. T6.

“ Eg., A Jirku, “Emne hethivsche Ansiedlung i Jerusalem qur Zeit von El-
Amarna”, ZOPV 43 (19200, pp. 58 [ Maister (Mazar), Unteiucfunger 1, pp. 80 [
W, Zimmerli, Fzekie! 1 (BERAT 13/1), Neukirchen-Viayn, 1958, pp. 5347 1.

W COL van Seters, VI 22 (1972), p. 80

" There are exphicit references (o the Amonies in pre-Davidic Jerusalem in Josh
10:1-27, but we Aind no reference to the Hitotes there, Attempts 1o wdenafy the
__[1'|!1|,|hi'|e'*< with the Fiwites or w regard the former as a branch of the laner are
unconvincing, On the contrary, the mention of the Jebusites and the Hntites side
vy siche in most of the hists of the pre-lsraelite nations shows that they were different
cthnic groups; cf. 5.4 Reed, “Jebus™, in ABD LI, New York, 1992, pp. 652 £
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7. Conclusions

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

al From the l]g'ri{n] of the settlement down to the establishment
of David's |-',||1[;|'||-:~, the Israehtes considered the i]ldigl'['lr:uh |Jl'l'|'l1li.i[jl::'t'l.
as composite, This recognition was expressed first in the “geographical
lists™ as well as in the “lists of representative nations”. The lormer
were composed on ethno-geographic principles, while the latter were
based on ethno-linguistic as well as ethno-geographic critena.

b) Bath 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 Israclite scizure
of the Promised Land from the indigenous natons., After 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 Hitttes, up to the time of compi-
lation of the Book of Deuteronomy, i.e., the second half of the sev-
enth cenmry B.C.

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

it was accepted as the quasi-canonica
in biblical traditions.

d) Besides the lists in the main stream ol development outined
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 Nations and Gen 15.

Admittedly, many problems remain to be solved. We have not
dealt with the question of the identification of the minor natons,
such as the Perizzites, the Hivites, the Jebusites, or the Girgashites.
Mor 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 auempted to verify the attibution of the
passages in which the lists of nations are lfound to Pentateuchal
“sources”. For, the fluid character of the source-analysis of the Pen-
tateuch aside, we assume that independent material such as the lists
of nations transmitted on its own.
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Despite all these problems, we are convinced that our study has
shown that the complicated structure of the lists of pre-Israelite

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®

J:'-..:{.. :'\I1'I'|l::|t'r!|h:L”. The Tenth Cresteraltos, [ 55, |':':'_5;|.1'||:, the “seven nations” as
exclsively socio-political groups,

“ Eg., Richier, fhe Bearbeitungen, p. 41, atrbues all the six-name lists to the
Denteronomists and does not find any geographical or cthnical connotation in the
names of these natdons, while van Seters, VT 22 (1972}, pp. 68-71, suggests a post-
Deuteronomistic dating during the Exilic period for the lists in the so-called JE
PAsSAZES,

“ n this connection, the judgement of Speiser, in WHFP 171, p. 169, scems
sound: “The bsts may be stereotyped, but they red on reliable raditions”.




CHAPTER TWO

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 mwayyipat (or Sipat) ‘ef-mira’d, which 1s 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 ttle s3féf was given none
of them in the narratives concerning their deeds.” As is well known,
the term St is generally used in the sense of a “judge” partcu-
larly in the Book of Deuteronomy and the Deuteronomistic histoni-
cal works referring to the judicial functionaries who were either tribal
!‘h]{"l'ﬁi the '.l.]_]]_:t‘lhll{'l;_‘q of the king, or the ]JI'il.‘*ilh‘..' But it is L'E\'[t't‘inl']‘:.'

* This essay is a revised version of the study which appeared in B8 80 (1973),
P 514530,

| Judg 3:10; &4 (SaFeaky 10:2, 5 127, 8,9, La, 1k, 13, 14; 15:20; 16:31 (58 fefl;
| Sam 418 {ffaf); 7:15, 16 [HEaf), 17 (#@pef); cf. | Sam 7:6 (2 Bl Jr'|'--'l.-".llf-_;|-"-':l.-.' "H

* Inthe Deuteronomisti aurvey of the |wri<rr] of the .FIHE:_.'.{"‘ _Jllllu 24011119, see
M. Noth, Dberligferungspeschichifiche Studien. Phe cammelnden wund bearbeitenden Geschichts
werke tm Alten Testoment, Tobingen, 1943, 19577, pp. 6, 533, 91, ? Sam 7:7 (read
it instead of i, see BHE, despite P, de Robert, Juges ou trbus en 2 Samuel
vin 77 T 21 |I‘_'IF'||_ PP 116-118; but sce below n, 363, 11 = 1 Chr 176, 10
3 Kes 2322 Ruwth Bl | Lust, “The Immanuel Figure: A Charismatic Judge-
Leader”, ETL 47 (1971), pp. 464-470, argued that Isasah had in mind the judge-
rulers in the pre-monarchical period by faftand Abdrdndh (1:26),

! Othniel and Ehud: méia ( Judg 3:9, 15}, Deborah: w880 (4:4), Gideon: gibbér
frapad (6:12), Jephthah: gibbir fapid (11:1) and ri'f and gagh over all the inhabitants
of Gilead (11:11%, Samson: m'zie *laldm (13:5, 7 16:17, Eh: 4dkén (1 Sam 1:9), and
Samuel: mabi® (3:20), *i-"ahim (96, 7, 8, 10), or ré%eh (%11, 18, 19); of. faf%ah fo
Deborah (Judg 4:4), the participle feminine instead of & third person leminime per-
fiect in MT, suggests an office of judge.

' See B de Vaux, Anctent firael. fts Life and Inctitutions, London, 1961, pp. 152 f;
M. Weinfeld. !Jr;.lfg'.'-':-.r."lr.l!]' andd the Denteronomic .‘f-:.l'ﬂ:'-".": Oixford, 1972, P 94,
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difficult to find in the biblical narratives that these pre-monarchical
leaders called f@f%tim acted as judges in the court of justice.”

The difficulty of seemingly non-judicial $aftim is well known.
Modern scholarship has tried to solve this problem on the basis of
the customary division of the §g'fim into “major” and “minor judges™.”
According to O. Grether the designation for the “major judges” was
originally méfiz’, but, when the term came to be reserved for God,
it was substituted by 36 which was already the designaton 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 inining these tra-
ditions in the Book of Judges, called the latter by the original ttle
of the former, i.c., faftim, influenced by the tradition of Jephthah
who was a charismatic hero as well as a “minor judee™® Furthermore,
Noth incorporated the theory of the “minor judges” as the “pro-
claimers of the law”, as advanced by A. Klostermann® and A, Al
into his thesis of the Israclite 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
ane Judge elected for hife by the wibal confederation and was suc-
ceeded by another without interruption.”

”I |]1|' |:ll'i|':-| [ pint |!-I'|.li£n.|h|:1_\. r'tr':]:'_'\.':'ll RENTIE i||..|_§|:i;|;] ||||;'|.;:i.;:.r:\_ -.i|-|.;.- IH-i.;--,|_\ A
SOMETmes meniaoned :1|'-i-II|_: with ||||_||_l||'_~. in court |',|'1|.|,'|-|,-|,|i||-;:_~i Dewt 179, 19 19:17.
eic). Opinions are divided on the inwrpretation of the passages which might indi-
cate judicial acts of Deborah { Judg 4:5) as well as those of Sarmud (1 Sam 12:3-5),

About the division of the f#fin into “major” and “minor judges” see O, Fiss-
felde, The N4 Testonemt, An Tntrodiciion, Ondord, 1965, PP 258 J A H..-.Hg:"u.. Tnire
drction & the (Nd Testoment, From it origmes to e closine of the Alexadrian canen, London,
I980¢, pp. 175 £ About a short survey of the history of eriticism see A Malamat,
“The Period of the Judges”, in B, Mazar (ed.), WHFP 1/ Judoe, Tel-Aviv, 1971,
pp. 130 f For an extensive bibliogrphy on 5889 see H. Nichr, “0297, in THWAT
VI, Stutpar, 199495, cols. 408412,

" 0. Grether, “Die Bezeichnung *Richter' fir die charismatischen Helden der
varstaathchen Zenw”, JAHW 57 (1939), pp- HO-121; of. W, Beyerling, “Gatung und
Herkunft des Rahmens im Richierbuch”, in Tradition wnd Sitwation, A, Wetser Festichrift,
Ganmingen, 1963, p. 7.

Moth, Elerliefrrumgipeschichiliche Studien, pp- 47 I

" A Klostermann, fer Pendatench, ]'.l':F‘:-?.iuﬁ 1907%, pp. & I,

A, Aly, “Die 1 rsprunge des srachischen Bechts" (1934 in Aleaoe "\-'-'.r'rr_J:ll'.'hr.' T
Greschichte des Volkes Tovaed 1, Mimmchen, 1953, pp. 300

M. Naoth, s Svitem der ziodlf Stdmme foracls (BWANT 4419, Swngart, 1930,

M. Noth, “Das Amu des ‘Richters lsraels™ (1950), in fesanmelte Stideen TN
Alten Testament I, Minchen, 19649, pp. 71-8% idem, The Hisory of Ivael, London,
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This thesis found great approval among the scholars," and many
theories have been developed upon it. In the opinion of R. Smend
the “major judges” were the leaders of the War ol 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 wradition of the deliverers, i.e., the charismatic heroes,
as well as that of the _{nl,ﬁ'_.";}.r.', who were, 1n s (J]?'il!i.'lil]!,_ 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 Denteronomistic historian could no longer assimnlate
the deliverers to the f#%m except in the “introduction” [ Judg 2:7-19%)
and the “Beispeelstiick™ (3:7-111" It s interesting to note that these
stuclies sharpened the distinction between “major” and “minor judges”,
which is the foundation of Grether-WNoth's theory, while other scholars
were Lo h-]'ing{_ ;::|||i;|iL:|_1'|l'f.' to it. Thus, H.W. “:'i"lﬂjl':l'g blurred the
picture by adding the six Othniel, Deborah, Gideon, Abimelech, Eli,
and Samuel to the six “minor judges” already counted by M. Noth."
J. Dus, who thought that pre=monarchical Israel was a republic ruled
by a suffete holding a central authority as a political-military leader,
1'|"||:!]'|}I{‘|_1'|_}' denied the above distinction.'”” On the other hand, this
distinction was ignored from the beginning, or was minimized by
those who tried to explain the term §ifé for the pre-monarchical
leaders by means of the semantic interpretation of the term. According
to L. Koehler the term dafiat as a deliverer is derived from a meaning

| ShidY PP 101 . Whale Klostermanmn and Al
the “minor judges” was the Canaanite casuistic law adopted by the people of Isracl,
Noth thought that it was the charactenstic law of the Israelite amphictyony. Accordmg
to H-|. Kraus, Ih _|f.l|--_.|".".'-.'r.'|(.".'.l Verkitnd i dles Rechts tn frrael (T3 510, Zinch, 1957,
p. 18, fofftim were the propheticcharsmatic proclaimers of the law of the amphic-
yony as the successors of Maoses ;'_:HI_JII-\II'H.I. .'I-.r.'j'.J..'.' WS I'l.':,_".'||'l.‘|1'4| as ancther office
of the Terpelite amphictyony by HLG. Reventlow, “Thas Am des Mazkic”, 7.7 15
1959), pp. 161-175

1 E’"'!-".F' Braghi, A Histery af frael (OFTL), London, 1960, p [51, 1972, P 166
de Vaux, Ancient frael, p. 1315 but see now idem, Histoire amcienme o loaél 11, La
pérode eles Juges, Paris, 1973, pp. 19-36.

"R, Smend, Fofmockries und Stimmebund, Erodgungen zur dltesten Gesehiclls araels
FRLANT 84), Gottingen, 1963, pp. 33-55

" W, Richicr, Die Bearbeitingen des “Retterbuches™ in der destteronanischen Fpoche (BBB
21}, Bonn, 1964, pp. 128 1

i HW. Hertzberg, “Dic kleinen Richier”, TLZ 79 (1954), cols. 285-290.

J- Dus, “Die ‘Sufeten lsracls™, Arlr 31 (1963} pp. #4—469; of. also K1

Schunck, “Dic Richter Istacls und ihr Amt”, in Congress Volne, Gendwe 1863 (V1 Sup
15), Leiden, 1966, pp. 252-262.

suppased that the law proclyimed by
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of the verb &fat “to help a person to his right”; accordingly, §#§%tim
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, hoth “major” and “minor
judges” were called §Gpfim, 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 eritical reconsideration in the 1960s.

Y. Kaufmann argued that it is quite unlikely that the “minor judges”,
about whom wraditions tell at most about their numerous descends-
ants, held a central office recognized by all Israel, while no charisma-
tic heroes, whose great achievement of the ¢

eliverance 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
11, 3) shows that they were also deliverers like other “major judges”
(el 2:16, 18; 39, 15). Indeed, as for Tola it is wntten: “He arose
to save (Fhista®) Israel” (10:1). It is 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 (fafaf)”. From this
expression we may rather suppose that the “mimor judges” were also
charismatic leaders who sporadically arose one after another.?

¥ L. Kochler, “Die hebriische Rechisgemeinde™ (1931) in D hebrffsohe Mensch,
Tithingen, 1953, pp- 151 £; Yjucdge (who settles a cause, helps to one's right)” in
KB, p. 1003.

" H.C, Thomson, “SHOPHET and MISHPA |. in the Book .Jt'_Fur;:_;.‘-:;"_ TS
19 (1961-62), pp. 74-85. According to J. van der Ploeg, “SAPAT et MISPAT™,
0T 2(1943), PR 1103, l}l.'hl::ﬂ':'lii. Eh, and Samucl were the “chardsmatic _i|,|_|l|_[1':-:"
and the major judges were the “charsmatic chicls”, and both of them had the
authority to be consulted in difficult cases which were brought in by the members
ol the amphictyony; off also DA, McKenzie, “The Judges of Isracl”, FT 17 (1967),
pp- 118121

About the critical discussions on the hypothesis of the Israclite amphictyony
see G, Fohver, CGeliclile der deraeliivichen .II?A'II.';E?HH. Berdin, 1969, PP T8-85%: de Vaux,
Huslotre ancienne o foeadl 1, pp. 19-36; NK. Gouwald, The Tribes of Yafuoeh. A Socioiom
of the Religion of Libenated lervael, 12501050 B.CE., Maryknoll, N.Y., 1979, pp. 345-386,
748-75% ADH. Mayes, "Amphictyony”, in ABD 1, New York, 1992, pp. 212-216.
Y. hautmann, The Book of Jadges, Jerusalem, 1962, pp. 46 . (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 3pt in the West Semulics

However, a decisive argument against Grether-Noth's theory came
from the investigation into the West Semitic word ¢ especially in
the light ni'1h:= texts from Mari (18th century B.C.) and Ugarnit (14th
century B.C.).” In the Mari documents so far we have fapatum (verb),
sdipatum | ]}cnllu}ilf‘;, ipfum and Sdfafiium (abstract nouns) as the deriv-
atives of §pf, which correspond to the Hebrew words fafal, fafa and
mispat, respectively.® The usage of these words made clear that the
term §pt 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 Mar documents
fapitum appears to be a person with the administrative authority like
a distric governor or a high administrative official.® In the texts from
Ugant, while {pl is sometimes used as a synonym for dyn in the king’s

% Malamar, in WHIP I/ Fudees, po 131

* F.C. Fensham, “The JLI{lj{l'h and Ancient lsraclite Jurisprudence”, OTWSA 2
(1959}, pp. 15-22; A. van Selms, “The Title Judge™, CrTWEA 2 (1959), pp. 43—40;
A Malamat, "R, in f.rr.:’_..flr.'mr]'..-j Bibliea IV, jq_n:-mll. m, |962, cols. 576 I, (Hebrew!;
idem: ®The Ban in Mari and in the Bilale®, I'J”]‘U 9 (1967}, p. 45; idem, “Man",
BA 38 (1971), p. 19 idem, in WHFP I/ Judees, p. 1315 idem, Man and the Early
[rraelite Experience (The Schweich Lectures 1984), Oxford, 1989, pp. 33 [, 77 M.5.
Rovenbers, The Stam ipe. dAn Investigation of Biblical and Exira-Biblical Sources .i.:li:h._'.
Pennsylvania, |963, }:'h [70-229 W, Richier, “Zu cli - ‘Richtern Dsraels’”, AW
77 (1963), pp. 59-71; W.H. Schmidt, Kuiglum Golles tn Ugaril wund Israel \w Hy J«’--'ﬂf.l'f
der Kinfaspraidibation _,.m".n': (BZAW 80), Berlin, 19667, pp. 36-43, 78; H. Cazelles,
“Institutions e terminclogie en Deutéronome § 6177, in Congress Folume, Genéve
1965 (VTSup 15), Leiden, 1966, pp. 108 [; E-A. Speiser, “The Manner of the
King", in B. Mazar {ed.), WHFP /1L Judges, Tel-Aviv, 1971, pp. 281 [ On an
exlensive hﬂ!llugl aphy on the root i and its derivatives in the Semitic languages

A, Marzal, “The |_"|u‘-.|||-:|-|| Governer at Mari: His Title and Appeiniment”,
_}'_‘l.'.F'.'-h' 30 (1971}, p. 188, n. |

' J. Bottéro and A I"im-L. Wipertoire analytique des Tomes 1 a V des Avchives Ryales de
Mari (ARM XV), Paris, 1954, pp. 264 [; AHw, pp. 1172 L, 1247; CAD 511, pp.
450 [, 459 §; CAD 5/3, pp. 91-93; Cf KB, pp. 579 [, IEI[L! f.

* See A. Marzal, JVES 30 (15971}, pp. 186-217. Marzal, ibid., csp. pp. 202 [,
made it also clear that in Mari fpium, together with merfun:, was not the admin-
wirator within the mbal system, hm |h¢~ governor of a province (falam) appointed

by the king.
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dispensing justice for widows and orphans,™ it is also found in the
parallelism with milk and z6L% 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 mip” stands
in parallelism to the “throne of the king”.* It is also likely that mipt
here signifies “roval” rather than “judicial”.” In the Punic and Neo-
Punic inscriptions ip¢ stands for the title “syfete”, which was originally
translated as mdex meaning Roman consul but later as rex when he

held the military as well as the civil leadership.”

Before finding the West Semitic parallels in extra-biblical sources
H.W. Hertzbere maintained that the verb f@pal 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 ¢ in the other
West Semitic languages, however, scholars have inclined increasingly
to think that the meaning “to rule” for the term ¢ cannot be

= 0T 1274550 {pe 194); 2 Aght; v p. 248).
H fptn 71 & T Al iv 45 1 'EL | ni: v 40 Ip- '_'!.-I.-I_I.; I.'.'|'l|"ﬂ.l'.". L omikh (U7
bk 28 L [po 169)% &of mhr £F tf ym (LT GB:14 L, 16 L, 22, M4 1 [p. 180]
® ). Adstleiwner (ed. by ©, Eissfeldt), Weorterbuch der uganitisehen Sprache, Berlin, 1963,
p. 342; Rozenberg, The Stem i, pp. 215 [ C.H. Gordon, Leenite Texthook [AnOr
a8, Boma, 1965, pp. 205 1; Schmicle, Rompten Cotter m Dloarl nnd Feroe!, pp- 36
= thtsp fitr itk thiph ks mikh (AT 1:2) a clos parallel can be found in a Uganine
Lihd 18 b ks mlick !I:.".':l.' [T mfhEk U7 459w 28 T ||.l |f:-r||_ ol ;|||.--,|.,|':, F.L. I:'j-:||x|;.|-|_E_
The Rebellion and Death of Ba®lu™. O 5 (1936 P 1749
The stafl) “of his authority”, F.M. Cross and DN, Freedman, Farly Helren
Crthograply, A Shedy of the Epimraplbee Foidence (208 56), New Haven, 1952, p 14
“son seeptre judiciaire (seigneurial)”, CUF, Jean and |. Hoftijzer, D50, o 1715 “der
Stab seiner Herrschafi®, W. Rillig, £47 11, p. 2: “the scepter of his nale”, ]. Hoftijzer
and K. Jongeling, OVIVST, p. 365; but “his jucdicial stafl™, F. Rosenthal, “Canaanite
and Araman [II:-('I'i|Hi1II'I:-'-“_ ill ANET, J.:'I'illﬁ":'ll.lll. | GRW°, ] 661, Cf. H|:-.-:|-|||>|'|'|_;_ '|‘l.':!|'
Stem dpd, pp. 217 [ Richter, JAW 77 (1965), pp. 68
bt ‘siiffete™ see LSO p. 3lix DINTESS Pp- 1182 f: Richter, .7

W

]

{H5 77 (1965),
p- T
" HW, Henzberg, “Dic Entwicklung des Begriffes 0200 im AT, Z407 40 (1922
pp- 256-387; 41 (1923), pp. 16-76.
Aguinst the assertion of Hertebere aroued L. Koehler, in Der hebraicehe Meseh,
P 151 [, n. 9 at the oripinal meaning of the verb fifaf 15 “entscheiden zwi-
schen”, From the examination of around 200 cases of the verb fifal in the Hebrew
fible Grether, JAW 57 (1939), pp. 111 i, came to the conclusion that most of
them have the meanings 1"I'l"|'|II-\.|'|I'|'||!||':|_ Urteil Gillen, Recht schaffen, zum Recht
verhelfen, unteilen, strafen”, while the meaning “regweren’” Ay he Tound ”“|:~ three
mes (Amos 2:3; Dan 912, wice). LL. Secligmann, “Zur Terminologie fir das
Gerichtverfahren im Wortschate des biblischen Hebriisch”, in Hebriische Woriforsching,
W, Baumgariner Festichrg? (VTSup 16}, Leiden, 1967, pp. , mantained tha the
ViR the Hebrew Bible except
once (Dan 9:12), and in all the cases where ol signifies ruler non-Israclite milers
Arc: ||'El'|||'1l L.

b fifal i the meaning “herrschen™ cannot be found in




SOPET: THE LEADERS OF THE TRIBAL LEAGUES 43

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 $gfé the “people of the land” in the place of the
leprous Azariah (2 Kgs 15:5 = 2 Chr 26:21) his activity was confined
only to “judging”. Therefore, §id here must have the meaning “gov-
erning”.® In the same way, §§%* yifra’él whom Yahweh commanded
to shepherd (fir'di) 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 |:tuph .';Ji,f}ﬂ 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 7:5; .-f',v}:]n 3:3: Prov 8:16: 2 Chr 1:2)
melet and sar (Hos 13:10; cf. Ps 148:11), or rézén (Isa 40:23) also
appears to imply a “leader”, a “ruler”, a “sovereign”, or the like. Be-

sides, there are some cases where 6@ standing alone is generally
regarded as a “ruler”™ in accordance with the context (Mic 4:14; Dan
4:12Y. Moreover, when the elders of Israel asked Samuel to appoint

Cl. Fensham, OTHWSA 2 (19349, pp. 17 1 Iiunuh—sl The Stem ipt, pp. 16 115
Richter, $AH" 77 (1965), pp. 38 L[] 5 hmid, |i|. i f----'"a- fie Cloartt wmd Tsvael, pp.
38 L J. Jeremias, “Migpar im ersten Gowesknechishied (Jes. XLIT 1-41", 17 22
1972, pp. 31 f, suggested thar mispas in Isa & refers o the roval function of
the senvant of Yahweh: of, alzo W.AM. Beuken ”.1|r-"..|'-"-'r: The First Servant Song
and its Comext™, VT 22 (1973, pp. | i

GF ! i.-.z\ & n h.l.__ A Commentary ((TL), London, 1977 - GIB I
J.A. Montgomery and H.&. Gehman, A Critieal and Fxepeticed Convmentary on the Hooks
of Kings (1CC), Edinburgh, 1951, p. 448, suggests that the tide “Judge of the people
of the land” is a technical term for regency. However, M. Cogan and H. Tadmor,
I Kines. d New Translation otk Tetroduction and Comrventary (AB 11), New York, 1583,
p. 167, find here special obligations of the Davidic king to the People of the Land
in judicial maters.

v GibtE viiedd o 2 Sam 7.7 is generally emended into 58679 wirdH on the baas
of 1 Chr. 176, see Richter, Bewbeitinger, p. 118, n. 20. But Z.W. Falk, “Sopét
withet", Lefordmn 30 (1966, pp. 245

247 (Hebrew), held that the emencdation is
LINECEsSATY, since the term et here 15 a synonym For $868 in the =ense “ruler”
This view was accepted by S.E. Loewenstamm, “Ruler and Judge, Reconsidered”,
Ledmimn 32 |"I1r."'r.<§, PR 272274 [Hebrew), though he denied Falk's suggestion
that the term ¢ 15 derived rom .:.l'.l.'_ amd made it clear that these two [erms are
derived from two differem ]‘-‘:I'ﬂ'.H-HI'II:I:Iil' words; of, also EY, Kutscher, A Marginal
Mote o 5.E, Loewenstamm’s Article”, Fefond 32 (1967 /68), P 274 (Hebrew), PV
Reid, ®ibiy in 2 Samueel 7:7%, CBQ 537 (1975), pp. 17-20, suggested the reading
f'té for MT i a denomitative Ol participle (rom i, standing lor “stall bear-
ers”. .. tribal leaders ke elders. Notwithstanding all the suggestions, the emendation
based on 1 Chr 17:6 seems most tenable, ef, Ho Nichr, THAT VI, col. 425,

“Shepherd” is a designation of king in the ancient Near East, of, 2 Sam 5:2 =
1 Chr 11:2; Isa #4:28; Jer 3:15; 23:2, & Mic 5y Ps 7872, eic; sec also M. J
Seux, Fpithéter rayales rJJ..l.r... nittes of surnérennes, Paris, 1967, pp. 243 H,; |-"1"r pp. 977 L
ef. also HALOT 101, pp. 1259 F; |.W, Vaneil, “Sheep, Shepherd”, in ABD W, .\l w
York, 1992, pp. 11871190,
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tor them a king fafitend (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 (“dlim
hakkissg”) in Solomon's palace is called also *ilim hammupat (1 Kaes
7:7). On the analogy of the Ugaritic and Phoenician inscriptions
mentioned above where fitr mipt stands in parallelism with & 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 16:5).

3. The Deliwerer-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 responsibiliies. The above examples appear to show
that the West Semitic word i primarily implies this sort of gov-
emment. We may thus conclude that §afat in wayyiipat ‘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 §pf 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 §if"fim were the non-military, administrative-judicial rulers over
a city and s environs, appointed by the tribal elders in the transi-
ttonal period from tribal to city government.' Therefore, Richter
did not find any relationship between the 5%in and the amphictyony,
but he followed the Grether-Noth's theory in assuming that the

* About the term §68 in association with far, 38, npfy, relel, and rdzfn, see
Rozenberg, The Stem ipf, pp. 64 ff; about “a king foftand” see Rozenberg, ibid,,
PP. 46 and 239; Speiser, in WHEP /1, p, 282; of alse Hertzberg, JAW 40 (1920,
p. 237,

" See above n, 29,

w ./‘..1|'||'. I"HIL. T Hj.'n:.hl:-ls u:.l'I|1|:.'r'in:'r-"_ FTr 1o |_'||;.I_II PR ',--' f'.: {;I::\.l.:l., I & 1
Kimgs, p. 179, Rozenberg, The Stem 5, pp. 26 [, thought that “this was the hall
where the king rendered decisions”, and the transtaton of ¢ here is either “10
give decision”, or “to administer justice™. M. Noth, Koupe L 1 Konge 1- 185 (REAT
9/1), Neukirchen-Viuyn, 1968, p. 137, held that the comment on the throne-room
as royal tribunal is a secondary addition,

H RII |:'|[|:".. :.'1”. T7 I"!:l-.l PP :-J!']. 70 Ii-.l_ cf. G, Fi l'|'|||.;r. frl.f.l.'.ffr.:rh:.-r; ta the O
Testament, London, 1970, pp. 207 L




SOPET: THE LEADERS OF THE TRIBAL LEAGUES 45

Deuteronomistic historian added the formula of the judges to the
narratives of the charismatic heroes, who had originally nothing to
do with the above local administrative-judicial functionaries.” How-
ever, the figure of the deliverer-i3f*im is already found in the proph-
ecy of Nathan (2 Sam 7:7%, 11 = | Chr 17:6, 10" originating in the
tme of Dawvid and Solomon™ It is also worth noting that Richter’s
theory, according to which Jephthah and Samuel belong to non-
deliverers, i.e., “minor judges”, 1s irreconcilable with the farewell
speech of Samuel which explicitly mentions these two together with
Jerubaal and Bedan™ as the deliverers of Israel (1 Sam [2;11)."
Since the charismatic heroes are called §@8%im in various traditions,
it is difficult to assume that the figure of the deliverer-faftim is a
pure invention of the Deuteronomist. Rather, if the term s@6é has
the meaning “ruler”, the very deliverers deserve 1o be called 536%im."

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

# Richier, SAW 77 [(1965), p. 47.

" .-"11,'1'||1f|i|5:,_l to Grether. :.”1-- 57 (1939, p 113, the earliest evidence for the
term f3%tm as the name of the chansmatic beroes 15 found o the prophecy of
Mathan. Agamnst this view, Richter, Berbetiungm, pp. 19 £ idem., ZAW 77 [(1963),
p. 39, n. &k But his argument seems untenable.

" On the Solomonic origin of the propheey of Nathan see M. Tsevat, *Soadies
in the Book of Samuel 1L The Steadist Howse: What was David Flli"il]li:\l'd in I
Sam. VII 11b—162", HUCA 34 (1963}, pp. 71-82, A, Weiser, “Die Tempelbaukrise
unter David”, ZAW 77 (1965), p. 156; N. Poulssen, Kdmp wnd Temypel tm Cilau
des Alten Tesfamentes (SBM 3}, Swittgart, 1967, pp. 43 L 1) Ishada, The Soval Lhmasines
tre Awctent Tirgel. A Sty on the Formation and Developrnent of Royal-Dhnastic Tdeology (BEAW
147 Berdin/™New York, 1977, . 8199 see also below e 157 1

Since the name Bedan iz not mentoned in the Book -r|-_]I,I|1_1;I.':\. VArGUS Cmen-
dations have been supgested, Y. Zakovitch, “hdy = _'|j"-'.l'.:':v. FT oo (1972 . 123-125,
held that Bedan is none other than Jephthah's second name, ke (hdeon-jerobaal;
cf. PR, McCarter, [ Semel, A New Translation with Infroductron, Noter and  Conerentary
Ab 8), Garden City, NY., 1980, p. 211 But it is possible w regard lom as an
unknown deliverer from any other sonrce, see Malamat, in WHFP I/ Fedoes,
p. 315, n. 13.

“ O the ||1'i:._l|:u of the farewell h}ll'l'fh of Samucl |.l|:|il'|i-:'rI:|5. are divided: accord-
ing to Noth, Cbediefernmoechichtliche Studen, pp. 59 1, this was wnitten by the author
of the Dewteronomistic history; of, H,J. Boecker, fhe Bardelmg dor Anfinge des Kot
m den deuteronomistischen Absehmtten des L Sanuelbiaches (WMANT 31), Neukirchen-Wluyn,
1969, pp. 61 1T But Eisfeldt, The Ol Testament, p. 262, allocated it to the source E.A
Weiser, Samuel: seine geschichtliche Aufpate and religite Bedeutung (FRLANT 81), Géttingen,
1962, pp. 88 [, held that this chapier originaied in the Gilgal tradition which tells
of Samuel’s role at the establishment of the Ii'|||I'|.iI'1'||.'_\'. MeCarter, § Somuel PP
14-20, 217-221, proposcd that Samucls address in chapter 12 came from the
prophetic narrative of the nse of kingship with Deateronomistic additions i s,
6-15, 1907}, Mb-22, 2425,

7 Against the view of Riclier that 6% bad no luncton of the military leader,
wee Schunck, in Comgress Volurme, Geneve 1965 "'."E"Hu;] 153, PP 250 T
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the “deliverer-rulers™ of Israel, we may ask why the formula wayyispat
‘el-yidra’@ is missing in the narratives of Ehud, Shamgar, Gideon,
and Abimelech, though any essential difference cannot be found
between these and the other §6f%im. As for Ehud, we might suppose
on the basis of the addition of LXX to Judg 3:30, xai éxpvev attoic
"AdD Ewg ol anéBovey, that this formula was omitted from the origi-
nal text in the course of transmission.™ Since there is redson to
believe that Shamgar was a non-Israelite,™ it is natural that his “rule”
over Israel 15 not wld _IIJrl;_'" 3:31). In the story of Abimelech if'rf]_"l'n'a'-'l’n'fi'
‘al-yisri’dl (9:22) clearly substitutes for this formula, because fr is a
synonym for g here as has been shown in the parallel between sar
and fifié (see above p. 43; but see also below p. 52). Most puzzling
15 Gideon’s case, since, despite his clear refusal of the hereditary
rulership offered by the men of Israel (8:22-23), the hiblical story
]"“:"';1;? Ili;ll |]|' Wels |"|'It'_-lllll‘:|!n!'|rl'.l' one |.i|1. '||'||i' ImMostk ]J(H'n'f']'l-ll.l “'l".l]i']'_\'i” i[l 1|:|.l:'
pre-monarchical Israel.” In my opinion, this formula was omitted
from the onginal 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 ({3"“emfal) over you, and my son will not rule (I7-yismdl)
over you' [§:23), made an obvious contradiction to the formula; “He
ruled (ffuf) Israel”,

4. The Tribal J’,.:._r.:_;;yg'm “Ferael™

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

" O Grether, -:r”. 1 (1939), P- 113 n. 3: R.G J:l-:||i|||;_ _;'.'.'r.lj;'_'.--_ Tritraduction,
franslation, and Commentary (AB 6A), Garden City, N.Y., 1975, p. 87; but ]. Schreiner,
Sepinagminta-Massora des Buches der Richter (AnBib 7), Roma, 1957, po 49, regarded it
as an addiion made by LXK,

B Masler [Ma

zar), “Shamgar ben Anat”, in Palestene Explovation Fund Quariely
Matement, London, 1934, PR 192194 A, van Selms ':JI,H_‘I:-_T\II,' Shamgar™, T 14
9ty pp. 284-508; O Essfeldt, “The Hebrew Kingdom"”, in CAH 1L ch. XXXV,
Camhridge, 1963, p. 22, Malamay, in WHTP 1100, po 137; of abso RLG. Boling,
“Shampar”, in ABD V, New York, 1992, - 1155 [

Sce Malamat, in WHTP 1AL Fades, P 148

Apart from the question whether this episode refleces the situation in the pre-
momarchical pl:'1".|t:-1| or originated in the lawe .'.‘I,I'l]:_;I,[l:'I‘l_:.'_ it 1% l_jt't]l.'!';%"!. recoomized
that these passages orginally did not belong 0 the old tradiion of Gideon, sce
C.F. Whitley, “The Sources of the Gideon Stonmes™, T 7 (19570 PP- 161 -
W, Beyerling “Geschichte und heilsgeschichiliche Traditonshildung im Alten Testa-
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ing but the “confederation of the twelve tribes of Israel”.* 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 Israelite 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 §afé for its central office is difficult
o accept especially in the light of the evaluaton of the period by
the biblical tradition { Judg 17:6; 21:25), Richter's conclusion is unten-
able. It seems necessary to make a re-examinaton of the name of
“Isracl” in the narratives of the §§f'tim o reveal the nature of the
concept “Israel™.

To begin with, let us examine the term “lsrael” in case of Deborah
and Barak. According to the prose version (Judg 4) ten thousand
men {rom Zebulun and Naphtali under the command of Barak in-
spired by Dceborah defeated the Canaanites, whereas in the Song of
Deborah (Judg 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 nucleus of which was Zebulun and
Naphtali,” The Song version mentions additional four tribes which
are rebuked for not joining the battle (5:15b-17). It is therefore to
be supposed that there existed a community consisting of, at least,
these ten tribes which were linked by a sort of natonal consciousness,™

3

ment. Fin Bettrag zur Tradiionseeschichte von Richier vi-vii™, FT 13 [(1963), PP
19 i; B. Lindars, *Gideon and Kingship®, 778 16 (1963), pp. 315-326; cf. also
MNoth, The History of foael, pp. 164 L
= Mothy, m Cresammedle Studrer 11, po 81,
Kichter, Z4H 1963), pp E;Ii. 49, 50 ., 55.

" Noth, The History of fivael, p. 150, n. 3, regarded the mention of four ribes in
addition T Febulun :.'.:II.II r‘\::1!'|'.'|[1||i s 'I‘:l.-||lir i]|:|:|1.- Wil ill. the H-Il!lIL[ PR e || |l!-.sr':.
extension, According to A, Weiser, “Das Deboralied", .:.”i' 71 (1959, PP B7-97,
the enumeration of tribes in Judg 5:04-18 has nothing directly to do with the cam-
pangn of Deborah and Barak, which was fought only by Zebulun and Maphtah,
but a tnbal roll-call on the occasion of a feast of the ampluctvony. But we may
rather interpret these two sources as complementary, see Kaufmann, The Hoot of
Juedzes, pp. 113 T Smend, Jalvekvig and Sinemebind, pp. 10 £, no 3; Malamat, in
WEFP 1/ Fudes, pp. 137 .

B 5 The ten-trbe confederation of Israel” 15 ofien '~|'|]!||'|l:-:\.|'-:| on the basis of the
Song of Deborah, see 5. Mowinckel, " Raheltimme’ und ‘Leastimme™, in Fon
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It is clear that this tribal community was called “Isracl”, because its
common God, Yahweh, 1s called “God of frae™ (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 Lirae/” (5:27° and in the “command-
ers of fsrael who offered themselves willingly” (5:9} refers only 1o the
six tribes which joined the battle. It is likely that “Isracl” in the
“peasantry in firael” (5:7, 11) and in “fourty thousand in fsrael” (5:8)
had to do only with the same six wibes which formed a league
because of the common suffering from the Canaanite oppression,
And the “people of [srael” who defeated the Canaanites (4:23, 24)
obviously refer to the six tribes only. When the poet says: “Until
you arcse, 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 firael” who came to Deborah for migpdt (4:3). The above
observation shows that the name “Israel” is used here in a double
sense, 1., 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 b’ Saf'tah Cet-visn’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.”

{lpent macl Creran, O, Eisgleldt Feoteckrifl (BEAW 77, Berlin, 1958, pp. 137 £; Weiser,
CAWS T (195%), p. 87; K-D. Schunck, Benjomm. Cntersuchungen zur Entstefung wnd
Cosschichle emes traelifischen Stammes (BEAW HI"u': Berin, 1963, PP- 70 L
* Abowt diffréa’ prEl see OUF. Burney, The Saok of Judeer with fntroduction and
Nedes, London, 1918, PR 107 1; E. Thubler (ed |:'!. H -_] Lobell, Biblische Studien 1.
D¢ Epocke der Richter, Tiibingen, 1958, p. 154, n. |; de Vaux, dndet Irael, p. 467.
In the analyvsic of the Song of Deborah Smend, Fafoekries wnd Stinmebnnd, PP
10 1, maintained that “neben dem Israel in der Akuon steht also ein Israel in der
Potenz, und nur dicses zweite rig tberhaupt den Namen Israel”. Kaufmann, The
Hook of Judges, pp. 36 £, emphasized thar, since the wibes of Israel were associated
m the commiaon |'!|I!'|'il.'.'!]. |'U|Il':i':||. ani r|'|i|_§'i|:'-|,|h L{llu_lrul ir| the F_||:|'-r1|;|,:||_'|.'|.|'|'hi| al
EJ:'I'.I'uI.l. though I]H":.' had no |H||i[il.'.|| '.||:'|iE!.. every attack on a tribe from outside
was always regarded not as a imbal but as a national event. From the analysis ol
the boundary list in the Book of Joshua Y. Aharoni, The Land of the Bible, A Historical
fri-'J-_zr--',F--':'r. London, 1966, p. 233, came to the conclugon that there existed a covenant
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This double meaning of “lsracl” can be discovered also in the
narratives of other §gf'tim. “Isracl” as the greater tribal community
is found in the expression “liberatdon of Israel” in the story of Gideon'’s
call {G:14, 13; cf. 6:36, 37), whereas the “Israel” called up by im
against the Midianites (7:15; ef. 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 Israel”
(7:15). In the story of Jephthah, "Israel” often sipnifies “all the inhab-
itants of Gilead” (10:17; 11:4, 5, 26, 27, 33) who appointed him &%
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 Israel” 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
sreater Israel (11:39-40). But it is difficult to assume that Jephthah,
who repelled the Ephraimites with many casualtes (12:1-6), was
appointed fafet 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 gdsin. 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 “lsrael™ which El
ruled (1 Sam 4:18) appears to have been a league formed by the
tribes of central Palestine (ef. 4#:1-18)."7 It is likely that the same
tribes were lately re-organized by Samuel who led the resistance
against the Philistines after the downfall of Shiloh (1 Sam 7:53-17).%

of the six northern tribes; Ephraim, Mapassch, Benjamin, Zebulun, Asher, and
Naphtali, in the period of the Judges, and this covenant was “Israel in the limited
sense of the term™,

W M. Ottosson. Gelead, Tracdinon and ,||||'.!'u'.'..:'; [CBOTS 3, Lund, 19469 PP- 155 11,
169 T, 246,

Noth, The History of Tsrael, p. 166, suggested that in the first battle at Ebenezes
a part of Israel fought, but in the second the whole confederation of the tribes, i.e.,
the amphictyony, participated in the war agamst the Philistines, Tt is clear that this
suggestion was based on the hypothetical theory of the Israclive amphictyony,

L s Him_‘:- |;|;|_r| of the 4'||_;1F:||,|;'|' r]u,';'|r|'\_|. reflects the {ill,t;llil:l!l'l after the victories of Saul
and David, the historicty of 1 Sam 7 as a whole has been gencrally regarded as
doubtiull. However, a number of scholars found some ancient tracdinons e this
chapter, see Weiser, Samuel, pp. 524, W.F. Albright, Samuel and the Begnmings of the
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In the story of Samson, “lsrael” under the Philistine rule ( Judg
13:5; 14:4) doubtless refers to the greater tribal 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) has formula: “After Abimelech there arose to deliver
Isracl Tola”, and the fact that he lived in Ephraim, though he was
a man of lssachar, would show that he also organized an Ephraimo-
lssachar league against unknown enemies. From the other tradinon
about Jair (Num 32:41; Deuat 3:14) we may suppose that he was also
a war leader,” but his “Israel” was nothing more than sixty towns
in Gilead ( Judg 10:4; f. Num 32:41; Deut 3:14; Josh 13:30; 1 Kps
414; 1 Chr 2:22). The tradition about Ibzan’s thirty sons and daugh-
ters [ Judg [2:9) shows that he made many connectons with other
clans.™ From this fact we may hold that Ibzan’s “Israel” was a coali-
tion formed by clans around Bethlehem, the town ol Ihzan™ It is
possible 1o 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
coaliton of the clans in the land of febulun (12:11-12). {Ji\ilij.’:‘ [y
the nature of the sources it is difficult to prove positively that “Israel”
]'Itll.'[l h'ﬁ lIIl:'_‘;I;"' _|-|'li|'l.?‘l:r|r.|'.l‘f ﬂll'ﬁi}_’!!]u[l_'{i il ||'ii:lil| I.f'i'l:'_"lll:' or «d l:'”i!ll:iJiI:'I“ I']E
clans. But this is the most suitable explanation for the term “Isracl”
here, if we accept neither the hvpothesis of the Israclite amphic-
[j.'uu:;\ nor '|'1'_L'|;Ir'L|.l:'l'] It as an anachronistic usagEe ol the term.

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

fftim n the briefest foom™ as follows:

Frophefte Movemend, Cincinnag, 1961, po 145 H. Sechass, “Traditionsgeschichie von 1
Sam B, 1ha g il |-I.- .:.|||-- 77 (1965 » P 209 f1.: i-:l.l':‘u. I he "'..hl:.'ll:-wlul.illl' der
Kinigserhebung Sanls”, JAW 79 (1967), ppe 155 ff; B Maear, “The Philistunes
and their Wars with Israel”, in B, Mazar {ecdd), WHTP UL Judees, Tel-Asav, 14971,
pp- 177 [2 of also F. Langlamet, “Les vécits de Pinstitution de la royvauee (1 Sam.,
YVI=-XI1L De Wellhausen aux travaux recens’, KB 77 (19700, P 1T Ishida, The
Keoverd Dwvnasteer pp. 53 10 McelCarter, |r.'i.-..'.l..'r|.'_ PP 148151
_".'I..l.'l:l.‘:l:l‘._ i |1'.l'1_';r'."’ 17111 __:r'ur.-uf'.l_:';.l. B 1351
|1||:||'|-":.. The Hook of _:r"r':"-' 5 P i
For the mternational ireatics which were generally conclucded by marcapge
between roval houses, see Ao Malamat, “Aspects of the Foreign Policies of David
and Solomon®™, _;l"l..l".\ 20 19635, PP & if.. who |:-i|,|l_'.||||.|||':. -'||':|!l: with the I-:M-:'i:-_lhn

marital tes of David and Solomon: of, ,||~-e|_| I3, Levenson and B ”.1!F|-:':||. “The
Political Import of David's Mardages”, J8L 99 (1980}, pp. ¥07-5148

t .'l.u'::-||‘||||'_l\_ [[H] i .r|=. |rl‘-;." | :_".".l'.'.'|.":"..-_\_'r’-r'.".ln..'-'.'n".".'n.|| Staaly Pp- a0 {..I[I'.l 3:7-11 came
from the Deweronomistic hisiorian, Richter, Searbeitorgen, pp. 23 0, 52 {1, 90 L,
114 f, held that this section was composed as “Bagnelitiet” by Ry, under the
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a} the deliverer received Yahweh’s spirt (charismaj;

b wayyiipal “ef-piind’el;

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

d) the land rested untl his death.

What was, then, wayyiipd “el-yisr@’dl which took place between
recelving Y ahweh’s spirit and going out to war? Since the meaning
“to judge™ in judicial proceedings for the term fdfel does not hit well
for the context, either this verb has been understood as a synonym
for hdfi'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 Ged,” 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 sitwaton as corroborated by other
cascs of the deliverer-igf‘tim. As i1s 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-iaftim.” After being infused
with God’s spirit, he sent a call-up throughout all the terrtory of
Israel, and at Bezek those who answered his call were organized into
a tribal league called “Tsrael™ (11:5-81.™ It is clearly told that Gideon

nfluence of Deuteronomy before the final redaction of the Deoteronomistic his-
ory; of, J.A Soggmn, Judees A Commentary (OTL), London, 1981, pp. 45 £ How-
ever, though the narrative s highly schematic, 1t 2 hardly true that this 15 a pure
Deuteronomistic composibon, see Bumey, The Heok of fudpes, pp. 04 Li H.W
”l,'|:.r.| T, .”.'r H.'.l.-.':'r'r __':l'.'--r.l.u_ H.-.-."l."g'l_ .f'.".-.'.l'.' ,"n, | H :I_ [l.l:ll'.illl_-:_l'.'d_ |'§'.-'|'-i| '_ |1;s 163 1.
| Crray, __-,l’n.-':n'.'.'ur. _:."I.'.r.':l_:ru amd Ruth (MCB), London, 1967, pp. 213 i ]’:cl!.i.llg_:_ __-,fi.'.'.lfgr-_
pp. 82 L of. A Malamat, “Cushan Rishathzum and the Decline of the Near East
around 1200 B.C.7, FAES 13 (1954), ppe 231242
ol k. Moore, A Cnfical and Exepefreal Gommentary on fudges (10, Edinburgh,

1898°, p. 88, Burney, The Beok of fudges, p. G6; Gray, Jochia, Judges and Ruth, [r. 261

Richier, Hr.;.'r."l.'.l.';.'u_;.:'.'.'._ P . bl

I.IIII-I:I'I\“II_ TGLOS 19 (196] o, P TR H.I"'::'II'.!I'l'._' o Samuel’s actiom (1 Sam
1:5-6), Boling, Il-f'r.ln';;'rn. p. 835, found i it that “he (= Othnel |‘.-I'|:'~.i-:||'-:f DT A OO
fessional reaffirmation of ulimate loyaltes”,

¥ Kaulfmann, The Book of Fudees p. 104 of acconding to Fensham, OTEL 2

19539), p. 18, the meaning of §f here s %10 act as a chansmate leader”.
. “Die Staatenbildung der Israeliten in Palisina™ (1930), in Aleine Schriffen
hichte des Volkes Ferael T, Miinchen, 19535, o ff.: W, Beverlin, “Das Kéanips-
charisma hel Saul™, C.I['l' 13 (191 P 183,

“The men of Judah . .." (11:8) 15 cleardy a secondary msertion which reflects
the dualism in the penod of the kingdom, see Richier, ZAW 77 (1965), p. 52
Aocording w Schunck, Bemarmn, po S, the whole verse 15 a late addiion except
wayvibeg'em Kfdzeg. Opinions are divided on the extent of the nbal league “lsrael
organized by Saul at that ume. Noah, The History of foael, po 169, held that the
x\.huh' -:1:-:||r.'dr:'.'.li|.-|:| ol I|:|' I'.-.|'|'u' I|i|:-1"\- E:-:1|r:.'-. |'|‘.-:|l:4'|| in the |:-|:|:||}isi:-_g:'|_ while
K. Mohlenbrink, “Sauls Ammoniterfoldzur und Samuels Beitrag zum  Konigtum
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acted afier the same pattern, i.e., receiving Yahweh's spirit and organ-
izing a tribal league before going to war [ Judg 6:34-35). In the case
of Deborah, who was also divinely inspired as indicated by her title
“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 (£:6-10). After having fulfilled his divine ordination by assas-
sination of the Moabite king (3:15-25), Ehud succeeded in orgamz-
ing a wibal league in the hill countury of Ephraim (3:27). Although
it appears that the Gilead league had been orgamized before Jephthah
was invited (10:17-18), in reality, the league could not function untl
he took office. Moreover, it is also told that after having received
Yahweh's spirit he organized a league of Gilead and Manasseh before
oolng to war (11:29).

These examples clearly show that §3fim were military leaders who
rose up when Yahweh's spirit came upon them, organized local tnbal
confederations called “Isracl” (wayrspdt “el-yisrd’dl), and went to war
as the commander of the army of their confederations. Deborah also
follows this pattern in going to war as the sapreme commander,
though Barak was her chiel of staff (4:8-9; 5:15). After having estab-
lished their charismatic ordination through wvictories in the feld, these
military leaders assumed the rulership of the tribal leagues which
they organized (wayyispat ‘et -yisra’el). Their office was for life, but their
authority was not extended to their descendans. An exception was
Abimelech, who suceeeded Gideon (Judg 9). But his kingdom was
established outside Israel, and his control over “lsrael” was not
regarded as the rule of f@fa as the different verb ddrar instead of
iidfat 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 Israelite tribes realized that the tribal leagues organ-

des Saul™, ZAW 38 (1940441, pp. 57-70, thought that only Benjamin and the
tribes east of the Jordan came to fight under Saul’s command; ef. G, Wallis, *Die
Anfinge des Konigtums in Israel”, W Halfe 12 (1963, pp. 242 { In my opinion,
in adeition to the tribes of centeal Palestine and from east of the Jordan, of whom
Saul’s man force consisted, the other tribes from “all the termtory of Ismael™ (v 7
senl comtingents o the campaign, sec Ishida, The foval fhmastes, pp. 36 L

! Malamart, in WHEP /1 Fudees, 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” (el 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 “lIsrael”, i.e., the representatives
of the league, with the responsibility for the military operations (4:3).
In the catastrophe after the deleat at Ebenczer it was Samuel who
made a great effort to re-establish the unity of the iribes 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-fgfa™ (cf. 7:15-17).7 It is interesting to note that
his confederation took over the institutional change which had begun

*de Vo, Amcimi foaed, pp. 350 03 A, Cody, A History of Old Testament Priesthood
AnBib 35), Rome, 1969, p. 60; M. Haran, Temples and Temple-Sevoice in Anetend Lereed
An Inguery info Bibdical Cilt Phenomena and the Historical Setting of the Priestly School, Winona
Lake, 1985, pp. 58 F

M. Newman, “The Prophetic Call of Samuel”, in firael's Prophetie Heritage, Essays
i Honor of §. Muilenburg, London, 1962, pp. 86-97, held that Samuel the propher
ook over the functions of the covenant mediator of the amphictyony formerly exer-
cised |:-'. Eli the ]\ril'-‘f and transmatted them to the charismatic |:||'I:-|!+|I_'|,\_ MLA,
Cohen, “The Role of the Shilonite Priesthood in the United Monarchy of Ancient
srael™, HUCA 36 (1965), pp. 65 [, maintained that Samuel’s authority was derived
[rom his posinen as the Shilonite w-:'l'-|:ri4.'~‘.'_ cf. HAML Ordinzky, “The Seer-Priest”,
in B, Masar (ed.), WHFP 1/111 , Tel-Aviv, 1971, p. 274, According to the
analysis of M. Noth, “Samuel und Silo”, FT 13 (1963), ppe 390400, | Sam 3 was
composed by an auther whe wanted to show the close relation of Samuel o Shils
by combining the Shilonite tradition (I Sam 1; 211, 18-21) and the Jerusalemite
tradition {h12-17, 22-36). Although a Jeresalemite polemic against Shiloh is clearly
found in | Sam 2:35, it appears to me that the narratives on the sing of Eli's sons
and the punishment of his house {2:12-17, 22-36; % 1-18) were originally com-
posed as Samuel’s apology against the descendants of the houwse of El, when Samuel
took over the league of the central iribes; of, T, Willis, “An Anti-Elide Narrative
Tradition from a Prophetic Gircle at the Ramah Sancouary™, J8L 90 (1971}, pp.
288308,
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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 Fyovi'el (8:1),"

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 10 a high degree under

the Philistine supremacy. It is very likely that the Philistines sue-

ceeded in paralysing Samuel’s league even though they had been

unexpectedly defeated near Mizpah (el 7:10-11 and %:16). It 15 pos-
sible, however, that the Philistines preferred indirect rule and there-
fore allowed Samuel to continue to act as the leader of the league.™
Indeed, il Samuel had been a “deliverer-ighe”’, who was capable of
mobilizing his tribal league, the elders of Jabesh besieged 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 §Gftim, which was
able to muster the Israelite army for the relief of Jabesh (11:5-7).¢
MNow realizing the limitatons of the old §f#bf-regime, Samuel, the

last “igfg”, 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 estab-
lish the first monarchy in Israel”

From the foregoing study we can come to the conclusion that the
lormula wayyespal (or fafal) “el-viird’d@ 1s used as a sort of lermnus fech-
nicus signifying the charismatic leaders who spontaneously rose up,
orgamzed tribal leagues called “lsrael”, and ruled over them unul
their death. This government of f3fi# corresponds exactly to the socio-

" A note on the appointment of Samuel’s sons as 66%m in Beer-sheba (1 Sam
B:F would show that Samuel’s tnbal leapee twied o invite the southern tribes, Tt
1% |;-:H:-:ih|1' that the name of another town in which the second son was .".;h|:l|.lit'|ll'l.|
wias found in the ||:i|_;n|:-|.i fext, see M F{:"Il?’i.l.'._ FrI7 (1967 J, P- 121, Richter, ﬁ:'”r
77 (1965), p. 39, pointed out that among a tiple accusation aganst Samuel’s sons:
mrming aside after gain, taking bobes, and perverting justice (8:3), wiale the last
two belong to the Richierghregel, the first can be referred 0 every miler.

Albright, Samuel and the Begimmings of the Propletic Movement, p. 1.

e dlamuel™ i | Sam 11:7 is _L,'_!'Ill.'r""l‘_\. e led as an addinon, see _I..".. SogEin,
Dai Komigton 0 feeeel, Ulrspriinge, Spansuneen, Entoicbiung (BZAW 104), Berin, 1967,
P . But some scholars do not accept the omission of the name “Samuel”, see
H.W, Herizberg, § & IT Samuel, A O plary {OITL), London, 1964, p. 90, n Iy
Weiser, Somel, pp. 26, 70, 73 It 15 possible to assume that Samuel co-operated
with Saul by supporting the latter’s chansmatie action,

For the histonical process of the establishment of the monarchy see Ishida, 7
Royal fhmasties, pp. 51 8

hie
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political conditions of the lsraelite tribes which occasionally formed
tribal leagues for reasons of sell-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 ribes 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 53f¢fm, 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 ttle f@ftim from city-states at the coast in the period
of Hezekiah,”™ but, as has been pointed out, they were already called
fofi'tim in Nathan’s prophecy (2 Sam 7.7 = | Chr 17:6) originating in
the early monarchical period. In addition, since it is very clear that
the term f@f@ 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-
tonan, 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 §3fé as a leader of the tribal
league can be found in the appointment of Samuel’s sons as §66fim
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
were looking for a king

‘governing them like all the nations”, keenly

felt the necessity of a terminology for the earlier system ol the gov-

ermment and its leader in order to differennate it from the termi-
nology of the newly established monarchy ™

. ."\1:1|,t|||i!|| i|| ]1:"1{};‘ E.'rtli'_;l'.'r.-." 5, PP 129 1.

"van Selms, 0TS 2 (1959), pp. 49 [

" Prof. A, Malamat suggested to me that the West Semitic word G5 right have
orginally a doohle connotation, i.e, “w judge” and “to govemn, o rule”, of which
the first was dominant in urban society like Ugant, while the second onginated
the tribal society ke Marn. In lsrael co-existed both mibal and sedentary tradinoens
from the beginning. It is interesting o note that Kuscher, Ldman 32 (19G7/68),
o 274 \l_:l.;’l_{l';‘I_L;-:l that the erm s ||hig||| be a latecomer to hiblical Hebrew, since
il |E|:-|'5. ML QCCLEF il: l:'ill'l!.. |:-i|'|||| :'|| |!-|:-|:'I|'f...

' Rozenberg, The St Gpt:, pp. 88 £, thought that the reason why the term fiffd
as a ttle does not appear i the early perod 15 to be found mn the ransitory nature
of the regime of the ffa; see alw idem, *“The 8§ tim in the Bible”, in B. Mazar (ed.),
Nessonr Ceineck Memennd Voltome { Eretz-lsrael [2), Jerusidem, 1973, pp. 82* L of. EA
.‘i|>|-iu-|_ “Backeround and Function of the Biblical Nask", tr.':'fl'._}r 25 (1963}, p: 117,
e may ok strange, however, that there was no defintte ten |'|i||.u|||g:.' for the reErme

of iafé when it was fully funcooning. 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 is found in the narratives about the United
Kingdom, where *Israel” refers to the United Kingdom, to the north-

emn tribes, or to a part thereof™ Hence the people who did find

fundamental difference between the government of a6 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 faael i Canaan (SBLM 29), Chico, 1983, p. 207, dare not “deter-
mune 'I.'||||'|| ||||' IIHI:-_'\.I"-!'ll'.ll:Illlll' .Il'l.l'\-'l'“ .Ihlllﬁ'.l_'l'l I!! i“-\.lilll"- iy I‘:ﬂ".l".h |J||' '.':'ﬂ:i"'
tence of some natonal stractures before Saul's time, one of which was the position
ol I?:l'_]llllgc"',

“Lracl” for the United Kingdom or all the tribes of lerael: 2 Sam G:1: 10:9;
LE:1; 170, e for the northern mibes: 2 b0 Ril-3; 1 Kgs 1:35, erc; oo
a part of the northerm tnbes: 2 Sam 2:9 (Gilead, Asher?, Jezreel, Ephraim, and
Benjaming; 2:28 (Benjamin, of 2:25); 319 (the northern tribes except Benjamin;
ch. H.-Uo Nibsel, Daveds Awfsleg i ger friifie oo liticeher Coprelrehiss n'.'.'.-'ll.'.'lrrj_;__' Diss.), Bonn,
1959, pp. 109 [; Richter, ZAW 77 (1965), pp. 50 ff,
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NAGID: THE TERM FOR THE LEGITIMIZATION
OF THE KINGSHIP*

|, Fowr Theses on the Title Nagid

The utle nagid is sometimes applied to royalty in the Hebrew Bible,
Although many sugeestions have been made about the function of
the title, its exact meaning still remains undecided.’ The suggestions
made may be grouped under the following four categories:

al A sacral ttle from pre-monarchical times: a charismatic war-
leader,? a title connected with the lsraelite amphictyony;”

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

c) A synonym for the wrem meleh: a Deuteronomistie term [or the
national leader;’

d] A politico-admimstrative title: a prefec”

* This essay is a revised version of the swudy which appeared in A7BS 3 (1977
pp. 333l
" For an extensive bibliography and a summary of various views see G.F. Hasel,
T, i THAT V, Stwutigart, 1984-86, cols, 203-214
Ao Al “Die Staatenbildung der Isracliten in Paliisting”™ (19300, in Kleine Selnflen
sur Ceeachchile der Volkes fonagel T1, Minchen, 1953, [ 29 W F. .'||,|'|;.r-;5_1h| Samuel and
ST of the fr.'-'lll"r.'ln'-"n'n'-" Movemend, Cincinnan, 1961, - 15 ;' W, Richter, “Die
pagid-Formel, Ein Beitrag zur Erhellung -Problems”, B9 (1965), pp. 7184
L. Schmidi, Mencehlicher Erfole und Jafores Initintie, Stafien zu Tradition, Inferpretation
urd flestorte i {berlieferinpen von Grddewt, Sl wnd Damd (WMANT 38, Newkirchen-
Viuyn, 1970, pp. 152 f
M. Noth, "David und Isracl in 2, Samuael 77 (1957), in Geoommelle Siedion zum
Alten Tesdament, Minchen, 19607, pp. 333 [; H. Gese, “Der Davidshund und die
Zionserwihlung”, JTK 61 (1964), p. 23,
' M. Noth, The Hiswory of brael, London, 19607, p. 160, n. 1.
I.C.G. Thornton, *Charismatic Kingship in Israel and Judah®, 775 14 {1963,
. 8.
" B Lipanski, “Ndgid, der f'{_|4||||:-|:|:||:r_"_ T 24 (1974, pp. 497-499; T.N.D
Mettinger, Moy and Mecsralt, The Crowl and Sacral Lembimation of the Toraelite f;T.l_l_-_E-. ICROTS
8, Lund, 1976, pp. 151-184.
" R.AL Carlson, Daoid the chasen King, A Traditio-Historical Approach o the Second Book
of Samuel, Stockholm/Goteborg/ Uppsala, 1964, pp, 52 f; el T. Veijola, Dre nug
Dynastie. Davld und die Enisteiung semer Dynasiie mach der dewteronomistischen Darstelamng,

! I("\ Iu'.l'_

Helsinkd, 1975, pp. 32 M, 129, 139, 14
! GG Macholz, “NAGID—der Statthalter, *praclectus™, in Sgfr Bedtonfl R Rendusff
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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 [ollows:

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

“T'omorrow about this time [ will send o you a man from the land
of Benjamin, and vou shall anoint him to be mdfd over my people
Isracl. He shall save my people from the hand of the Philistines™
| Sam 9:153-16).

2 Then Samuel ook a vial of oil and poured it on his head, and
kissed him and said, *Has not Yahweh ancinted you o be wifid over
his people Israel? And you shall reign over the people of Yahweh
and you will save them from the hand of their encmies round about™

10:]1 LXX).

Dieid

3 And Samuel said o Saul, “You have done foolishly . .. .. for now
Yahweh would have established vour kingdom over Isvael for ever.
But now your 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 feet and said, “Upon
me alone, my lord, be the guile. . ... and when Yahweh has done to
my ||||::! ;|_-;'|'|::|||:|i;|1_<,_1 L ;1“ r|'.1- '_I||||.-|:| Ih.-!_l hie |:.:|‘|'u .‘||n|c:~n |'fr|‘:l:'l.'1[Ii:I'I1: WOk,

and has appointed you mifid over Tsmael, my lord shall have no cause
of pmel....." (25:23-24, 30-31).

3 Then all the wibes of Israel came o David at Hebron, and sad,

Feasehrft (Diclheimer Blater zum Alten Testament 1), Dielheim, 1972

" On the basis of an assumed connection with the preposition s
nal meaning of the term is generally explained as “one who stands in fro
[om) or “one |:.|;|r'|'|,| in [rom” Eli1'-‘~i'~1' form): but we cannot even deoide whether the

d, the org-
nt” {active

form is active or passive; see Richier, B9 (1965}, p. 72, n. 6; J. Liver, *7T27, in
Encyefoperedin Beblien V. Jerusalem, 1968, col. 753 [Hebrew). An attempt o relae
the term migéd by J]. Glick, *Nagpd-Shepherd™, 17 13 (1963), pp. 144130, has
been judged unsuceessful, see Richter, 879 (1965), pp. 72 1 7
gestion was made by Mettinger, Aing and Meidah, pp. 158162, 182, according to

he oot p-g-d":

1. “The sense of the term is then ‘the one proclamed’, “the one
een the

i 7. Another sug-

which the word rigid 15 “understood as a Qial pasive participle of
o proclaim |{Phags
designated™ (p. 182) As he ohservacd, there scems to he a word play bet
word fhageld and the werm 2dd6g i the abhical narraoves, Then s 1t a Podksedn
in the biblical tme? See B, Halpern, The Emepence of Dol i Comson (SBLM 299,
Chico, 33, p 200, n, M,

The name David s implicat i this passage; see H.W, Hertzherg, [ & I Samuel
OTL), London, 1964, - 105: PK. McCarter, [ Somued, A Naw Translafhon with
Iniraductkion, Netes and Commentary (AR 8), Garden City, N.Y., 1980, p. 229,

t ol
o7} I
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“Behold, we are your bone and fesh. In times past, when Saul was
king over us, it was you that led out and brought in lsrael; and Yahweh
sand o VIR You shall be :iilri:-hrt'd of my |J:'|r||||' [srael, and you shall
be ndFd over Isracl™ (2 Sam 5:1-3; of 1 Chr 11:1-20,

G} And David said o Michal, “It was before Yahweh, who chose me
above your father, and above all his house, 1o appoint me as nagid
over Israel, the people of Yahweh™ (2 Sam 6:21).

7] Thus says Yahweh of hosis, 1 took vou from the pasture, from
following the sheep, that you should be migid over my people lsrael
(2 Sam 7:8; cf. 1 Chr 17:7).

8) And he said, “Blessed be Yahweh, the God of Tsracl, who wath his
hand has f[ulfilled 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 wibes of Israel in which o 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 [ have chosen David 1o be over my people Israel”
(2 Chr 6:4—6),"

Soloman
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 you the servants of your lord, and
cause Solomon my son 1o rde on my own mule, and bring him down
to Gihon; and let Zadok the pricst and Nathan the prophet there
anoint him king over Iseael: then blow the trumpet, and say: Long
live Rang Solomon! You shall then come up alter 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 mi@g over lsrael and over Judah” (1 Koz
L Pt b
10) And they made Solomon the son of David king the second time,
and they ancinted him as ragid for Yahweh, and Zadok as priest
1 Chr 29:23h),

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

s i Ja

I:r'e raboarm e ion af MNebvat
12} Thus says Yahweh, the God of Isracl, “Because | exalted yvou from
among the people, and made you nigid over my people Israel, and

Ihe name David is implicit also in the following text; “Though Judah became

stromg among his brothers and a na@md was from him . " {1 Chr 520 In a smi-
lar context the tribe Judah is called ndgd: “Then King David rose to his feet and
said: . .. Yahweh, the God of Liracl, chose me from all my father's house 1w be

king over Istael for ever;, for he chose Judah as ma@d . .." (1 Chr 28: 2, 4
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tore the kingdom away from the howvse of David and gave it to
you....." {1 Kgs 14:7-8),

Baadha

13 And the word of Yahweh came to Jehu the son of Hanani against
Baasha, saying, “Since 1 exalied you owt of the dust and made you
nigid over my |II'||iJ]'|' Israel . ... ." (16:01-3),

Hezebiah

14) And before Isaiah had gone out of the middle court, the word of
Yahweh came to him, “Turn back, and say to Hezekiah mi@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 20:4-5).

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

2. A Critical Reconstderationr of the Previows Theses

Apparently, the first suggestion, which regards nigid as a sacral title
onginating in pre-monarchical Israel, has enjoyed the widest approval.
This thesis is based mainly on the fact that the ttle nagid appears
in most cases in connection with Yahwehs designation of a future
ruler over Isracl, his people. But difficulties arise for this thesis in
the cases of both Selomon neo. 9 and Abijah (no. 11} who were
appointed to be ndgid 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 explanation were to be accepted, the thesis of the pre-
monarchical Israclite ongin of the tile 18 hardly convincing. The
most serious argument against it is 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
nadid 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 “ndg@id of my people” (no. 14).

* In text no. 10, Solomon was ancinted as eifid by the people; this text must
b dealt wath separately, see below p. 67

Al in Klane Sehriften 10, p. 62, n. 1; of. Richter, 85 9 (1965), p. 77.

VO Liver, in Encrclopaedic Miblice V, cols. 753 1 (Hebrew), Lapinski, 5 24
1974}, p. 498; B. Halpern, The Constitulton of the Monarchy i {oael (HSM 23), Chico,
1981, pp. 56,
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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 farm in Akkadian, which denotes “crown
prince, designated successor”™.” The more general definition “king
designate” fits the whole situation better. Still, 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 ndgid to be a Deuteronomistic
synonym for the term melek 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 lIsrael 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 nagid signifies the politico-administrative function of “praefec-
ts” in Latin, ie., the POSSESS0T ol the ]'1I|].]L;:| power, He derives it
from the passages concerning David’s appointment of Sclomon as
nidgid (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 acmally Yahweh’s kingship entrusted to a human
king." The thesis seems unwarranted, since it is precisely in those

Mo Abw, p. 615h; CAD 5/2 pp. 105-108, FM, Cross, “The Stele Decicated o
Melearth by Ben-Hadad of Damascus”, BASOR 205 (1972}, p. 41, reads 750 93
L in the Melcarth Stele and teanslates the words as “crown prince of Aram™, but
this reading remains a tentative suggestion; of, O, L. Gibson, Tedbeok of Syran Saniéis
pliens 11 Aremaic Fncoryptions, Ovdord, 1975, pp. 3 |

" From the fact that a priest of the Temple in Jerusalem had the tde nag@d in
the last days of the kingdom of Judah {Jer 20:1) we may suppose thae this title was
applicd not only to royalty but also to any appointee as the head in the days of
the Deuteronomists,
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texts where the relation between Yahweh's kingship and the Israclite
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

négid 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 nagid (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 ni@id in other mstances
to be secondary.'” The funcion of ndfig must have been the same,
at least in contemporary sources,

5. The Situations i which the Title Nagid is mentioned

From the observations of the fourteen wexts cited above, together
with the foregoing examination ol the four theses on ndgid, it seems
possible to draw the following conclusions:

a) The tille nagid 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 ol
Hezekiah, Accordingly, it seems justifiable to deal with Hezekiah's
case separately.

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

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

¢) 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” sec Mettinger, Ay and Mesaah, pp. 33 ff;
. Ishida, The .rf|:-|'.-1." F._i‘:.l.u.' e 11 Ancteny Torael, A .‘.-'.".'.':'._'-:. wn the Formation and .I'I:':?:'-'JIJ.'J.'-'.II."
of Royal-Dvnastic ddeology (BZAW 142), Berlin/New York, 1977, pp. 33 if.; McCarter,
I Samuel, pp. 27

' Macholz, in Sgfer Rendi
in FT 24 (1974), pp. 497

i ppe 5% 1, adopted this method from Lipinski's stucy
199: ¢of. also Mettinger, L'r_“.!: andd Messuh, MR- 158-171.
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Under these circumstances, it appears imporiant 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 dle,
one circumstance immediately stands out. All of the six monarchs
had scrious 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 legitimacy of
their kingship. To be specific, Saul, David, Jeroboam and Baasha
were founders of their own dynasties; Solomon barely succeeded
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 | 1:21-22),
although he seems not to have been the eldest son.™

This argument is supported by an examination of each of the texts
concerning the designation of these six kings as ndf@id (nos. 1-13). 1
have demonstrated elsewhere, that the theme of the narrative about
Samuel’s ancinting of Saul as wd@d 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 legitimatize his kingship. All the
texts about David’s fiL'.\'-'t]_"m!licﬂ] a% .'J."?_‘SE{‘{.!'I nos. 3-8 are u|'1~,'ir;||,;;a[1l.,' COMI-
nected with the theme of the defense of the legiimacy of his king-
ship against the house of Saul by underlining Yahweh’s election 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. 15). It seems that the expres-
sion “out of the dust” corresponds to the Akkadian phrase mar l
mammanm “son of nobody”, which denotes a usurper.® Therefore,

The panciple of primogeniture was fundamental to the royval succession of the
throne of Dawvd, but it was often overruled: see Ishida, The Roval Dynastier, [
155 I

See id., pp. 49 L
About the lepitimization of the kngship of Davad, see ibad,, pp. 35
A Athe, p. 6018y 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 nd@id not by Yahweh but by
David and Rehoboam, respectively. This fact reflects 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 acecession to the throne. This order shows a
logical procedure: first, the reigning king's designation of his sue-
cessor, then, the latter’s enthronement. In other words, the desig-
nation as ndagid was the precondition for enthronement.

The simation was quite different in the case of the appointment
of the founders of dynastics as magid by Yahweh. For them, it was
not an actual condition for their elevation to the kingship. The tra-

dition that Saul was “a handsome voung man” (1 Sam 9:2) when

designated as nddid shows that his tite nd@d stemmed from a ret-
rospective interpretation of the historical facts, which brought about
his monarchy. David had other circumstances. The term ndgid is not
used in the story of Yahweh's election of David in his youth (16:]

131 This story emphasizes that Yahweh had already chosen David
as king instead of Saul while the latter was sull reigning. David was
already king (cf. 5:1) while he was keeping the sheep (5:11). Accordingly,
he had no need o be first designated as nadg@d, at least in this highly
i[lruh)ls_rlil;';l.] SLOTY, before he was anolnted k]ng. !!'J all the six texts
about David’s designation as ndgid (nos. 3-8), the utle nigid has noth-

ZAW B4 (1972), pp. 2 £, maintains that this royal formula of enthronemem lies
behind the creation formula in Gen 3:19 and finds a parallel between the down-
fall of Baasha and his howse (1 Kes 1603 and Yabwel'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 enthronemenm,

ol _"l.'[v:li:uuv:i‘_ Fingr and Mesiaah, pp. 131 ff., maintained that the theological use of
the term ndfid to express d + designation of the king derived from the secular
use of ihe term of which the oldest occurrence 15 found 1n Davds desimnation ol
Solomon (1 Kes 1:533), However, the divine election and the reigmng king's desig-
nation are not mutually exclusive for the lemomzanon of the kngs who succeeded
to their own fathers’ thrones; cf. Ishida, The Roval Chynasties, pp. 6 (1

“ There is a suggestion to emend mgfed VAWH (1 Sam 16:6) w0 offd YHWH,
but it is not acceptable; see [ LH. Grenback, Die Geschichle vom Awfitiog Dawidy {180,
152 8am.5). Tradion wd fn..-lrJ.'IfJ.'lnmm.'. {_:l:-|:|:'|||'|:-|._2|:'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, 15).

From the above, we may assume that the term ndf@id was origi-
nally the title of a person who was designated to be ruler either by
Yahweh or by the reigning menarch. Il 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, |}r:t']:|'::p.‘i with the 1‘.:\':‘:‘]:1inr| 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 ndgid 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 lsrael and Judah were actually ancinted at their
enthronement,™

4. Later Develapment

As to the expression “ndiid of my people” in Yahweh's words to
Hezekiah through lsaiah (no. 14), we must suppose a different situ-
ation. 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, 8, 12, 13; cf. no. 6), it is certain, that this utle 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 {|1'1]|'|'|_u~“r|_|,:'|r| from the _"'L,\':,":,':'im‘l.
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 Kgs 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 “nafid of
my people” serves here as a sipn of Yahweh's support of the rule
of David’s house over the people of Israel. (However, the term nagid

s omitted from the parallel passage in Isa 38:5).

Ii 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 Israel: I anoint you melek

over the people of Yahweh, over Israel. And you shall strike the
house of Ahab your master..... "2 Kgs 9 6-7). If we compare
this passage with text no. 2 (Saul), it becomes evident that the term
melef s here substituted for the term ndgnd.

Thereafter, the imphcation of the term changed in various 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 malké-"dares” (Ps 76:13); “ndgid of Tyre” (Ezck 28:2);
other passages in which the term seems to imply king or ruler are:
[sa 55:4; 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 Chre 9:11; 2 Chr 31:13; 35:8).

¢} The tite 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 roval 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 tide nagigd, 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 functons 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

The meaning of a9fidim in Prov 8:6 is unclear. Perhaps the text 5 corrupt,
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term as “one who is desipnated 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), sternmed 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 utihzed safely, since the orgmnal
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 na@d, after he had already become
king (I Chr 23:1). This order is the reverse of what the text in
| Kings (no. 9) indicates, Moreover, the expression “nagid for Yahweh”
stands isolated in the Hebrew Bible, and its implication is unclear,
We have the feeling that the Chronicler’s own distinctive outlook 1s
mirrored in this text.™

Thus we can come to the conclusion that the original use of the
term nagid 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 nagid prior to the accession 1o
the throne.™

For a different imerpretation see Halpern, The Consiitution, p. 7.

Halpern, The Constitution, pp. 10-11, holds that the ttle’s fall ino desuetude
came [rom :4.-[|r-|:-|11||;q| .1||:'1:.|5.||.'&.' of the divine (]l'\il_[llql,li.l)ll in the |.:|l:'!'i|.'u:| alter the divi-
sion of the United Kingdom, We are of the opinion, however, that the nde ndfid
wits not alwavs connected with the delty’s dessgnation in the eady monarchies i
Lsrael.




CHAPTER FOUR

THE PEOPLE UNDER ARMS IN THE STRUGGLES
FOR THE THRONE*

. The .”!..'r.l.."d{'r 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 sovern them and who would
lead them in battle. There is a tacit understanding in this narrative
that the police and military powers were inherent in kingship. Simi-
larly, the biblical historiographers in the Books of Samuel and Kings
generally do not omit to mention the military factors involved in the
foundation of new dynastics or in irrepular successions 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 charactenistic features of these factors will be
examined by classifving them into groups by formulary expressions.
In so :lr:in;_;. we shall reach the f'ﬂHu'n'in_g' two conclusions, ]'.i]'.\i[_, the
biblical historiographers used a definite technical term for king-making
as a pohtical 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 Throme tn the Northern Kingdom

Apart from David's aceession, 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 appearcd in LA, Emerton
salem 1986 (VTSup 40), Leiden, 1988, pp. 96106,

edd), Coerens Vol




THE PEOPLE UNDER ARMS 69

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
execated by usurpers who conspired against their lords. Each type
is expressed by its set formula.

The first formula is formed by the expression wayyamliki 't “And
they made him king” or wayyamfiki ‘et-P.N.: “And they made so-
and-so king”, with either kol-ha%im: “all the people™ or kel-yisra’dl: “all
Israel” as the subject. The second formula consists of the following
four expressions. waypigiar “alire: “And he conspired against him”,
wayyakkehi: “And he struck him down”, way'mitéhi: “And he killed
him”, and wayyimlak takidw: “And he reigned in his stead”. We shall
call the first the waypamliki-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 matenals too.

According to our sources, the wapamliki-type foundation is recorded
in the case of the following three kings: Saul in 1 Samuel 1115,
Jeroboam ben Nebat in | Kings 12:20 (ef. 2 Kes 17:21), and Omn
in 1 Kings 16:16. On the other hand, the throne was seized in a
wayyigidr-type coup d'étal by the following five usurpers: Baasha in
| Kings 15:27-28, Zimri 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 wayamiiki-type, both Saul and

Jeroboam ben Nebat have prophetic narratives, in which Samucl
anointed Saul to be migd (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 (1 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 *té: “And he/they made him king” is missing
in these narratives. In other words, the prophets anoint future kings
and announce their divine desigmation, but the expression weayyamiék/
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wayyamiiki “atd is not used in connection with the prophets’ actions.
[n this connection, mention must be made of two narratives in

which the verb himlif is used with God as the subject, ie., 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
:it'ii'ri]]liurh i the Books of Samuel and Kings, it 1s .'Ii'.'.'.'l‘l\.'.x the peo-
ple who made someone king by the expression wayamliki ‘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 yiva'dl “all the territory of Israel” (1 Sam 11:7). By
contrast, kel-pisra’d: “all Isracl” who assembled at Shechem to nego-
nate with Rehoboam on the conditons 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 agains
16). Pre-
sumably, these roops, called either h@'aim or kolyisrd'dl, were a part

the Philistines at Gibbethon under his command (16:]

of the army of the kingdom. Another part was under Tibni's com-
mand, and they also tried to “make him king” (Fhamiiks) 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 wayyamliti-type foundation
were the people under arms from “all the territory of Israel™ or the
army called “all Israel”.

' T.N.D. Mettinger finds & “syniergism’ o the fact that the verb bl s used
with both God and human heings as the subjecr, King and Mesrigh, The Ciodl and
Saeral flglg‘rff.l.'.li A af the Trraeliie .Fl..'..'i:g:- CBOTS 8. Lund, 1975, P 107, Thiz is 2
different approach from ours.

* 1A Sogein has suggested on the basis of the recensions of the LXX that Tibni
was the king elected by the popular assembly but Omiri usurped the throne, “Tibni,
King of Isracl in the First Hall of the S9th Century B.C" (1972), in Ofd Testoment
and Oriembal Sedes (BibOr 29, Rome, 1975, pp- 30-53; idem, A History of Jrael.
Fromn tee Beginnings to the Bor Kockba Rl AD 135 London, 1984, p. 202. However,
il is noat casy Lo accept the view, since there is no reason to suspect thae “all Lsrael™
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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 charots™
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 onigins: 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 Zimr and Pekah
recruited rebel forces from their own soldiers. IF this assumption is
tenahle, “the fifty men of the Gileadites” with whom Pekah con-
spired (15:25) are o 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 about the siuaton 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 scized the throne with

who made Omn :‘;il'.'.[ were the milioa of the Li.l]_:.':lEIIHI of lzsracl; sec -\-I':'?.LiIIEi‘!I'. I;l..?h:,:_'
and Messiak, [ 117: E. Wiirthwein, Daes Erste Bueh der Konise: ;'L:'J_."l."."f." I=16 (ATD
F1/10, Goatingen, 1977, po 196,

P See R Althann, “Shallum™, in ASD VY, New York, 1992, po 1154

' This sugsestion does not exclude the thesis of the Gileadite involvement in the
power struggles in the Northern Kingdom; see 1. Ishida, The Ropa! f.i'l.'i.".'t:'!.r"- m
. |u..':r.'|.l' Torael, A -I;Surl'.!-'{'l o bhe Fomeation il .fl-'.'f.':'-:.’.ln'.l.'.-ﬁ'f af Hn'.!'nrl.'- .I':".-h'-:u"--'-'-: Fl’-fl"--'lll-fq'l' BEAW 142),
Berlin/New York, 1977, pp. 175 £; N. Na'aman, “Historical and Chronological
MNotes on the Kingdoms of Isracl and Judah in the Eighth Century BOCY, 1T 36
1986), pp. 78 L

" Reast, Die Keilichrifttete Tiglat-Pilesers [, nack den Paprerabllntschen und Crigineerien
des Britisehen Musenms 1: Finleitmg, Transeription wnd  Ubberselzung, Whirlererzeichnis mit
Comneentar, Leipzig, 1893, pp. 80 £; H. Tadmor, The fuserpetions of Tiglath-Pileser {1
,ﬂ:-r_-_-: .-_:_,l _|-.-::..-_l'.-.'_ Crfcal Edion, i u’.".' Tntrodiy RS, Translatons auwed Comrg r!.".u{'!.. I]1'|'l|.x.||'i'lll.
1994, pp. 140 [ (Summary Inscription 4, 15°-18": AL Oppenheim, “Babylonian and
Assyrian Historical Texts”, in ANET, Prnceton, 1969%, p. 284; cf alo K. Borger
and H. Tadmor, “Zwei Reitrige wur aluestamentlichen Wissenschaft aufgrund der
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Assyrian support. To sum up, the common denominator of all the
five usurpers is that not one of them won broad support from Adim
or L‘rﬂ':'r.f'.l.:r.ri ",

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 wapigiir-type formula except the
very expression wayvigfdr ‘@ldw. A comparison of his action to that
of Omri seems to help us to understand the situation. Hearing of
Limit’s coup d¥tat, Omri immediately went up from Gibbethon to
Tirzah, then the capital, and put an end to the usurper’s seven-day
rule (I Kgs 16:15-18). Similarly, Menahem marched [rom Tirzah
against Samaria, the capital, and brought Shallum’s one-month reigm
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 gisvd **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 Zimn, murderer of yvour 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 atrocitdes which his troops committed against
the inhabitants of Tappuah (15:16 LXX). On the other hand, the
report of Menahem's imposing a levy on gibbiré hahayil (15:19-20
shows that he succeeded in gaining the support of the people of the
kingdom during his reign.” But this can also be regarded as the cause

Inschrifien Tiglatpilesers 1117, 241 94 (1982, pp. 244-249: Na‘aman, FT 36 (1986
et el ot Pt
. 1=

" Tor gibbid hopayl 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)." In any case, Shallum’s coup d'éat and Menahem's seizure
of the throne inaugurated the rapid dissolution of the Northern
Kingdom. The prophet Hosea also refused to recognize the legid-
macy of these last kings in the following words: “They made kings
(hém hemlikin), but not through me. They set up princes, but without
my knowledge™ (Hos 8:4); “1 have given you kings in my anger, and
[ have taken them away in my wrath™ (13:11).

Finally, we shall deal with the problem of Jehu's seizure of the
throne. Information about his revolt comes mostly from the prophetic
narratives in 2 Kings 9-10, of which the beginning reminds us of
the two accounts of Saul's rh-.'wi_s.:u.'Lti::u s .'r:ill;'-!'{-'r andl kit?_:_‘,' in | 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 yeir@dl: “all the tribes of Isracl” (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 Kgs 9:4-5). Undoubtedly, Saul’s elevation was recognized as 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
Israel”, 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 T will punish the house of Jehu for
the blood of Jezreel, and T 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

Ieracl: The Raole of Political Institutions in the Biblical Penod™, JIWH 11 (1968
p. 63, n. 33; C. Schifer-Lichtenberger, Siadt wnd Eidgenossonschaft mm Atten Testament,
Eine Ansernandersetziong omit Max Webers Studie <Das antibe Judemtum=> (BZAW 156), Berin/
Mew York, 1985, pp. 313-321; H. Eising, feen™ cin TIAT I, Stuttgart, 1974-77,
cols. 905 [

' Bee Ishida, The Ropal Dynasties, pp. 172 £
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leadership in co-operation with Elisha's prophetic community and
other Yahwistic zealots like Jehonadab ben Rechab. Therefore, the

]'li.\'lut'iug'i'il]:hi'l' in 2 Kings 9:14 does not forget not only to mention

151
Joram”, though in a slightly different wording from the FoaY G-

the expression wayyigalier ydhil' . . . ‘el-yérim: “Jehu . . . conspired agai

formula, but also to emphasize that foloisra’ @ “all Israel”, were with
Joram on guard at Ramoth-gilead.’

3. The Peaple’s Role tn the Kingdom of Fudah

Now we proceed 1o 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 Athalial’s usurpation. The normal succession in this
kingdom made it a condition that the reignine king desipnated his
first-born or eldest surviving son as his successor.” lts procedure is
expressed by the formula wayyimlak PN, ¥né tahidie: “And so-and-so
his son reigned in his stead™ (1 Kgs 11:453; 14:31; 15:8, ete.). The
reigning king’s designation of the heir is specially mentioned only
when the principle of primogeniture or the priority of the surviving
eldest son was overruled. The typical example is David’s announce-
ment of Solomon's designation {1:35).

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

M_C. Astour has suggested tha _|:']|||'\ revoll was a et & y
pro-Assynan faction in the Northern Kingdom, “841 B.C.: The First Assyrian
Invasion of Israel”, 740591 (1971), pp. 383389, IF s0, we can repard Jehu's seizure
of the throne as a dynastic change supported by Assyria like Hoshea's usUrpaton,
It is also waorth notng that Menahem L:lilj!.’] ribute o Tiglath=Pileser 1 to assure
his throne with Assyrian backing (2 Kgs 15:19-20); of. H, Tadmor, “Aznvau of
Yaueh”, in C. Rabin (ed.), Studies in the Bible (Scripta Hierosolymitana 8), Jerasalem,
1361, pp. 251 £ For the Assyrian sources about Menahem's wbute see M. Weippert,
“Menahem von Israel und seine Zeitgenossen in einer Stelennschrifi des assyrischen
Konigs Tiglathpileser 111 aus dem Iran™, ZOPF 89 (1973), pp- 26-53%; Tadmaor, The
Twsertptions of Tiplath-Pileser I, pp. 68 £ (Ann, 15%), 89 (Ann, 27, 106-109 (Stele 11T A
' See Ishida, The Roval Dynacies, pp. 152, 169
W See ibid,, pp. 162164

|'.|I:|':1I|'-_'\_'l.'|| bv the
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of the throne of David. Their actions are formulated by the expres-
sion waypamliki ‘o, The expression kol-‘am yhidah and ‘am ha'dres
are generally regarded as synonymous, and they represented “the
whale 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, 1.e., they were the E‘u'uph' who ]}:II'Ii['i[]ilEi‘LE either
in the coup d’éiat 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 Neco (23:29-30).

It is surprising, however, that the people who determined the suc-
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, afier
Ishbaal had been assassinated, “all the elders of Israel came to the
king at Hebron .. . and they anointed David king over Israel” (5:3).
It is striking that the expression waypamliti "6 is missing in both the
texts. Instead, royal anointing is mentioned,"

Apart from prophetic anointing of Saul (I Sam 10:1), David
16:1-15), and Jehu (2 Kgs 9:6); roya

also in the historiographical sources in connection with the accessions

anointing is specially mentioned

of David, as was mentioned above, Solomon (1 Kes 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 wappendifi &6 15 unspecified (2 Kgs 11:12). Accordingly, on
the basis of the LXX the emendation of the pl. of the verly into the sing. has heen
sugpested to make the subject Jehoiada; see B Stade and F. Schwally, The foek of
Kings, Leipzig, 1904, p. 236; A. Sanda, Dre Bicher der Kimige 11 (EHAT 9/2), Miinster
i Wesill, 1912, p. 1313 . Gray, / & I Kings. A Commentary (OTL), London, 1977,
3 However, in addition o the context of v, 12-14, the usage of the expres-
sion wapramlikd “Hd requires that the pl. must remain by aking &% in v, 13 as
the subject; see alko E, Wiinthwein, D Bidher der Rifnige: RS0, 17-2 88, 25 (ATD
1173, Gotingen, 1984, pp, 344, 349 [

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

people of the land™; see below p. 90, For the discussions on “the people of the
land” see below PP 31 H,

For discussions of royval anoimting see: Mettinger, fing and Mecmah, pp. 185252
B. Halpern, The Constintion of the Monarchy i Lsraef HSM 23), Chico, 1981, pp.
13-19: K. Sevbold, “man™ in TWAT V, Stuttgart, 1984-86, cols. 46-59, esp, 49-35.
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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 wayyamliki a6 (Joash and
Jehoahaz). But royal ancinting stands alone in the texts about David
and Absalom. This observation suggests that the expression wayyamlikii
‘i 15 ntentionally avoided for David and Absalom.

According to 2 Samuel 235, the military Factor that determined
the foundation of the dynasty of David was not the men of Judah
but Davids 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 of David and had nothing to do with the tribal society of Israel.™
In these circumstances, the only condition required for David to
establish the kinpdom was the consent of the men of im ah, and
they showed it by the rite of .umln[m._}, Similarly, the anointing given

”il\]t! by the elders of Israel is understood as their acknowledge-
ment of Dawvid’s rule over Israel' At that time the tribes 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 episode about Ittal the Gittite in Absalom's rebellion (2 Sam 15:19-29
well illustrates the status of David’s foreien mereenaries. For Davad's personal army
seg B ode Vaux, sAmctent Ferael fio f:l,':' and frst
LML Muntingh, “The Kerethites and the Pelethites. A Historieal and Sociological
Discussion™, in AH, van Zyl (ed.), St on the Books of Samuel, Pretora, 1960, pp.
t3-53: B Mazar, “The Military Elite of King David™ (1963), in The Eas Iy Biblical
Pertoed. Historical Stadtes, Jensalem, 1986, pp. 83-103; D.G. Schley, “David's Charpions™,
ABD T, New York, 1992, pp. 49-52,

* Pointing out that anciming has a conracal meaning, Mettinger, Kine and
Messah, p. 228, interprets the riwes of ancinting given to David by the men of Judah
andd the elders of Israel as “the |)||||_:_||' 5 homage o the king”, in other words, “for-
mial public acknowledgement of allegiance™

" We are told in 1 Kings 11:25-24 that the kingdom of Aam Damascus was
established in a similar way to the L!Huhlm of Judah. In this nareative, the last
verb i difficult because of the pl wayvim “and they became kings” (v. 24).
W. Rudalph, “Zum Text tlv- Konigshiicher”, ZAW 63 (1951, P 205, has suggested
th 'I..'I{Illl"" AT i CAnd they made him king”, and Wirthwein, e Froe
Such der Kingge, p. 138, follows him. Critcizing the emendation, M. Noth, K 1;
I Kiige =16 (BEAT 9/1), Neukirchen-Viuyn, 1968, pp, 240, 242, rendered: “und
herrschten in Damasukus wie ein Konig”, I is not a natural reading. I we apply

itutions, London, 1961, pp. 218-222,
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In his rebellion against David, Absalom finally suceceded in ral-

Wing kel-'i yra’dl: “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 (15:10). 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 anointed, his anointing 15 also under-

stood as the manifestation of the people’s acknowledgement of his

kingship.

b King-Making by the People

From the foregoing discussion it has emerged that the expression
wayyamlikd “dtd stands for king-making by the people under arms
either at the bundaton 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 Shechemn
to make Rehoboam king in 1 Kings 12:1. In this text the expres-

sion Phamilif “6td: “to make him king” is used with “all Israel” 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 waypemified 60 1o the wxt, the emendation wayyamdiad
i unacceptable. It seems that the verb should be read in the sing. on the bass of
rf".r I.?\Z\. -ul'l'_]..1l.. ."A.jl:-l:.l;_'rl:lrll:':'\_\.' :||'|<’| || = {]|'||r'|:.:|'|_ .| t_||'_l'_-'(|-_|.' .-.'r.'.-.|I .|"| ':'.'.'.r.-:." f.'r-ln.'r.'.q'.llh.'r',
o L Books of fimmes (ICC), Edinbuargh, 1951, pps 2 MG of. alsa W.T. P1|-er't.
Ancrent Dawnarcus, A Heforead Stedy of the Syroon City-State from Earliet Tomes until fts Fall
b the Assynang i 732 BOE, Winonn Lake, 1987, p. 96, n, 50,

For Absalom’s supporters see ladmor, JHH 11 (1968, pp. 49-57; wdem,
“Traditional Institutions and the Monarchy: Social and Political Tensons in the
Time of David and Solomon”, in T, Ishida (ed.). SEDS T -:aL-_gr:-.-"".'l.'1||_|J|'.;|. Lake, 1982,
PP 241 ., 246 I:..; ?'ll.l'ilil]j_lhl'?. F:I.r.'_; i .l.rr--.-r.'.":. P 121 | I Critsemann, fer
Widerstand pegen dos Rinistum. Die antibiniglichen Tecte des Alten Testamenter wnd der Kongf
tm den friifen israelifischen Staat (WMANT 4%}, Neukirchen-Vieyn, 1978, pp. 94101

1 According 1o 2 Chr 22:1, wif'hé yrié m: “the inhabiants of Jerusalem™ made
Ahaziah King. Since he was the only sunviving son of the late king (21:17; 2k1),
wi cannot imagine that there was any succession problem. Yet it seems that there
Was a 5!-’|§§1i:| al tension: of, my analysiz of this passage in Ishics, The Roval Dynasties,
S 159 [, At the same ome, we must note that the Chronicler’s use of the verh

kv does not always i our analysis of the same verb in the Books of Samuel
and Kings, see | Chr 1110, 12:32 39; 2922
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their assembly was neither founding a new dynasty nor determining
a successor of the Davidic dynasty.

Now to clucidate 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 (weyyamiféhi) . . . over
all Israel” (2 Sam 2:8-9); (b) in answer to Jehu's challenge, the royal
officials of Samaria, the elders and the wtors said: “We will not
make anyone king” (I& mamifk &) (2 Kgs 10:3); (¢} Pharach Neco
“made Eliakim . . . king” {wayamiek . . . "d-"dydgim) (23:34); (d) the king
ol Babylon “made Mattamah . .. king” (wayamid . .. “ef-malianydh)
(24:17). In these texts those who acted as king-makers were a com-
mander of the army, high officials and leading men of the capital
city, though they did not exercise their authority, and foreign con-
querors. These examples show that, if there was no nermal succes-
sion, whoever possessed the strongest power, including the people
under arms, could determine the roval successor. At the same tme,
we may conclude that the lormulary expression mwayyamde/ wayyam
likii *at was used as a defimite 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 democrate tracdition of the [sraehte society.™ Who, then, were
the people under arms? This s 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 w further studies.

" Judg 9:6 reads: “And fol-ba™ TRem and del-bd mulld® came together, and they
went wapramiifl “ef-"fimelef (melef”, The text shows that the assembly, which con-
'\i‘-\.ll'll E'II-ItIH' ||:||',I<<'l|-' |I.J|i'.'.|| ;’IE.JII .lll'(.ul F.r.'u'll.'.ln-"l,‘ ]I()h}!'\‘-!'l‘i ]:':I'-\.'l'l Lix ]ll:'lkl,' .1|||||:!'|E't|'|i| 'kirll‘_'\.
The wording of the I,'x;_ll'{"!uil:-!l I rn:|.u.'.l.'."1'.5'.'i well Frelel s £|ig}11|‘:. different from
the formula .'|;r1,'|rr:.'.'|'|'!';.'.: I.-'_." P.M. in the Books of Samuel and Kings, but the prac-
tice: described 15 the same. For the nature of Abimelech™ kingship see H. Rewiw,
“The Government of Shechem in the El-Amarna Period and in the Days of
Abamelech™, fEF 16 (1866), pp. 252-257.

* For the relationship between the popular assembly and the kingship in lsrael
see A, Malamat, “Organs of Statecraft in the Draclite Monarchy™ (1965), in The
.I':I'.'.".I ..:.'4." _.-[.l:.l'|.' Gy .'I,'q'.'h'.llf.l ||] \'1'1.1.' \'4“'-.. |'_|Fl:|_ '|'|||. ||:-'| |':|:'ﬁ,_ _J..";. .“illL[:_'i!n. .”.'n
,?.;.,r,-,-_:‘-r.un. i e I"rllfrJ.'.'J[_'g_ Shanrunset, ."'.'J.'.'.'l.':'.J.'."lr.'l_-;: BZAAW 1040, Berlin, 1967, PR
1820, 44 [, 69 £; Tadmor, JHWH 11 (1968), pp. 46-68; idem, in SPOS, pp. 239-57;
Mettinger, Atvg and Mesnal, pp. 111-130; Crisernann, O Widerdtand pemen diar Admtom,
pp. M—-101; Halpem, The Constitnfion, pp. 187-216.
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a) We can clearly observe the structural change ol kol-hd'dm or
.'!.'frf-_b'r.lf}'ﬁlﬁir .'J.L'i‘l::l'riing to the historical development. First, those who
made Saul king at Gilgal were regular tribal league organized ad
fue lor saving Jabesh-gilead; secondly, those who made Jerchoam
king at Shechem were a popular assembly, called kol-g“hal yisri’sl
(1 Kgs 12:3) or ha‘ddah (12:20), which seems a well-organized polit-
ical body; thirdly, those who made Omri king in the military camp
were the militia of the Northern Kingdom,

b) Our historiographers emphasize the unity of Israel achieved on
the occasions of king-making by the people, as the following words
indicate: “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™
(1 Kgs 12:20). Similarly, the people are called in these contexts kol
hii‘am or kolyifra@’él. Is this unity a ficton fabricated by the histori-
ographers? We are of the opinion that the term fol- here is 1o be
undersiood not as quantitative but as qualitative. Omn's case gives
a good example. Although feloyifra’d made him king (16:16), #'si
fii“@m: “half the people” followed Tibni to make him king (16:21).
The term &ol- here seems to imply the legitimate representation.”

c; There was a contrasting development between the kingdoms
of Isracl and Judah concerning the people’s involvement in king-
making. In the Northern Kingdom the people even ook 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 1o the throne. But this was the
last opportunity for the people of Israel to play the active role as a
united military lactor in establishing their monarchy. This action
may be regarded as a popular effort to recover the unity of Isracl
which had been lost in consequence of the wayigid-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 charactenistic 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
Dawvid’s reign the overwhelming military power of David’s personal
army acted as the decisive [actor in every critical phase. The penod
of David and Solomon was the formative years of the people of

CF Tadmor, in SPDS, p. 244,
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Judah, centering around the Davidie-Judahite ideology,™ they emerged
lor the first tme as a significant factor to secure the dynasty of David
against Athaliah’s usurpation. Their designation ‘am hi'ares sugmests

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

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

2 The nueleus of this ideology is formed by the doctrine of the joint election of
Dravid's house and of Zion, which originated in the covenam of Yalweh with Diavicl,
see Ishida, The fl'n;_li.'.'n' Dhviasties, pp. 147 |




CHAPTER FIVE

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

|, The Judacans m the Monarchical Peviod

In his basic treatment of “the people of the land” (‘am fid’d@res),
E. Wirthwein defined the expression as “die zu einem bestimmien Terri-
torium  geliivige Vollbiirperschafl”, Le., the [ull citizens of a given tern-
tory.! He further maintained that the expression “people of the land”
of Judah is synonymous with “the people of Judah” (am yhidah or
‘wesd yfuidah) as the designation ol the Judaeans in the monarchical
period, excluding the inhahitants of Jerusalem.” This definition of the
term was confirmed by B. 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 GRAAY 5 a revised versionn of the study which .'.p|.l|':1|-:'-:| in r:r.n’i'.i' 1 (1975),
pp. 2338,

E. Witrthwein, fer ‘amm ba'arez am Alten Testamrent (BWANT 66), Stuttgarct, 1936,
p. Ik of Lo Rest, "Die Bezeichnungen fiir Land und Volk im Alten Testament”
1934}, in Dhay Kane Credo wnd eondere Studien zum Alben Testament;, Heidelberg, 1965,
p. 92

Wiirthwein, Der ‘o ha'arez, PR 153 . According to 5, Talmon % be'ares e
wehtidih were the Judahites who followed David o Jerusalem, the new capital, from
Hebron, “The Judacan dm HMaares in Historieal Perspective”, in Fourdh World Congress
of fenusf Strefies (1963) 1, Jerusalern, 1967, pp. 71-76; kdem, 7787 O, in froclnfosdia
Bibliee W1, Jerusalem, 1971, cols. 239-242 (Hebrew): el C. Schiifer-Lichtenberger,
St e ||I':'|'|:|'f!!|'.li‘|'|\l-:'.'l\rn'lll‘:'hr.' i Alten Testament. Eine Ausermardersetzung mt ) fox Webers Studie
< Dy aniike I}'l.'r."rr.'fu.'r.' = (BZEAW 156 Berlind/MNew York, 985, [EB 3495, The late
Prof, B. Mazar suggested o me in his lener of March 8, 1974, that we may assume
that both the Hittites in the story of Abmaham's purchase of Machphelah (Cien 23:7,
12<13) and the inhabitanis of the land which Moses made spy out (Num 1409) are
anachronistically called “the people of the land”, since they were also the inhabitants
of “the land of Judah™,

E. de Vaux .1r.'."r.r.l.'|' Tevael  fii 1"1.,'-' anil .'l.'.'ll'.'..'ll'.fj..'-.'.'|_ !-I:I'IIEI:-I'l. |!.|l5i|_ P .n"|: i.':!l'l'l:l.
“Le sens de expression ‘peuple du pays’ dans 'Ancien Testament et le role poli-
tique: du peuple en Tra@l”, 4 58 (1964}, p. 168; cf, L. McKenme, “The “Poople
of the Land’ i the Old Testament™, m Abfen des prmundzivanzigsten Inlernahionalen
Uhnentafusten-Rongresses Minohens 28. dug. bas f, Sept. 15957, Wiesbaden, 1954, pp. 207 L;
H. Tadmor, ““The People’ and the Kingship in Ancient Isracl: The Role of Political
Institwtions in the Biblical Pedod”, JIWH 11 (1968), p. 67
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While the thesis has been widely accepted as a working hypothesis,
it was also disputed by not a few scholars.' It is not our intention
to seck another definition of the expression “people of the land” by
investigating nto all the evidence for the term; rather, we shall re-
examine cach historical sitnation of the political crises in the king-
dom of Judah to shed light on the roles plaved by “the people of
the land”.* In so doing, we will uy to make clear the intention of
the historiographer who employed the expression ‘am hd @res.

2. The Rebellion apainst Athalial

The expression “people of the land” appears, for the first time, in
the account of the rebellion against Athaliah and the enthronement
of Jehoash (2 Kgs 11; 2 Chr 23), The origin of this political crisis
can be traced back to Jehoshaphat's alliance with the Omrides
| Kes 22:2 ff: 2 Chr 18:1 ), which was zealed by the marnage

ol Jehoram, his son, and Athaliah, Omri’s daughter.” By making

' EW. Nicholson, “The Meaning of the Expression 77#®7 C2 in the Old Testament”,
_;f.'ﬁ 10 (1965, P 59066, rejects o regard “the people af the land” “as a techm-
cal term designating a specific class or group within the populaton of Judah™ and
conchedes that “the term has no fixed and ngd meaning but 5 used rather inoa
|Hi|'|'E1. -;II|'||"r.|| .1||1| I'Il.:||| manner and vares in III|'.lI'.iII|.! lrom context o context”
NI Mettinger maintains that the ‘am hi'dres who had a role at the royal invesi-
mares in the peried after Solomon correspond o the ‘i as the popular asscmbly
in the previous period, King and Messtah, The Giil and Sacral Legitimation of the Traclite
Kmngs (CBOTS 8), Lund, 1976, pp. 124-130. B. Halpem holds that “the term “the
|}|-|;-|:|,|,' of the land' s not a wechoical -.'h|a|'|'-n‘:ll1'. for some fixed -IJ'rl-'_\'_I:l'll.':ilv ol the
ke or kingedon aof _I|||5.1|:|'. The € itufion af the Menarchy e fsrael (HSM 23],
Chico, 1981, p. 194, On the other hand, 5. Talmon, 0 Fourth Hordd Congress of
el I.II .|||i||'.||. CANTIHEE I."I

Feavih Siudies (1965) 1, pp. 7176, argues that “the Sa
viewed as a democratic or otherwise constitutionally circumscribed institution. Rather
is it a body of Judacans in Jerusalem that rose o some power and importance
which wag ultmately 4|4'1'i\.'|'r| Irexin theis ]l.-'.'.lll:. to the Daadie dynasty™. Moreover,
R, Good proposes that the expression “the people of the land” belongs 1o the
vocabulary of the time of the Deuteronomistic hastoran, e, the Exilic penod, T
Sheep of His Pasture, A Study of the Hebraw Noun “Amim) and fis Semitic Cognates (HSM
20 Chico, 1983, e 10122, €, Lasvinn comes w the conclusion: “Den e A e
im eingeschrinkten Sinn hat es niclt gegeben. Er ist ein exeperische Phanmom”, De
Sturz e Kimiom Atalfa. K Kipatel zur Cesehichle Tudas o 8. Jofrbundert o Chre (SBES
105), Stungart, 1982, p. 69, For an exwensive bibliography and discussions see
E. Lipinski, ‘02", in TWAT VI, Swngan, 1987-89, cols. 177-194; J.P. Healey,
“Am Hatarez", in ABD L New York, 1992, Hi 168 [

Cf T, Ishide, The Roval Dymasties in Anciant firnel A Sindy o the Formmation anid
Dievelapment of Royal-Dhmastc § BAAW | dMew York, 1977, pp. 160

b According to one traditton {2 Kes 8:26; 2 Chr 22:2), Athaliah was Omn's
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peace with the Northern Kingdom, with which Judah had been in
a state ol war for half a centary sinee the division of the United
Kingdom, Jehoshaphat brought prosperity to his kingdom (2 Chr
|7). 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
1""E,Lf|3 h'l, his treatment of his soms. He ];:'qucul]wd the E_1n1'|:1|_u,‘r'£}' Ly
his sons, “but gave the kingdom to Jehoram, hecause 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 1s 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 after 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 inhabitantz 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 ol 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 Athaliah’s regime, since this

daughter, while the other tradivon (2 Kgs §:18; 2 Chr 21:6) regards her as Ahab's
daughter. But chronologeal studies show that she could not he Ahab's dasghier,
see |. Begrich, “Analja, die Tochter Omns”, JAW 53 (1935), pp. 78 [; H.]J.
Katzenatein, “Who Were the Parents of Athaliah?”, fE7 5 (1955), 194-197; Levin,
Der Sturz der Ringmn Atale, p. 83, n. 5 W. Thiel, "Athaliah”, in ABD 1, New York,
19492 PP 511 1z see below pp. 99 I,

" 'When the |:|:'il'l|.":|'|]1' of the I!II'iI'II-:FI_".\.':'IirI.'l-:' was overruled, we Irequently  hear
how and why the irregular succession took place. Thizs kind of addifional ex-
planmation can be found concerming the succession of the flowing kings: Solomon
2 Sam 9 + | Kgs 1-3), Abnjam (2 Chr 11:21-22), Ahasah (21:17; 2210}, Azanah
2 Kgs 14:21; 2 Chr 26:1), Jehoahaz (2 Kgs 23:50; 2 Chr 36:1), and Zedekiah
rg B4-17- @ Chr 36:10

FCL W, Rudalph, Clramdks
T B, in Feorelopaedta B

a (HAT _"l b .I.|||:.E:::;v:':|_ 1455, 18 2065 ” .]._|||r|||r|_
rea 111 _il'l'll:{il!l't'll. 1958, col. 339 (Hehrew),
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voung king, who was twenty-two at his enthronement (2 Kgs 8:26),"
wis under the strong influence of the ambitious queen-mother: g“birdh'®
(cl. 2 kgs 8:26-27; 2 Chr 22:2—-4). However, Jehu's revolution against
the Ommrides deprived Athaliah of all her support at ane blow. The
house of Omni, from which she came, was completely destroyed
(2 Kes 9:21-26, 30-37; 10:1-11, 17). Moreover, Ahaziah, her son,
was killed during his involvermnent in the revoluton (2 Kes 9:27-28:
2 Chr 22:7-9). Naturally, she had to prepare to defend hersell and
her regime from the counterattack of the opponents before they rose
up under the impact of the Yahwistue 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 o
assume that she sought to destroy Jehoash, who “constitutes the sole
claim of her rule to legiimacy™.!' 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 of his hatred for this foreign queen, distorted
the account presenting her as a rathless 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
reguest. This meant that Athaliah became the queen regent, ;ii[l:m:_uh
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 corrupted, sinee Jehoram, his Bther, died at the age of forty (2 Kgs
B:17; 2 Chr 21:5). In the main texts of LXX stands here the number “owenty”,
while "l'n.\.'1'|||'5.'-1'.'.'l::l'l' m o fexits _‘J."A.I :".I!.'-e".-\.. H Chrongeles. fntroduction, .I'lruu..'.r.l.'.'-..l_l_
amd Noles (AB 13), Garden City, N.Y., 1965, p. 125, assumes that the number “forty-
twa” resulied fram the conflanon of the two raditions,

" About the office of queen-mother (@58 see G Molin, “Die Stellung der
Grebira im Staate Juda®, 1.7 10 (1954), pp. 161-175; H. Donner, “Art und Herkunfi
des Amites der Kéniginmutter im Alen Testament™, in J. Fredroh Fedectnfl, Heidelberg,
1959, pp. 105-145; de Vaox, Amcent fivae, pp. 117 f; Ishida, The Roval Dyricizes,
pp. 136 fF; LS. Schearing, “Chacen™, in ABD V, New York, 1992, pp. 585 L.

H.IL. Ginsherg, “The Omnd-Davidid Alliance and its Consequences”, in Fourdh
World Comgress of Javush Studres (19635) 1, Jemsalem, 1967, p 92,
! H. Reviv, "R 500 00 90", Beth Miba 16 (1970/71), pp. 5¢1-548 (Hehrew),
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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, judpging from the fact that Jehoiada eventually
plotted against Athaliah claiming that the throne should belong to
the house of Dawvid (23:3), we can hardly accept the view that she
actually did not assume the throne.

The rebellion against Athaliah was organized by Jehoiada the
priest and was 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 ol history sketched 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™ [ y05fé y'risalaym), 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
stems that those Jerusalemites who were suppressed by the regime
acted as the leaders of “the people of the land”."

' Since B, Stade, “Anmerkungen zu 2 Ko l0-147, .:.'lill A (18855, P T80 .,
it has been widely held that 2 Kgs 11 i resolved into two sources, ie., a priesily
source (vv, =12, 18b-20) and a popular scurce (we. 13-18a); of. J.A. Montgomery
and H.5. Gehman, A Crnfical and Evegriical Commentary on the Bosks of Ringe (1CC),
Edlinbuargh, 1951, p. 418; [. Gray, £ & [ Kuigs. A Commentary (OTL), London, 19777,
ppe 566 T According to the analysis of Levin, Der Stwrz der Riigin Abalia, pp. 16 1T,
s -.|:.;-||s|_:':' conssis of I!".-e' |u||.|s1.1.i.1|:_; fewar |<'|,1.\.'|'|"<! an I'.tll:- pex !.I'l:-|r'| Lhe ’::-C:-I.I!I\ o
the Chronicles of the H_il"lgx. |:||'_J||1|<|,]l used El'_L the Dewteronomistic historian, a
covenant-theological redaction in the late Dewteronomistic penod, a prestly redac-
fion, and an carly Chronicler redaction. Against the view of separete sources,
W. Rudelph argues for the unity of the chapter, “Die Einheithchkest der Ercdiblung
vorm Sture der Ataljp (2 Kon, 117, in A, Berthold Festschrnfl, Tibingen, 1950, pp
175-478. In his view, however, all references o ‘am bd'ires before v. 20 are sec.
ondary 2 4770 H:,l_ll;-l_'r“ |)|.~i1|l,x out that the scholars do not reckon with the prab-
letn of \illll,lil,:lr'llt'i'l:\. i|| |]Ii\ l:'h::l;y[-e"l_ The 'r:'lh"ull..'h'l'.'".'.'. . 976, n. B8 [ alzo M. Liveranid,
1. histoire (|-:'_I1r.|h."_ FT 24 (1974, pp. 38 159,

" According 1o B, Gordis, “Sectional Rivalry in the Kingdom of Judah”, JOR
23 (1934555, pp. 237-259, there was always fnction concerning the high - plices
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The rebellion against Athaliah confirms this sitwation. [t was
Jehoiada the priest who took the initative. Furthermore, he relied
mainly on the roval 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 Athalbah’s regime was overthrown by
“a national revolution™." Tt 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 eity” after the rebellion (2 Kgs
11:20; 2 Chr 23:21), as E. Wiirthwein and A, Alt maintained.' It seems
that the im]}“.['.;il,il n of the sentence, a5 sagtah, 15 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” played an
imporntant role, though it was passive. The main purpose of the rebel-
lion was the restoration of the Davidic line. From the idcological
point of view, it was inseparably connected with the purge of Baalism,
since the restoration of the Davidic throne could be legiimatized
solely by Yahweh who made a covenant with David by promising
the eternal rule of the house of David over Israel (2 Sam 7:5-16;
| Chr 17:4-14)." On the other hand, the house of David was

between the _Ii'l'll:\.l"'ll'ljrl:"\. and “the |'|e'|:-|‘:-|.|.' ol the land”, who were the FeRTescnias
tives of country; the coaliton between them came into being only at the rebellion
against Athaliah under the leadership of the Jerusalemites,

" Wiirthwein, f ‘amen fa'arez, pp. 24 11 de Vaux, ducent Lirael, p. 71; Nicholson,
T8 10 (1965), p- G,

" Wiirthwein, fer Samim ha'arez, po 25 A0 Al “Das Konigam in den Reichen
Isracl und _J-I.i.l:lil.-l (19511, in Rlere ."i(llrrla...']'."r.' ZNF Creschiehte dec Volker Formel I, Minchen,
1953, p. 127,

" Of, de Vaux, Ancient fivael, p. 71 G Buccellat, Ciles and Nations of Anrcfent Syrin
An Essay on Politreal Institnttons weth Stecial Reference to the fmaefite Ringdoms (Studi Semitici
26), Koma, 1967, pp. 168 L

" For the covenant of David see M. Weinleld, *m72", in THAT I, Stutgan,
197073, cols, 799-801; idem, “Covenamy, Davidic”, in fD8%up, Naghwville, 1976,
PR [ Fatenll B2 40 !'l.!i,'llinul"r, .|l|.-'r.:_l:' il Messieh, p. 294 . |]!J W L:;|r|_'||lx', M f estament
Conemant. A Sumwer -_l_.' {iirrent Ulf.ll..'ri..'..-.l'. {’:‘.\ft::?l":l.., |!i|-.-':5._ P 45 .-'I'.-E: |-\|'||K|._I.-. f."r-:' |'I'-'|!l:-.'.'|'
Dynasties, pp. 99 ; H. Kmsc, “Dawvid’s Covenand”, 177 35 (1983), pp. 139-164;
G.E. Mendenhall and G.A. Henon, “Covenant™, m ABD 1, New York, 1992, pp.
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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 ideoclogical 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 pan
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 “eovenamt™; MLD.
Guinan, “Davidic Covenant™, in AR 11, New Yook, 1992, pp. 69-72

* The term “covenam™ is missing from the text, but we can hardly doubi that
a covenant was cstablished between David and the men of Judah at that time, just
as between David and the people of Ismael, when they offered the kingship 1o David
at Hebron (2 Sam 5:3), see Ao Al "Die Staatenbildung der Ismeliten in Paliisina™
19300, in Kleme Schrflen zur Geschichte des Volkes frraed 1, Miinchen, 1953, po 415 cf.
also G. Fohrer, “Der Vertrag zwischen Kénig und Volk in Isvael” (1959), in Siwdfen
sur alttestamentfichen The wte nintd Cresclichle (1940— 1966) BZAW 115), Berling 1969,
pp. 332 T,

Opinions are varionsly 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 is maintained by G. von Rad, Siudier in Deuteroromn
3BT 9), London, 1933, pp. 63 [, while M. Noth holds a single covenant between
roand the people only, “Dias alttestamentliche BundschlieBen im Lichie cines
Fextes™ (1955), in Gesammelte Studien zum Alten Teitament, Minchen, 1957,
pp. 131 £; of. also Levin, Der Sterz der Rimgee Afahe, pp. 60 {0 According 1o 1]
MeCarthy, Trealy and Covenant. A Shudy i Fomne i the Awemet Orendal Documenis aid m
the (Nd Testament [AnBib 21a), Rome, 19787 p. 215, the covenant was twolold, ie.,
a covienant ol the |;||;'|;r||!_|' and king with Yahweh and one of the |:l|'1'-|:-|1' with the
I-;::|||_; .-"l. |i| |1||_|||:' COVETEATIIL between 1'|‘-.|.|l'.-\.|'E| :E:il'l I|||' .RII:I'I:_' (5131 1|l|' OIE .\i.rI'EI.' .Ll!ll!l |k'l'.'.l.1']'|
the king and the people on the other is suggested by K. Baltzer, The Covemant
Farmulary in (fd Testament, Jemsh, and Early Chrstian Wetings, Oxford, 1971, pp. 78 1F,
and A Malamat, “Organs of Statecrafi in the Israelie Monarchy™ (1963), in The
fiblical Archaeolopst Reader 111, New York, 1970, p. 166, A inple covenant between
Yahweh and the Ir_i||,|_1_ b twern Tuhwr'!; ;|1|r| the |;-|'u|'_|||'_ .:i:n:| between the kill:,._[ and
the people is argued by Gray, [ & If Kirgs, p. 579, and B. Mazar, “2870r3 02007
i Tpes of Leaderhify e the Brldical Pero

o

, Jerusalem, 1973, p. 32 (Hebrew). It scems
1o us that this was a double covenant between Yahweh and the king aned between
the king and the people, since the covenant of David gave the posuon ol media-
tor between Yahweh and the people o the Davidic kings; see alse Halpern, The
Constitution, p. 276, n. 87; M. Cogan and H. Tadmor, ff Rings. A Nae Translalion
wielh Triroduction and r.llr]'.lflf.h'r,l_f..'r.] AB 11, New Yark, 1988, pp- 132 I Abowut 1'|ni_|.t‘.hHr|
-_'Ml,:ﬂi:-l{' lor this sort of double covenamt in the ancient Near East see Ishida, The
Royal Dhnasties, pp. 115 i,

# Mettinger, Ring and Meorah, p. 124, suggests the possitality that the rebellion
ok place at & 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, acung
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 queen supported by “the inhabitants of Jerusalem”. The ni-
tiative for this revolt was taken by Jehoiada the priest of the temple
of Yahweh in Jerusalem.

3. Regteides in the Kingdom of Fudah

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 Kegs 12:20-21). This was the revenge ol the priests
who were enraged at the king’s violence against Zechanah 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).%° Amaziah, 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 mentioned on this occasion due to the fact
that Amaziah was already an adult, i.e., twenty-hve years old, at his
accession (2 Kgs 14:2: 2 Chr 25:1).% But Jehoahaz was also an adult
of twenty-three, when “the people of the land” helped him ascend
the throne (2 Kes 23:30-31; 2 Chr 36:1-2). Therefore, Malamat
regards Jehoahaz's case as exceptional on the basis ol his assumption
that a coup détat had been carried out by “the people of the land”.

vears when the people from the whole country came 1o Jerusalem (Deut 31:9 ),
[t seems a conjecture based on an indefinite evidence (cf. 2 Kgs 114
M, Suleherrer arsues that “the people of the land” were nothing but the

national council which served az the representative body of the people in the pol-
itical as well as the judicial spheres, Am ha-aretz: the Anctent Hebrew  Parleamend,
Philadelphia, 1910F; idem, *“The Polity af the Ancient Hebrews™, JOR 3 (1912/713),
pp. 1-81; ef. N. Sloush, “Representative Government among the Hebrews and
Phoemcians”, FO& 4 (19137 14), pp. 303-310. On the other hand, de Vaux, Bd 58
1964, p. 171, &8 of the opinion that the elders (g acted as the representa-
tives of “the people of the land™.

2 O de 1'.;1||\._ .1.'|..'.-.'||' .II..lr.l.-n'. P 3
Wikra 16 (197071, pp. 545

* A, Malamat, “The Last Kings of Judah and the Fall of Jerusalem™, K7 18
1968}, p. 140, n. &

77 Gray, I & I Rimgs, p. 390 Rewv, feth

g
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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 causcd by lack ol the official designation of the successor at
Josiah's unexpected death, Josiah was still a young, ambidous king
of thirty-nine, when killed in battle (2 Kgs 22:1; 2 Chr 54:1). Apan
from his relatively young age, it appears that the political antagonism
at the court between the pro-Egyptian party and the anti-Egyptian
laction 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 ol Yahweh) did not affect either Davidic suc-
cession or Yahwism. Moreover, “the people of the land”, whose power
was not strong cnough to take the imitiative 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 ol the biblical sources indicates a different
\'iht:-]li.l::l]'l. however, Amaziah took revenge for his father's death UpOon
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 Azadah,
who succeeded Amaziah, his father. It has been sugeested, 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 Israel at Beth-shemesh (2 Kgs 14:13; 2 Chr
25:23). This ok place at least fifteen vears before Amaziah’s assas-
sination {cf. 2 Kes 14:17; 2 Chr 25:25).°" On the basis of these obser-
vatons we may suppose, as H. Frumstein {Tadmor] has suggesied,

# About the polincal conflict at Josimh's court see ibid, p. 140

™ See de Vaux, dngent fmael, po 377; Rewviv, feth Mo 16 (1970/71), p. 548
Howewer, Gray, £ & If Kmge, p. 613, prefers a military uprising.

T See J. Lewy, Die Chromolome der Riwige von Fireel und Juda, Giessen, 1927, pp.
11 5 H. Frumstein {Tadmor), “mws DI i CNTERR, TEIRT, in Enoeliardio
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that Amazah’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 identuty of “all the
people of Judah™ (kel ‘am-yhidik) who helped Azariah ascend the
throne instead of Amaziah (2 Kgs 14:21; 2 Chr 26:1). It has been
widely held that “all the people of Judah”, who intervened in Azanah'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 defeated king who was taken captive, those who elevated him
to the throne must bave been all the men who were fighung against

the enemy. Thus, we must assume that “all the people ol 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
ol the land”, but 1t was used m the wider sense as the designation
of the whole nation ol 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 offermg of “the people of the land” is distinguished
from that of king Ahaz (2 Kgs 16:15; cf. Ezek 45:22; 46:9-10). In
both cases, it appears that the expression “people of the land” is used
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 mformation at all on the
political activity of “the people of the land™ duning the two hundred
yvear period from Athaliah’s overthrow to Josiah’s enthronement,

ar |, Jerusalem, 1950, col. 439 (Hebrew), H. Tadmor, "T0700727, in Eucyelopasdia
1 [V, Jerusalem, 1962, col. 282 (Hebrew); ER. Thiele, The Mysterions Numbers
of the Hebrew Rmgr, Gramd I(_,'.|:.:.||-,_ 19835, p. 1949,

' Frumstein ( Tadmor), in ."'.ln.':.ru'ﬂll'.lr.!.:-."lrr Bibfica 1, col, 439 (Hebrew); of. also Cogan
and Tadmor, ff .'n.-'r.'.'__".._ i 154,

" Wiirthwein, fer ‘amm ha'arez, po 15; de Vaux, droent foel, po 715 Al ine flen
Schrifien T1, p. 127, Malamar, JEF 18 (1968), p. 140; Tadmor, FWH 11 (1968,
P 66, According to Talmon, in Fearth Werld Congress of ferensh Stedfees 1, po 74, the
expresaons am fd'drey and amoythRgah are two i -t abbreviations of the same
Il:||_|-| e -\|<_l|||.|li1:-|| al a |:-|s|i|;| al b wily: T Fld'res libad v hiaddh

'O Micholzon, _,l'\"\ 10 (19651, pp G2 T,
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4. The Last Days of the Kingdom of Fudah

The long reign of Manasseh was [ollowed by Amon’s shori-lived
rule. When Amon was murdered by his servants in the second vear
of his reign, “the people of the land” slew all the conspirators and
elevated Josiah to the throne (2 Kgs 21:19, 23-24; 2 Chr 3321,
24-25). 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 Assynian 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 opce regarded the conspirators as the priesis of Yahweh who iried
to reform the foreign cult supporied by Manasseh and Amaon, see E. Sellin, Geschichie
des vraelisch-ridiechen. Volker 1, Leipzig, 1924, 1935°% p. 282 R. Kinel, Geschiclte de
Valkes livael 11, Swugary, 19257, pp. 401 £ But it is difficult 1o asume that “the
people of the land”, who opposed the conspirators, were anti-Yaliwist,

* About the historical vicissitude in this period see FK. Kienit, e pofttische
Ueschichte Agypiens vem 7. bis gum 4. Jabthundert vor der Jetwende, Berlin, 1953, pp.
1L wdem, “Die Samische Renaissance™, in Focher Wellpeschichte IV, Die Altsrimialischen
Rewche UL, Dhe erste .Ir.l"r;'!':h'-' des I, __}'Jr.".'.ll'.-'i.'.'\r'r.r-'-". Frankfurt a#sM., 1967, P 2564 265
KA. Kitchen, The Third Inlemmediate Perod oyt (1100-650 B.C), Warminster,
1973, pp. 400 .

1 H-;'l.'_i. Liver, “foa™. in .l".:-|-:_';--.':-_;l|f~1rr£'.'n Bk T,_It'nl:s.lll.'lr'll 1908, cof. 43 Ii{']”'("-\"';
cf. ¥. Aharoni, The Land of the Bible. A Historrcal Geography, London, 1966, p: 346,
However, some scholars argue that the [onification was made against Egypt with
the Assyman consent, sece W, ]:'.'_l.lil::-hl]h Clrroreehbiieher, P 317 __J_ H['ij{hl. A History -'_-:,f
firaef {OTL), London, 1979 A 3 cf, also JA Sopnn, A .I'_H-..fr_-:_q of fsrael. From
the Beginuings fo the Bar Kochba Reolt, AD 135, London, 1984, p. 239,
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of the land”, who were afraid of Assyrian punitive action.” Then,
by slightly modifving this theory, he has put the stress on the Egyptian
instigation behind the courtier’s revolt against Amon.™ It is very
likely that around 640 B.C., when Amon’s assassination took place,
there was a conflict between a pro-Assynian group and a pro-Egyptian
party at the Judacan court, because in that period the Egyptians
tried to take over the Assyrian domination in Western Asia.™ On
the other hand, Amon’s yiclding to the foreign cult (2 Kgs 21:20-22;
2 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-Assyrian king,

It seems, however, that this politcal 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, 2

Amon was born to Manasseh when he was [orty-five. Judging from
the fact that almost all the Judaean kings were bormm when their
fathers were about twenty,” it is likely that Amon was neither the
first-born nor the eldest surviving son. [f this is the case, we can
assume that some court intrigue helped Amon ascend the throne, as
is usually the case when the principle of primogeniture is overruled.™

bAL Malamat, “The Historical Backeround of the Assistination of Amon, King
af Judah®, IEF 3 (1953, pp. 26-29; cf wdem, “The Last Wars of the Kingdom of
Juclah®™, FNES O (1950}, p. 218; of. alo M. Neth, The Hisony of frael, London,
F9RF, p 272; F.M. Cross & DN, Freedman, “Tosiah's Revolt against Assyria”,
INES 12 (1953, p. 56; Bnght, A Hutery of lraed, po 315, According o k. Galling,
Die psraelitinche Maaln fassung m thirer @ .l."':.l-'r entalischen Ermeelt (AD XXV 374
Leipeig, 1929, pp. 33 [, 59 [, an uloa-pro-Assyrian party, which doubted Amon's
pro-Assyrian stance and tried o replace him by a foreigner, was responsible for his

asEasination.

® A Malamat, “Josiah's Bid for Ammageddon. The Background of the Judean-
Egvptian Encounter in 60% B.C, in The Guster Futschrifi, JANES 5 (1973), p. 271.
The id-.nlill.' of Amon's assassing with Epvptian agents had been suggested by
N.M, Nicolsky, “Pascha im Kulte des jerusalemischen Tempels”, JAW 45 (1927),
Pp- '_']l IT: E. Auerbach, Wide wd _E{."'-n':i'!." Fand 11, Berhin, 1936, P 15% ef. also
Gray, [ & I K, pp. 711 1L

According to the study of Malamat, in The Geste Festechgfi, JANES 5 (1973),

pp. 270 if., esp. p. 273, while expulsion of the Assyrian rule from Egypt took place
between G536 and 652 B.C., the alliance between ]':_I_.'\'['Il and Assyria against the
Chaldeans came into being between 622 and 617 B.Co thus, the Egmptian actvity
of taking over the Assyrian rule in Palestine must have been limited to the years
between 652 and 622 B.C

T Tadmor, in f:.'.'r.!',ull.-lf.'.;r.'r."f.'.' Bibliea 1V, cols. 303 [ (Hebrew); Thicle, The
Mysberaous Nieniders, p. 206,
® See above p. 83, n. 7.
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On the other hand, the biblical source testifies to a bloody antago-
nism among the inhabitants of Jerusalem under Manasseh (2 Kes
21:16; cf. 24:4). Although we are not informed of the situation. it is
naol Illl]ikl'l}' that it was the |J-|~y"ir|:||.'ing of the clash between the pro-
Assyrian party and the pro-Egyptian faction. The former backed
Manassch’s rule and Amon's succession, while the latter tried to over-
throw the pro-Assyrian regime by supporting Amon’s elder brothers
under Egyptian instigation.

It appears that “the people of the land” avoided this siruggle 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 Athaliah, 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 tribes,
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 :"2'-" 2224 ‘-{1.[]'].. testifies to the i]]ﬁl]t‘ﬂ!iul |31u.~§.fli(:-;|| liu"‘( O0cL-
pred 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

W UL B Junge, By Wiedernugfban des Heerperens des Reches Juda wneer Josia (BWANT
73), Swuttgart, 1937, pp. 24 i,
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political as well as religious spheres. “All the men of Judah™ men-
tioned first together with the inhabitants of Jerusalem and the reli-
gious functionaries, who participated in the covenant-making of
Josiah's reform (2 Kgs 25:2; 2 Chr 34:30), were doubtless the same
"lu-n]:.l:- of the land” who enthroned IJiJii:-I]I."' 1\".-][1‘1]I]i!5-lll.|'l 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
clevated 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 25:33
34: 2 Chr 36:5-4). 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
MNebuchadnezzar, king of Babylon, most of “the people of the land”
stayed away from besieged Jerusalem, except “the poorest people of
the land” (2 Kegs 24:14). Under Zedekiah, “the people of the land”™
changed this negative attitude towards the regime into the positive
support.*

Mebuchadnezzar 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 23:51; 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 i@ arpued by von Rad, Saedies i Ihyistevon pp. 60 ff; of.
1A Sogrin, “Der judiische ‘am fa'ares und das Konigum in Juda™, V713 (1963},
pp. 187-1493,

" Cf Malamat, JE7 18 (1968), pp. 139 [

B Sckine, “Beobachtungen #u der Josianischen Reform”, FT 22 (1973, pp.
367 [, regards the co-operation of “the prople of the land” with Zedekiah's regime
as a sim ol the decadence of their ethes, which ook place afier the frustration of
Josiah'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 Kes 25:12.

Ezekiel also mentions the gathering 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 (Ezek 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 aty. 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. Summary

From the loregoing examination of the historiographical reports and
prophetic sayings in which “the people of the land™ (‘am ha’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” (%m Yhidah or ‘ansé yhidak), eg.,
“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 succession of the Davidic throne,
i.e., the overthrow ol Athaliah and the enthronment of Joash (2 Kgs
I1; 2 Chr 23); the execution of the conspirators against King Amon
and the investiture of Josiah (2 Kgs 21:23-24; 2 Chr 335:24-25); 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 o 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‘@m: “all the people”
or kelyisva’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 legiimate representation of the people who determined
their kings.*

d) Judging from the situation, kel-dm y'hiddh: “all the people of
Judah” who helped Azariah ascend the throne (2 Kegs 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
kiol"i 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 distinction 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.

Y Bee above po 78,
* Cf Cogan and Tadmor, If Kiags, pp. 284 f.
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THE HOUSE OF AHAB*

l. The f’.'rrjl,l'}.'ln'q'."f.:' Attack agaist Ahab

The royal dynasties of Israel and Judah are usually designated as
“founder’s house”, L.e., Saul's house (2 Sam 3:1, 6, 10, etc.), David’s
house (3:1, 6; | Kgs 12:19, ete)), 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 Omri was the dynastic founder and Ahab
was his successor,

Ahab’s house (288 m32) s 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; 1(: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 Kes 8:27aa =
2 Chr 22:3a; 2 Kgs 8:27af = 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 denve 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. .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 credennoals,' This 15 the reason for the exira-
ordinary reference to “Ahab’s house”, and never to “Omri’s house™.
However, it appears that the ideology of the so-called charismatic

* This essay is a revised version of the swdy which appeared in [E7 25 (1975),
pp. 135137,
J.M. Miller, *“The Fall of the House of Ahab”, T 17 [1967), pp. 318-321.
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kingship has nothing to do with this phenomenon, and a closer exam-
ination of the biblical texts seems to indicate a different source.

The ongin of Jehu's rebellion lies in Elisha’s confrontation with
Ahab. In condemning Ahab, Elisha asserted: “l have not troubled
Israel; but you, and your father’s house” (1 Kgs 18:18). He also pre-
dicted Ahab's doom: “And [ will make your house like the house
rrl-qu'r(lhr];u:] the son of Nebat, and like the house of Baasha the son
of Ahijah” (21:22), Evidently, both “your father's house™ and “your
house” in these words of Elisha refer not to Omri's but to Ahab’s
house. Although some scholars interpret “your father’s house™ here
as Omri's house,® since a “father’s house” is a femunus lechmicus for
a fundamental unit in the patriarchal society which dismiegrates on
the death of the father as the head of the family," the “father’s
house™ of Ahab cannot be Omn'’s house. The same usage of “house”
can be found in the prophet Amos® prediction of the doom of
Jeraboam’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 desionation “Ahab’s house”, first coined by Elijah, was trans-
mitted together with the other Yahwistic wraditions 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), Afier Ahab’s death she exercised ':Hlil!n:u"ll‘:.' aver the kingdom
as the queen-mother: gbirah (2 Kgs 10:13; of. 1 Kgs 22:52; 2 Kgs
9:221.* 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.

¢ 5, Timm, Lke Dhnastie O, {ﬁwl'."r.l.' und Uimtersuchungem zur Geschrofile Draels im 5,
Jahrhundert vor Christus (FRLANT 124), Géttingen, 1982, p. 63.
See | Pedersen, fogel. fis Life and Culture 1-11, London/Copenhagen, 1926, pp
154 B de Vaus, Ancient Frael, T Life and Tastitetions, London, 1961, pp. 7 L
' About the gueen-mother’s authority in the kingdoms of Isracl and Judah see
abowe p. B4 n. 10
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2. The Symbolic Name of the Most Eml Dynasty

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 traditon became rooted in Israel.
Micah must have known this dynasty under the name “Omni’s house™,
as the Assyrians contemporary with him called it Bit-ffumri.” But he
could no longer change the fixed connotation of Ahab’s house as
the most sinful dynasty even when mentioning both Omri and Ahab
side by side.

As for Ahab’s “seventy sons in Samaria” (2 Kgs 10:1}, scholars
either regard this as a later addidon,” or interpret “sons” m a gen-
eral sense as all the family of Ahab, including sons and grandsons.’
However, because of the expression “his father’s throne™ in Jehu's
letter (2 Kgs 10:3) it is clear that they were Jehoram’s sons, ie.,
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 raditon refers
to Athaliah as Ahab’s daughter (2 Kgs 8:18 = 2 Chr 21:6), while
another calls her Omn’s dawghter (2 Kes 8:26 = 2 Chr 22:2). Thas
inconsistency can scemingly be solved by the use of a Semitic idiom
i which the terms son and daughter express not only this precise
family relationship, but also membership of a family, Accordingly,

5. Parpola, Neo-Adsgyrian Toponyms (AOAT 6), Neukirehen-Viuyn, 1970, pp. 82 [;
ANET, pp. 280 ., 284 1. Oddly enou
in all cases known 1o me, never indicates the Omride dynasty but refers o the
kinpdom of Ismel under the rule of Jehu and his successors, But there is no rea-
son to doubit that the Assyrians began to call Isracl Bu-flumn, perhaps under the
influence of the Aramaecans, when they first encountered her in Ahab’s tme: efl
also fAl 181:4-8; AVET, p. 320 the Moabiue stone),

OB, Stade, “Anmerkungen zu 2 Ka, 10-14", ZAW 5 (1885), p. 273 BHE
L8 avd,

" 1A, Monigomery and H.5. Gehman, A Critical and Fregetical Commentary on the
Books of Kmgre (IGC), Edinburgh, 1951, p. 408; | Gray, f & II Rmgs. A Commenter
OTL), London, 9775 p. 333,

the name S .U.'J.'.'u.' in ASSVrian sources,
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in order to smooth over the contradiction, she is generally regarded
as Ahab’s daughter and Omiri’s granddavehter® However, chrono-
logical studies have shown that Athaliah was Omn'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,
is more authentic and historically reliable than the latter. Therefore,
we can regard the cpithet “Ahab’s daughter” as a secondary tradi-
tion. However, it seems as though this stemmed neither from wrong
mformation™ nor from her relationship as foster-daughter to Ahab."
From the beginning the historiographer’s intention was not to use
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 Ahaziah’s reign (2 Kgs 8:25-27; ¢f. 2 Chr 22:2-4). In the for-
mula, as has been mentioned above, Ahaziah’s mother Athaliah is
called Omri’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
abwvions ilit'ij!lﬁiﬁ[l'ur}' 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 Hutry of fomael, London, 19607, p. 236, n. 4; M. Cogan and
H. Tadmor, If Rings. A New Transdlation weith Duroduction and Commentary (AB 11}, New
York, 1988, p. 98,

' ). Begrich, “Awlja, die Tochwer Omns”, JAW 33 (1935, pp. 78 [; HJ.
Katzensten, “Who Were the Parents of Athaliah?™, IEF 5 (1953), P 134197 see
above pp. 82 1

" Begrich, ZAW 53 (1935), p. 79. He also proposes o read N3% instead of N2
and T8 instead of TORT in T Kgs B:18, e, “denn aus dem Hawee Ahabs hatte e
eme Fran™ [y ialics),

" Katzenstein, FE7 5 (1955), p- 197,

¥ GE W, Thiel, “Athaliah”, in ABD 1, New York, 1992, p. 511,

" The vsage of “Ahab's house” in the first hall of the same verse: “And he
walked in the way of the howse of Ahab, and did eval in the sight of Yahweh, as did
dhe Rowse of Al (2 Kgs 8:27a; my italics), also supports this interpretation.
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SOLOMON'S SUCCESSION TO THE
THRONE OF DAVID*

1. .'l.lrﬁf;"}u:'rfrj.fgr;_:‘ffrr.'.lr P;l'u.".lf;'}m

Appreciaton of a large literary complex in most of 2 Samuel and
I Kings -2, usually designated the “Succession Narrative” or the
“Court History”,' as one of the carliest, as well as one of the finest,
historical works in the Hebrew Bible, composed by an eyewitness or
eyewitnesses (o 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's, this
thesis has been attacked by many scholars with different approaches.’

* This essay is a revised version of the swdies which appeared in T Ishida (ed.),
P05, Tokyo/Winona Lake, 1982, pp. 175-187; Biblical Studies 19 {1 9R5), Pp. 543
Japanese); BE. Fricdman and H.GM. Williamson (eds.), The Fitwre of Biblical
The Hebrap Seriptures, Atlanta, 1987, pp. 165187,

"1 prefer the desgnation “Succession Narrative” to “Court History” based on
my analysis of the hterary complex according to which the theme of the narrative
15 to be regarded as the legitimation of Solomon’s succesion o the throne of Davie,
For different opinions sce H.O. Forshey, “Court Narrative (2 Samuel 91 Kings 2
i AR, Mew 1!l-l:l‘:;:, |92 P 1176-1179

I_i. "I'I--!'||:i!|:!11:-il'll._ e l:-..|Ilr.'.'_|'.ll.l'..l-.'."l.'l des Hexaleuchs und de .ll.lrl,|'.1|_||'..}|lrr|l Hiicker dex Allem
Testoments, Beding, 1899°, 1963, pp, 259 [; E. Mever, The fmaeliten wnd dhee Nachbarstimme,
Alttestamentiiche Untersechuwngen, Halle an der Saale, 1906, p. 4835,

" L. Rost, “Die Ubericferung von der Thronnachfolee Davids™ (1926}, in s
Kletne Crodo und andeve Studien zum Altem Testament, Heidelberg, 1965, pp. 119-253,
Rost regards the contents of the Succession Narcative as including: 2 Sam 6:16.
R, L, 16, 5 ®1=10:5, (10:6-11:00 112-12:7a; 12:13-25, (26-531); 13:1-14:24:
FE28-18:07; 18:19-20:22; | Kgs 1-2:1; 2:5-10; 2:12-27a, 2846, ibid., pp. 214 1,

' B, M. Noth, Irl'nl-'e'.'|'J.:',|"r.'11.'.g|:_'-‘t'1.:."|.u'.|".'.|'.".'4.".u- Stuedven. Iie sammeiden wnd  bearbestmdm
frese werke tm Aften Testament, .I.-I:.Jl:lit'll._'hi'll._ 1543, |!I-:|T"I PP ] .‘}, G, von Bad,
“Der Anfang der Geschichisschreibung im alten Tsracl” (1944), in Gesammelte Shodien
gun Alten Testament, Minchen, 1958, pp. 148-188; RN, Whybray, The Succession
Nerrative, A Sty of I Samue! 9-20; 1 Kmgs | and 2 (SBTS 9), London, 1968; A
Sopgin, fnfreduchon fo e (N Tettament. From s argie fo b elasmg of the Alecamirian
canon, London, 198(F, pp. 192 £; of idem, 4 History of Fsrael, From the Bestnnings o
the Bar Kocftha Revolt, A1 135, London, 1984, pp. 43 L

' For bibliographics and various opinions see C. Conroy, Absalom Absalom! Namative

Siwdres,




TO THE THRONE OF DAVID 1035

SOLOMONS SUCCESSLON

Despite criticisms, however, the thesis of Rost is still held as valid

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 ol the nar-

rative, describing such patterns as inclusio, chiasmus, concentric

and Langnage e 2 Sam 13-20 (AnBib 81), Rome, 1978, pp. 1-4 D.M. Guan, The
Sty of King David, Genre and Interpretation { JSOTSup 6), Sheffield, 1978, pp. 19-34;
E. Ball. “Introduction”, in L. Rost, The Surcesion fo the Throwe of David, Sheflield,
1982, pp. xv-l; R.C. Bailey, David in Love and War. The St af Fower m 2 Samsel
10-12 (JSOTSup 73), Shefficld, 1990, pp. 7-31, 131-142; G.H. Jones, The Nathan
Narratives [ JSOTSup 80, Sheflield, 199, pp. 179186

' E.g, T.N.D. Mettinger, King and Messinh, The Chil and Sacral Legitimation of the
Fn.l-'.'.-.frre Rings (CBOTS 8), Lund, 1976, pp. 27-32, F. Crisemann, Der Widerstund

pen s K Ie antikiniplichen Tevie des Alten Testamentes und dev Kol um den
-'.lr.l.'.!r-r isvaclitischen Staat (WMANT 19}, Ne uLur hen-Viuyn, 1978, pp. 180 103; KW,
Whitelam, The Just Ring: Monar hical ekl Authority fn Anctend feraed [ JSOTSup 12
Sheffield, 1979, pp. 123-166; idem, “The Delence of David™, FSO7 25 (1984), |1|>
61-87: P.E. McCarter, *Plots, True ar False’. The Succession Narrative as Coun
Apologetic”, Int 35 (1981), pp. 333-367; idem, [T Somuel. A New Transiation weth fntvo
duchion, Nedes and Commentary AB 9, Garden City, NY ., 1984, pp. 916 5. Zalewsk,
Sobomon’s Ascension fo the Thione, Studier o the Books of Kimos angd Clronecles. Jerasalem,
1981, pp. 11-144 (Hebrew),

J |'_g__‘ F. Wiirthwein, fhe f:'rf-'.l'.l""n'rr:_: vare der Tl r:'_.FI:.II!.'\'r Doty ,r.l',.--.ll',_:_.:_-,,.l'"- et .I'.".llrl.
tische Geschichteochreibung? (TS 113), Zarich, 1974; idem, fas Erste Buch der Kinige:
Kapitel 116 (ATD 11/1), Géttingen, 1977, pp. 1-28; T" Veijola, e awmge Dynasise
David wnd die Entstehung ceiner Dhnadtie nach der denteronomistiselen Darstellung, Helanki,
1975: F. Langlamet, *Pour on contre Salomon? Le rédaction prosalomonienne de
| Bois, 1-11", RE 83 (1976), pp. 321-379, 481-528; wdem, “Ahsalom et les concu-
bines de son pére. Recherches sur 11 Sam. XV, 21-22", /8 84 (1977), pp. 161200
idem, “Ahiofel et Houshai. Rédaction prosalomonicnne en 2 Sam 15-172", in
V. Avishur and J. Blau (eds), Stedies in Bible and the Ancient Near East. Presental to S.E.
Locwensiamm on His Seventielh Birilday, Jerosalem, 1978, pp. 37-90; idem, “David et
la maison de Sail”, RE B6 (1979), pp. 194-213, 385-436, 481-513; K8 87 (1980},
pp. 161-210; RE 88 (1981}, pp. 321-332; idem, “Affinités .~..u-:|tl-JI.<LJn. deut-
ronomiques, ¢lohistes: dans I'Histoire de la succession (2 § 9-20; 1 R 1-2)" in
A, Caquot and M. Delcor {eds.), Aélanges bibliques of arientmee en Phinneur de M. Henn
Cagelles (AOAT 212), Neukirchen-Viayn, 1981, pp. 233-246; 1|:|r1|| ”!J.-I\iil. fils e
Jesst, Une édition prédeméronomiste de I'<histoire de la succession =", £J2 B9 (1082),

. S—47.

e E.g., Conroy, Absalom Absalim!, 1978; Gunn, The Stery of King Darid, 1978; ].P.
Fokkelman, Namative Art and Poetry i the Books of Samuel. A _full intepreiation based m
lhl..f..: and streteral analyees I lﬁ_:lr.l.[.‘l Ihnand (1 Sam 9-20 \._-._-' g .Fn-'l'n'f'- ! :I_.'_ Assen, Il'E‘”..L
. Sacon, “A Swdy of the Literary Structure of “The Succession Marrative’”
in T. Ishida {ed.), SPDS, Tokyo/Winona Lake, 1982, pp. 27-34.
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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 either at a time “long after the United Kingdom had
ceased to be” (DM, 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-
corners of
the world are closely connected by a dense network of modern com-
munication. I 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

tures is highly abstract even in our present age when al

* Gunn, The Story of Kimg Dard, p. 33

" Langlamet, £8 83 (1976), p 379

"' His thesis of triple redactions by DuG, DuP and DuN suggests that the text
in | Kgs 1-2 was composed in the exilic period; see Veijola, Die nogge Dynastie.

** J. van Seters, “Histories and Historians of the Ancient Near East: The Israelites”,
Or 50 (1981}, p. 166; idem, In Search of History. Historiography in the Ancient World and
the Origins of Biblical Histery, New Haven/London, 1983, pp. 289-291,
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world, how can we correctly interpret the compositions from the
ancient Near East which came to us not only from different cultures
but from distant times?

It seerns 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 sympathenc,
of the cultures of the ancient Near East. There, various peoples lived
each with their own rhetoric, customs, outlooks, senses ol 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 inhertance of the IF'IL(lI:‘th{_JhI’iRli:lf'l culture we can understand
the ancient Israelites better than their neighbouring peoples. For
instance, the concept of the ban (hérem) in a holy war in ancient
Israel (e.g., Num 21:2-3; Deut 2:34; Josh 6:18; Jud 21:11; | Sam
15:5, ete.) is quite alien to our society, but it was familiar to the
people of Mari in the 18th centry 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 inconeclusive and remain hypothetical. This is especially true of
the problem of the date of the narrative. As a result, every scholar
sugeests any date he likes, as we have observed above,

1 For Mari see A, Malamat, Man and the Eerly Toraelite Experence (The Schweich
Lectares 1984), Oscford, 1989, pp. 70 . For the Moabites see “4 r . ki . fofoonth”
in the Moahite stone (fAS 181:17)

W Mention must be made of Whybray's study on the Succession Narrative in
which he dedicated a chapter o the comparison of the narrative with Egyptian lit-
erature, The Succession Narvalive, pp. 96-116; ef Gunn, The Siory of Kmg Daved, pp.
29 [,
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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 dreaws his radical conclusion sim-
ply from s 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 arpument is found in his Failure to produce any
evidence to show that there was “an antimessianic 1:-15.-_1;-[“-:; m 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 Deuteronomistie 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 Histary,
). van Seters, Or 50 (1981), p. 166; idem, M Sarch of History, 1. 290,
PR, Ackroyd, "The Succession Narrative (so-called)™, fnf 35 (1981, pp. 383396,
" Rost, in Dus dene Credo, pp. 119-253; Noth, Ubsiiefeunsiseschichtiiche Studien,
pp- B3-66,
' RLAL Carlson, Davd, the chosen fn-'ﬂrg. A Traditto-Historical _]If.:,"-.u.-.l_-.'.-'.' o the Secorud
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for research in !ju'::n.'t'v-:|i.|'|;’_: with the thesis of a Succession Narrative
as a working hypothesis, before marking it with a Deuteronomistic
l'r:rnpu};iliu:L Moreover, in view of i]]c:-'uulirl;_: ﬁkr'j}!il‘.ihm about the
histaricity 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 narrauve to
the larger context of the Dewteronomistic History is to be dealt with
after examining the coherence of the literary complex generally called
the Succession Narrative.

2. Royal Historteal Whritings of an Apologettc Nature

When we employ historical approaches as our method, the interpre-
tation of biblical sources has to be done after setthng the quesnon
of the literary genre to which they belong. And, once again, we must
look for criteria for the definition of literary genres of bibhcal sources
by comparison with compositions from other areas in the ancient
Near East. As such comparative material to the Succession Narrauve,
[ would like to suggest a genre called “Rovyal historical writings of an
apologetic nature in the ancient Near East”; for instance, the Telepinu
Proclamation” and the Apology of Hauuiili HIFF' from the Hittite
archives and the Neo-Assyrian documents of Saméi-Adad V.* Esar-
haddon® and Ashurbanipal® which H.A. Hoflner” and H. Tadmor™
elassify under this category. In additon, T will suggest later that the

1 g :‘f.l,-:}u'klnl-;r“_."'i;|_|||'|'|n|l_:-"| |I-|:-\.1i:'l_ 1964 G.M, ]illi'l]:l[h:'l':{. T Natroms
wneler Cood, The Deirteronomistic Hlisory af 5 oo ard e Dwal Momarchues 12 The Regn of
Sofoorors and e Rise '.II,'.‘r'.-n'l’.lr.-.'.l.u.' FISM .-:-'_'-. .'1|.1|.:|III.|.._ 1an5, PR Ri=T71.

T 1. Hoffmann, Dy Exdaf Telipprus (TH 11}, Heidelberg, 1984

' A, Giotze, Hatuiilis, Der Bericht aiber same Thronbesteigung nebst den Pavalleliexten
MVAG 29/3, Hethitische Texte, Hefi 1 l)"l|"ﬂi_ii- 1924, pp. 6—41; CL A. Unal,
Hattuwdi 11 12 Hatinali fes zu sener Thrmbeseqmoe |0 Historischer Abnf? (TH 3), Hodelberg,
1974, pp. 2035,

AR, Grayson, Assyrian Rules of the Eoly First Millenmme B0 11 (838-745 BC
RIMA 3), Toronto/BuffalosLondon, 1996, pp. 182 L (AQL 1031, 1 1-235a)

4 R, Borger, M frschrifim Asarhadedons Bige von Asspren (AFO Beih, %), Graz,
1956, pp. 10—45 (MNin. A LI1-1I:11

L Sireck, .|l-||'rn':l."|'|'.'|"||'-'.'£|" el e
I (VAR 7/%, Lempag, 1916, pp. 232-271

H.A. Hoflher, "]"|'r||:|;|!_;.'||||_|i|, and l:'u:.iliq.lil]u*ﬂili:'.lﬂiu:'l in Hittne ||i‘.ll.'l':il'l'.:1'1'lp|l‘l.'".

m H. Goedicke and ],J.M. Roberts {eds.), Ly and Dhiveraty, Esways e the Hlistory,
et e 4

E of Neairans,

rant {nferpange Nonoeft's

pion of the Ancimt Near East, Balomore/London, 1975, pp. 49-62
 H. Tadmor, "'."n.uI-:|i:|i1:-g:.l|!|||i1'.'l| ."\|a-'|]1:.:q|1_. m the ]{::5;-& ,-'l.“w_\,|;|<|r| 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 s 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 Hatrodili 111 (H):

a) Introduction: T § 1, H &8 1-2,

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

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

d) The coup détat: T § 22b, H § 12-135.

e} The merciful victor: T §§ 25 and 26, H §& 12-13.

) The edict: T & 27-50, H §§ 13-15.

In my opinion, the apology of Esarhaddon (Nin. A L1-IL11),*
the most detailed composition among the Assyrian royal apologetic
historical writings, is comparable with these Hittite compositions in
its general outhine in many respects:

a) Introduction: 1:1-7.

b} Historical survey—the divine election and appointment by his
father; 1422,

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

d) Rebellion: 1:41-52.

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

[} The establishment of the kingship: LB0-11:7,

g} The punishment of the rebels; T1:8-11,

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

a] The royal ancestry of the king designate.

bj 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.), ff.'-.fm_'.. .f_lr.'..'-.'?r--_:_'lrl."'-iu: ard Miterbrelation. Studies
fhblical omd Chmeform Lilevatures, Jerusalem, 1983, pp. 36-57

* See below pp. 166
Hodfier, in Omify and Dhoersity, p. 510
Borger, fhe fnwhnflen Asariaddors, 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 vsurpers from outside the royal family,
ascended the throne either by overruling primogeniture or by taking
the place of someone who belonged 1o 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-
urlii' |'hf~';|| |'|i:\[|:'|"l€.-i from the ancient Near E".;lh'l.;" bt will limnt ]'I"'I'fr'!‘il'l.l“
to making some observations of significant points, The fundamental
idea in these historiographies 15 nothing less than the royal ideclogy
in the ancient Near East, according to which the lemitimacy of the
king was proved by his royal lineage and divine clection as well as
by his competenee 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 apoelogetic his-
torical writings.

Scholars have disagreed on the character of the Succession Narrative
as to whether it is pro-David/Solomonic or ant-David/ Solomonic and
some scholars have found pro- as well as ant-Solomonic polemics.™
None of these arpuments 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 Narmative and Esarhaddon’s
apelogy see below pp. 175 1 _

For divine clection and roval lineage as the foundation of roval legitimation
in the ancient Near East see T, Ishida, The Rovad Dynaities e Anciend Frrael, A Study
an the Formation and .IU-'.'n.':'llf.l.'J‘.'r.'l.' -_..r .”-:::.'.l Drenishi .I"."r'-.'.'l'_-"; BZEAW |-|'_",_ Berlind Mew
York, 1977, pp. 6-25; of. also Mettinger, fitgg and Mesnnk, pp. 107297, The com-
petence of rule of a king can be o of his divine election. A
similar stuation is found m chansmatic leaders called 5@ ffm in the pre-monarchical
period who could establish their charismatic ordination only through victoeries in
the freld: see above P S0 11,

l.. Delekat, “Tendenz und |||-:'|||-:|;_'|:|-:' der David-Salomo-Ezihlung”, in F. Maass
-:'-:|. I fT: Il':".l'.':r umd nabe Worl, I, Rost F -.'.'\..'.'Il.l.-..".' BZEAW 105 % Berlin, |‘|'!IIF,_ PR 2636
M. Noth, Kevge I: £ Komige J-16 (BEAT 9/1), Neokirchen-Viuyn, 1968, pp. 1-41;
Wiirthwen, e Frzdhlfung von der Thronfelpe Daonds, 1974 Langlamet, K8 83 (1976),
pp. 321379, 481-528; wem, RF 89 1t 7

13
13-16.

ircled as conhrmat

k]

B2}, pp. 547, oL MeCarter, M Samvel, pp.
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Against these arguments, 1 will show that the Succession Narrative
was composed as a legitmaton of Solomon in which David 15 ¢rit-
icized as the incompetent predecessor but, at the same time, in which
the throne of Dawvid 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 1 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-
retc historical writings,

3. Solomon’s Supporters

I 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 rval candidates for the royal throne: Adonijah
the son of Haggith and Solomon the son of Bathsheba. The forme:
was supported by Joab, commander-in-chief of the army, and Abiathar
the prest, 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 narmative was composed @5 a Diavidic
.||!ll::-|l..l:_\_"'§.: s ."q.[l.{:.'ﬂ'[r:'._ I 35 |1.|E:|'._ Pp. %355 :"al'i?: ilil.'l'l'l._ i .u.'.r.'.'an'. P 016
Whitelam, JFSOT 29 (1984), pp. 61-87. By this assumpiion it 15 difficult to explain
the nature of the desenpoons of David’s shortcommngs e the narrative,

" In addition, “Shimet and Bei” are found ameng Solomon’s supporters (1:8).
However, we do not know exactly who or what they were, Since no mention s
made about them elsewhere, we cannot asume anything about their roles in the
struggle for the throne of David; for vanons conjeciural readings see Noth, Kewiee 1,
- 16 1: ." {-'l'.:\', ! IZ‘.‘T’ Ir Li-'r.l_;'-. A Coarmmenian (8} [-[.-._ |.1|'||:|-:|nr1._ 14977 1 P 74
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What was the root cause of the antagonism between the two
partics? 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 ongin of Solomon’s
supporters. As is well known, Zadok’s ongins have been a vexing
question, but, so far as 1 know, arguments for his Jebusite origin
rely solely on indirect or circumstantial evidence.® Even 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 afier the estab-
lishment of Sclomon’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 Mathan, the father of Azariah, one of the high officials of Solomon

| kgs 4:53) was identcal with Nathan the prophet, we have another
Yah-name which he pave,
It is clear that Uriah the Hittite, Bathsheba’s former husband, was

a i;:,lr"'i_url!']', but I am :-;L;,t'l,uir"rjl about the view that he was :|I'I]1_'hu-;i|4_'

G.W. Ahlstrtm, “Der Prophet Nathan und der Tempelbau®, T 11 (1961},
[ 113 !'_-’f;_I-:rul,"\.I '.I'.".'g' _":.-.ln'.ﬁru: Nerralier, P 31/, 1190
“ For a summary of varous views of Zadok’s __Il"l:-llhil-;' and other origins, sce
A, Cody, A Hisory of Ofd Testament Priesthood (AnBib 535), Rome, 1969, pp. 88-93;
G.W. Ramsey, “Zadok”, in ABD VI, New York, 1992, pp. 1034-1036. The Jebuste
hypotheas was defended by ep, A Tsukimoto, **Der Mensch st geworden wie un-
sereiner’. Untersuchungen  zum zeitgeschichilichen Hintergrund von Gen. 3,22-24
und G,1-4", AFBI 5 (1979), pp. 29-31; Jones, The Nathan Nerratives, pp. 20-25,
4042, 131-133. According to & W, Ahlstrim, David himsell was a non-Israclite
coming from Bethlchem, a iy under Jebusite rule, Roy! Admmstrofion and Natonal
Relimon m Angient Palestine (SHANE 1), Leiden, 1982, p. 29. However, the Jebusite
hypothesis has been refuted by FM. Cross, Canganite Myth and Helbray Epric. Fiays
in the Hictory of the Refymon of forael, Cambridge, Mass /London, 1973, pp. 209 (1
Jones who arpues in detadl for Nathan's Jebusite origin concludes that “in view

<)

of the culmulative evidence . .. . and the analysis of the Nathan tradition, the Jebusite-
||j.'}a|:||:.l:'.\'|~.' dses pro wide for Nathan a backeround for a -:|:-||:'|p|'l:'||1_':||~.i|.'|' understand-
ing of his life and contribution”, The Nuthan Novatwes, p. 141, In other words, the
Jebusite-hypothesis s based solev on circomstantial evidence. [t seems difficalt for
me toe accept .
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stock.™ Some scholars assume Bathsheba's non-Israchte ongmin 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 mountaing
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
mostly from Judah and Benjamin, though some of them were from
the mountains of Ephraim, on the east side of the Jordan, or some
foreign countries (2 Sam 23:8-39; 1 Chr 11:10-47.L" As these data
show, Solomon's supporters were mixed in their provenance and eth-
nic origing, but the Judahites and Israelites clearly accounted for the
ereat 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 Dawvid’s
reign at Hebron, whereas the members of Solomon's party appeared
for the first time after Dawid transferred his capital from Hebron to
Jerusalermm.® 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, Hageith vs. Bathsheba
as the mother of the hen dpparent, Abathar 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 Benaah as the com-

Apainst Al Malamar, “Aspocts of the Foreien Policies of David and Solomon®,
.I"'\.u"\ 20 (1963 P G B, .\l..l/.u. “Kil'l-_'| Davad’s Sernibe id the ”Igh Oifficialdom
of the United Monarchy of Ismael”, in The Farly Biblical Perod. Historeal Studies,
Jerusalem, 1986, p. 129, It s difficult w regard the Jebusites as a branch of the
Hittites; see above p. 34, no 64

® Jones, The Nothen Nerafives, pp. 43 L

d |‘. seeme that the nareator |'|'-I|i.|. r|'r| l'.||1'.ﬁ.|'|| 0 SEEest i|:||i||'|| 1"\.ie||'r'|u' an
Bathsheba's |q",::ii1||:-l.|'|i|'| [0 ."|.||'|L||||!|-:'!_ ‘Absalom’s counseler im his rebellion AFANSL
Davad. O Il:l Levenson and B ]I.III?-'I'I 1, ¥ The Political III'IIIHI.'"I of Divicd’s Marmiages™,
JEL O (1980), p. 514, Bailey, Davd i Love aned War, pp. 87-90, angues that David's
marnage to Bathsheba, the granddasghter of Alithophel, should be viewed as one
of the pohical marmages of Davad te recemennng his tie to the southemn mnbes
alter the defection of Ahithophel w Absalom.

" For David's heroes and their origin see B, Mazar, “The Military Elite of King
Diasid™ (1963, in The Early Brblfical Perfod, (k18] B3-10% MceCaner, [T Sampel, . 305
a00; NG, Schley, “David's Champions®, in ABD 1, New York, 1992, pp. 49-52,
L Bee Ishada, The Koyl Dynasties, pp. 157 L
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mander of the army, and Abiathar by Zadok as the chiel priest,
alter 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 Abiathar, or the days of his staying at Ziklag
(1 Chr 12:1, 20) and came up to Hebron with David when he was
made the first king of the kingdom of Judah (2 Sam 2:1-4a).
Nevertheless, they did not join Adonijah’s party together with Joab
and Abiathar but took sides with 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 15 reason to believe that the :'i\'ﬂh‘}' between .l”“l’ and Be-
nalah onginated with the sitwation in which the latter was appointed
to be leader of the royal bodyguard (2 Sam 23:23). Although Benaiah
15 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 tme after Sheba’s revolt,
Otherwise, it i1s extremely difficult to explain the reason for his

absence at the time of both Absalom’s and Sheba’s revolts, in both
of which the Cherethites and the Pelethites served as foreign mer-
cenaries loyal to David (15:18; 20:7). The leaders of David’s army
at the ume ol Absalom’s rebellion were Joab, Abishai, and Ittai (181,
12), and those during Sheba’s revolt were Joab and Abishai (20:6-7,
10b). It is clear that Joab and Abishai, the sons of Zeruiah, held the
first and second places, respectively, in the hierarchy of David’s army
after Sheba’s revolt had been suppressed. Oddly enough, however,
while Joab regained the position of commander-in-chief of the 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 Maar, . The farly Biblical Povod, pp. 102 £,
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his brother, in the strugele for the throne of Dawvid, since he had
always served David as Joab’s nght-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,

4. The Fresentation 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 (2:13-25), 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 David, 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 sucees-
sion since the inception of the Hebrew monarchy. While Sanl expected
that Jonathan's kingdom would be established (1 Sam 20:31), David
“loved Amnon because he was his firstborn” (2 Sam 1521 LXX,
1) Sam*)."

|'i[nu'n'u'|', ;"';Linui_i;dfw illl#'ﬁ:l!hl 1 _q;!iﬂ the crown 1s commented

1

upon here as an act of “exalting himsell™ (munais#®). Though the
term hifnads® does not always have a negative connotation, here it
clearly denotes one who exageerates his own importance.” Undoubt-
edly, this 15 a biased judgement on Adonnah by his enemy, 1.e., Solo-
mon. The comment 15 |i:]ln'n1'1'l i:-'f. a direct I'Il.ll.llil|:il..ll| of .-"ndl]tlij.‘til'}l
words; “l will be king” (“ri emlik). There is no reason to doubt that

" For the 'I_I]ir'||||'|J|_' of primoeeniture in the roval succession in the kingdoms of

Istael and Judah see Ishida, The Rovel Dhmasiies, p. 152,
oA ||n|‘-.i|,i-.|' UsE: O, .'r'g’._rJ'.'.'.ll'_:r!'.l.'.-ui-.'u: MNum 23:24% a negative use: e, Tim
ndpaltah Khignaiie® (Prov 30:32), see HALOT 11, p.
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they were his truc words, but it 15 difficult o regard them as his
manifesto of a rebellion against David. Judging from the political sit-
uation at that time, he had no reason to be in a hurry to 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 mét “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 :lll{'lﬂpll'il 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. [t 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 himsell with a meskabah and sisim, Adonijah pre=
pared a rekeb and pardfim. Concerning the merkabah, examples in the
Manner of the |‘:.J'11j_'; | Sam 8:11b), the .J”""P]] story Gen 41:43)
ane many other sources from the ancient Near |'-.'r|:-:|_, show that
Absalom’s merkibiah was an imitation of a royal display chariot and
that his sisim were horses for it;" thus, his merkibah and siim 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 merkabdh and sdsim was not regarded as a rebellious
act until he raised the standard in Hebron; otherwise, David would
have dealt with Absalom before the latter “stole the hearts of the
men of Israel” (2 Sam 15:6b).

It seems justified to assume that Adonijah’s rekeb and parasim were
synonymous with the merkdpah and sisim of Absalom. Menton must

* Commentators suggest reading i for MT pirdSm, o lost form of the plural
ol I|"J.-:':'r 5 “horse™; -;l:'l'll.."'ul. .-'lellll:_;l.llrll't‘..' and H.5. Gehman, A Crifical and _.I"__'.::{;.-
Comnmenfary on the Books of Kings (10O, Edinburgh, 1951, p. 83 Gray, f & If K
p. 78,

Sce Y. Tkeda, “Solomon’ Trade in Horses and Chadots in Its International
Sctting”™, e T, Ishida {ed.), SPIS, 'iu'_-;j-.'m'\'l.i1|n:|::;| Lake, 198:
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be made, however, that the pair of terms rekeb and parafim stands,
except in the Adonijah passage, for the chariotry and cavalry of
Solomon’s army (1 Kgs 9:19; 10:26; cf. 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 fellowed in the footsteps of Absalom
but also had made the decisive step toward a rebellion by gathering
a military force. Undoubtedly, the distortion came from the Solomonic
historiographer.

The portrayal of the character of Adonijah is completed by three
explanatory notes about him (1 Kgs 1:6). The 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 (185, 12}, It is worth noting
that the same verb 252 is used in the report of David’s lament over
Absalom’s death: “He is grieving” (néfesal) (19:3) and in the reconstructed
text about David’s indulgence towards Ammon: “He has never harmed
Amnon’s humor” (w'l® ‘dsal e riiah ‘amnin) (13:21b LXX).* Since
David had displeased (‘dsab) neither Amnon nor Absalom, they even-
tually hurt (%d576d) him. Thus the implication becomes clear that n
is now Adonijah’s turn to hurt David as had Amnon and Absalom.
Ax the same time, we can hardly dismiss a eritical 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-hii’) 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 ( yafdih) him after Absalom”,
Commentators have generally felt a difficulty wath the verb yal‘dah,
since no subject i found for it in the sentence.” They hold that

¥ CL the text-critical notes on the verse in Convoy, Afvafom Absalom!, pp. 152
“ Noth, Rimige 1, pp. 1. 6, holds that an indefinite subject is to be supposed, while
Gray, § & I Bings, p. 78, n.g, suggests that “mmd has dropped out afier the verh.
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Haggith in v. 5a 15 too remote to be taken as the subject of the
verb.” There is an opimion that the phrase “Adonijah the son of
Haggith” in v. Da makes an inclusio with the sentence “And she
bore .. .”* Still, 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, Gb 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 mother
but the fact that he was born 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 o this point, the historiographer has
accumulated parallel action and character traits between Adonijah
and Absalom without mentioning the latter’s name, ie., arrogance
(mutnaisé’), pretension to the throne (“ai *emigk), preparaton of a royal
chariot with horses and outrunners, lack of paternal discipline and
a handsome appearance. Aflter 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 portrayal 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 Adongah

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

oy
"k

the standard of a conp 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

W

S ."|1|.l|:'|l,5._l||:-|:'||'r'!. and Gehman, The Sooks if !u.r.:_::-._ . B3.
U Fokkelman, Nerrative Art and Postry, P. M8
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that David himself had given Adonijah his tacit approval (cf. 1:16).*

Nevertheless, 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 nite; 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 these 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 (2:15). In contrast to Solomon's
[action, Adonijah’s group of supporters certainly was the dominamt
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 already 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
Adonijah'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. ¢) Il Joab and Abiathar had conspired with Adonijah
against David, how could they have kept their high position at the
court under the co-regency of David and Solomon [(cf. 2:35)7 We
can seec other evidence as well in the Testament of Dawvid (2:1-9),
with which 1 will deal later.

4 OF Gray, £ & I Nogs, p. 81,
1 CEL Wiirthwein, fas Erste Buch der Rivige, pp. 12 [; Whitelam, The Just Aing,
pp. 150 £
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Next, how can we interpret the allegation of Nathan and Bathsheba
that reports repeatédly about Adonijah’s accession at En Rogel, i.e.,
Nathan says to Bathsheba: “Have you heard that Adonijah the son
of Hageith has become king? (1:11; ¢f 1:13, 24-25), and Bathsheba
to David: “And now, behold, Adonijah is king” (1

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

18)? Tt 1s 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 is also sugeested that neither
Nathan nor Bathsheba can stand as eyewitness for their allegaton,
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 foundaton. ¢) We cannot
expect Nathan’s words to be credible, either. He told her the story
in the context of his counsel [Gah) 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, 235; 17:7,
11, 14). Nathan’s words must be interpreted in the context of his
stratagem.

Now we may reconstruct Nathan’s siratagem 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 Rogel
I Kgs 1:11). b} To make David resent Adontjah when she passed
on this report to him (1:18-19). ¢) To take advantage of David’s
senility by inducing him to beheve 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 eldest suniving son would be designated as his
successor. ) While confirming her story, Nathan asks David a leading

L .\-tltll, .fa-::l.'jl:."'ﬂ' 1, T 2“1_ {;l'i.l':-. I &I lin;.h';_';".. P BE: Csunn, The YA iaf f:;'.q__'_'
Dazid, pp. 105 £; Whitelam, The Fust King, pp. 150 §. Bailey, David in Love and War,
p. 89, regards Bathsheba's words to Davd: “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 Adonjah’s adventure
(1:22-27), In short, Nathan’s stratagem consisted of the use of decep-
tion, instigation, auto-suggestion and a leading question in order o
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 ineidents during Absalom’s rebellion and its altermath:
a) The counseling 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 1:23) 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).%% ¢) The dispersion of Adonijah’s supporters (1 Kegs 1:49)
and the dispersion of Isracl after Absalom’s rebellion failed (2 Sam
1 9:9hy). ) Sclomen’s pardon Fiven (o .-\rILh!]i_:lEI|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 roval successor by maneu-
vering David reflect irregular situations. The best explanation seems
to be that the ambiguity in the story stems from an apologetic attitude
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 designation in a manner that would further his aim. The
historiographer had Nathan and Bathsheba tell the story ol Ado-
nijah’s rebellion and holstered the allegation by implicit references to

Absalom’s rebellion. Still, he avoided making up an outright fabni-

“ Rost, in Das kfeine Credo, pp. 222-275, analyses all the messenger-reports
in the Succession Narrative (2 Sam 1530 F; 15:03 @; 1715 7; 18519 f; 1 Kgs
1:42 ) in comparisen with the messenger-report in the Ark Narmative (1 Sam

12 H
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caton 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 mtrigue 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 whaose 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 legiimate successor to David afier the
latter’s demise, just as was his preparation of “chariots and horse-
men, and hfty men to run before him"” (1 Kgs 1:5).

6. The Struchere of the Solomonie Apology

Royal lineage and divine election served as the fundamental principles
for the legitimation of kingship in the ancient Near East, including

Isracl.™ Both principles can be found also in the narrative in | Kgs
-2 for legitimatizing the kingship of Solomon. It is siriking, how-
ever, that the fact that Solomon sat upon the throne of David is
repeatedly told by either the narator (2:12), Solomon himself (2:24:
cl. 2:33, 45) or Dawid (1:30, 35, 48; ef. 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 prayver 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

See Ishida, The ff.-_lr.-n' Thictaltes, P =25,

T Against Ao Al “Die Staatenbildung der Isracliten in Palistina™ (19300, in Aleine
Sefrflen zur Ceeschichie des Volkes Torael 11, Munchen, 1953, P 6l [ idem, “Das
Kénigtum in den Reichen lsrael und Juda” (1951), in Aldne Schriften zur Geschichte
des Volkes Fsrael 11, pp. 120 €; of, also ], Brighe, A History of Jrae! (OTL), London,
1972, p. 206,

i See below PR 1537 I
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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 |_'I'I|'|'|!]I_]'-il_"l_l the narrative with the intention of Li:'l:lilllr]l'in_g either
Solomon or the dynasty of David, let alone monarchy as such.™
From his point of view, in spite of the intrigue and usurpaton,
Solomon is the legiimate king. The court intrigue by which Solomon
outmaneuvered Adonijah and seized the throne of David reminds
us of the story of Jacob in Gen 27.° By exploiting the blindness of
his old father, Jacob snatched away the blessing of Isaac, his 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 i]llj:lt't:lh'ﬁ fate, does not mind telling
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 lsrael.
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 legiiimacy
ol Solomon’s kingship. On the contrary, he was very sensitive about
it, since when Solomeon’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 g_::*nuin.:' IEibigilaly {rom another house than the Davidides or
an Absalom who had seized the throne of his father by force with
popular support, our narrator could have simply underlined the divine

" Hee below ppe 151 0
Against Delckat, in Rort Festschrfl, pp. 26-36; Winbwein, Die Erziiflo
di, pp. 1117, 49; Langlamet, RE 83 (1976), pp. 321-379, 481-528;
Search of History, pp. 289-291.

H B }.1~'IILI:Q|'L’. ﬁ;)‘i:q and Messalk, P 20: H ”:<|.:-_=.1:|. "i}l.'ll'iHiv:ll] as Mool and
Theme in 2 Sam 9=20; 1 Kgs =27, Big 60 19749, ™ 2
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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-
tation (cf, 2:15).

In my opinion, these two elemenis 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
h|:l‘hl:ir|}_: to David, !"i':.'ll'll':[lti,—’illL{_ a :h'n.':_ﬂi:' j.:!'lP\\'I]I."'I This j|:|_1l-|-J}|-._-r-,1_
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.

7. 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 pETSOn

Lsluda, The Roval Eynaikes, pp. 105 £

“ I we acce B. Mazar's sugeestion that s 72 onginated in the days of co-
regency of David and Solomon, “The Phoenicians in the Levant™, (19650, in The
Early Biblical Period. Historical Studies, Jerusalem, 1986, p. 228, we may find in the
["Silllll a 1|1“-'l'|1!'|lllll'1ll al the theme of the |l:s||;_l|1';;|,|||;:[:|n|| oflered wo l}:ﬂ.-i{l (i1} [|||:' 0=
casion of Solomon's accession o the throne, especially compare v. 17: “May his
narme endure for ever, his fame continue as long a5 the sun™ with | Kgs 147

“ Far the History of David's Rise see J-H. Grenback, INe Ceschichile vom Aufifieg
Dawids {(LSam 15-2 Sam. 5, Tradiiion hemposthion, Copenhagen, 1971 Ishida, e
Roval Dyunsties, pp. 55-80; Mettinger, Ring and Messiah, pp. 33-47; PK. McCarter,
I Samued, A Neav Transhation with Sntrodciion, Notes and Liammen ery AR B, Garden {.il:.',
MUY, 1980, P 27-510). .-"Ll'l':ll'rlil:'q;_' to KA, Carlson, in 2 Sam 2-7 David is deseribed
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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 puzeled over the intention of the narrator of the Succession
Narrative who persistently discloses the weak points of David and
his decadence. The answers propounded to the question differ mainly
according to the way the critics define the purpose of the narrative.
From the viewpoint of finding a Solomonic legitimation in it, [ 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 Scolomon 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-
seribed 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 deseription
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 ol
the narrator of the Succession Narrative lies 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 d@pd, 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
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 Dapd, the ofosen .M.l‘ » A Tradiio- .!'frtn"-r.'rrj.".|_|'|Ifm.-r.'f.':! to dhe Second
Book of Samael, Stockholm/ Géeborg/ Uppsala, 1964,

@ FR.R. Gros Louis finds in the narrative many conflicts between David's per-
sonal desires and his public obligations as king, “The Difficulty of Ruling Well:
King David of Tsrael”, Semera 8 (1977), pp. 15-33.

* H. Schulte has pointed out that Joab dominates the namative from the begin-
ning to the end, Die Entstehung der Geschichtsschretbung i aften Foael (BZAW 128,
Bedin/New York, 1972, pp. 141 143,

' See M. Frankfort, Kineship and the Gods. A Stady of Ancient Near Eastern Religion as
the Integration of Society & Nature, Chicago, 1'M48, pp. 51-60; T. Jacobsen, “Early
Political De uluprm-:ul in 1'!1-1':‘-U|1|’2I|.'|I!|.| a™ (1957), in W.L. Moran (ed), Toward Mhe
.h.’h‘!& af Toamrnue and Other Fasays on Nex lf.\-lfr.rrrlr.-r _.r_|'|-:.'.-_|r. and Cieffeere {HBS 21, Cam-
bridge, Mass., 1970, p. 154; ilem, “Ancient Mesa potamian Religion: The Central
Concermns” (1963), in Toward the fmage of Tammuz, p. 43; el also above pp. 43 11, 68,
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while he was stll 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 Urah the Hittite.
her husband, to cover up his erime (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 batde. 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; of. 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
mitative towards healing the breach between himsell and Absalom.
In the meantime, Joab wok an active hand in the problem by send-
ing a woman of Tekoa to David (14:1-3). We are not explicitly told
the reason for Joab's intervention. But the conversation between
David and the woman from Tekoa indicates that Joab was concerned
about the |}]'{:hl:‘ln 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 pp. 128 f,
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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 alool from

Joab (cff | Kgs 2:28b), and appointed Amasa commander of the
army instead of Joab (2 Sam 17:25). Absalom undoubtedly felt much
more at ease 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 Ahsalom. He was not only defeated at the battle in the for-
est of Ephraim (18:5-8) but also killed by Joab (18:9-15), who was
a man of vengeful character (cf. 3:27). In any case, as the woman
from Tekoa told Davic

. “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 Joab actually conducted the affairs of state,

According to the Succession Narrative, the direct cause of Absalom’s
rebellion was David's negligence in his duty as the supreme judge
of the kingdom. Absalom said to any person who “had a suit o come
before the king for judgement. ... See, vour 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 Isracl” (13:6), and
suceeeded in rising in revolt with them against the regime of David.
[hen, the people dethroned David and elevaied 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
of ruler.

Simply because of Absalom’s death, David was restored to the
throne, contrary to the people’s original intention (cf. 19:23). David
iried 1o save a difficult situation after the rebellion but eventually
sowed the seeds of new trouble. Resenting David’s one-sided deal-
ing with the tribe of Judah (19:42-44}, the northern tribes decded
to dissolve their covenant with David, according 1o 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 o David’s order (18:10-15). To make matters worse,
Amasa was an incompetent commander. He was not able 1o 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
expediionary 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:ll!|':.' a nominal ruler, and ,J”E'lh 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 refused w go down te his house because of
his strict self-control (11:11). It is clear that the story implicidy accuses
l}“'\‘j[i ‘PJ. |‘|"'.:|il_"h|:'|'|'i'|.' .”'I Iii'\' li,]l”:\' e b ||‘|I' \ﬁ'ill'—!{‘:il’_!!"l' |]". |I.I:\ q'i{ll_]hl:'[_'}
with Bathsheba and murder of Unah during the war,™ Moreover,
Joab’s urging to David to capture the city of Rabbath Ammon him-
self, “lest I 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
to you I will do™ (18:4). These words are nothing but a dercliction

* Although there are some scholars who maintain that Judah was not invelved
in the rebellion, we can hardly explan the situation by that assumption, see Ishida,
The R?:.".:' fh.'u.r:..".-.'\. pp. BY [, n Gl

" It i= probable that Urinh kept continence in accordance with the obligations
of cleanlingss which the holy war imposed on him, see R, de Vaux, Adncimt firae!
Its Life ond Tastitutions, London, 1961, pp. 238 [, 263 of. also Bailey, Devid in Loue
ard War, pp. 964948,
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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 (18:3).
Judging from the consequences, it is likely that Joab prevented David
from going into batde, David’s leniency towards Absalom must have
been an obstacle 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 klled
Absalom (18:14-15). As for the story of David as a father in a frenzy
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
cpisode tells us that the real commander in the battle against Absalom
was not David hut 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. 5o, David
could not help giving his consent to Joab's self-appointment as com-
mander of the army. As [ have suggested above, if Benaiah was
appointed commander of the royal bodyguard at the same time, this
appoiniment 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 al Joab's sell-appointment as com-
mander of the army and Dawd’s impotent rule. In any case, there
is no reason to doubt that Joab was then at the zenith of his power.
It cannot be an accident that David as the ruler of the land is omit-
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 hist as the ruler
reigning over all Israel (2 Sam 8:15 = 1 Chr 18:14; | Kgs 4:1)."" Ac-
cordingly, we may assume that by omitting David’s name from it,
the second list of David’s high officials tells us, though implicidy,

TN, Metinger regards 2 Sam 8:15 as editorial, Selomoie State Officials, A
Sy aff the Ll (ropermmemil I"J:,':ﬂ-rm,"- af the Dsradlite Monarefy f BOTS 5, Lund, 1971,
P 7, n. 4 He seems right (rom the stvlistic point of view, However, [ cannot but
find in this verse an intentional addivon of the author of the narratve (o the ong-
inal list, For varous views on the two lists of David's high officials see Bailey, Darid
i fope amd War, pp. 149 L n. 83
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that the de facto ruler was then Joab, who ranked at the top of the
list (2 Sam 20:23a).

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 fertlity culis like in the
neighbouring 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 15 David’s impotence in the literal
sense of the word, This episode implies that a king who cannot beget
his successor 15 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 desionation as his sue-
cessor [1:5-53), as well as a preparation for the narrative of Solomon’s
execution of Adonijah (2:13-25). In the narrative of the court 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 deseribed
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 analvsis of
the situation, the de facto 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 wsurpation 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.

" Sec Wirthwein, Das Erste Buch der Kinige, p. 10, n. 6.
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8. The Abishag Fpisode

After several years of co-regency with David, Solomon became the
sole sovereign alter 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
enjoved (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 ol the co-
regency was to protect young Solomon against Adonjah and his
supporters,”” The fact that no purge was made in the days of the
co-regency suggests that the foundation of Solomon's regime was
shaky at the beginning, while Adonijah’s party remained intact. Espe-
cially, Joab was threatening who continued to have influence with
the coutiers and the E_]t'i_!l]_l-ll:'. Under these circumstances, the demise
of David doubtless brought Solomon’s regime to a cnsis (ef, 2:2)

Agrainst the background of this political crisis, the Abishag affair
must be clucidated. The narrative begins with Adonijah visiting
Bathsheba (2:13a). The names of Adonjah’s mother and of Bathsheba's
son are pointedly mentioned again, in order to show that this visit
was made in the framework of a confrontation between the two rival
partics. Indeed, Bathsheba entered into conversation with Adonijah
in a tense atmosphere. She asked: “Do you come jalim? and he
answerec: “dalim™ (2:13). The identical question and answer were
exchanged between the elders of Bethlehem and Samuel, when
Samuel wvisited Bethlehem to find a future king as a substtute for
Saul (1 Sam 16:4-5). The report on the elders’ “trembling” (wayyeherdii)
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, Adenijah skill-
fully relaxed her tension by telling her of his resignation ol political

According 1o 5. Yeivin's calculation, Solomon was 16 vears old at his acces-
don, “ERE", in Erovelpacdia Biblica V1L Jerusalem, 1976, col. 693 (Hebrew); of.
alsa T, Ishida, “Solomon?”, in A8 VI, New York, 1992, p. 105,

" See above pp. 110 (T
" For the institution of co-regency in the kingdom of Judah, see Ishida, The Reyal
.I'h'-'n'u'l'h'-. P |.-'I[|
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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 roval 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 tde sdfmel stood for
| Kgs 1:2, 4), since she is the only bearer of the tide in the Hebrew
Bible.” Her task was “to lic in the king's bosom o 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 i the king's
bosom™.

Evidently, there were differences of opinion about the status of
Abishag at Solomon’s court and it appears that Adonijah attempted
to take advantage of the ambiguity of the situation. First, he approached
li.-iltt\lll.l:ld L use ]|I"'|' s o l‘}il('l‘illl“ll L Hl..l]l:llrll:l“. Il.l L:“‘ﬁ '\\*'IE I.I‘lrll
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 mmnocent.
She was willing o intercede with Solomon for Adonijah (2:18, 20-21).
When |11';|_t'i|;li_{ ol ."Ld{u]i_in]fs rt':|uL'\'|. however, Solomon was :'11t'.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, Anciend firael, PP 106G F: M. Taevai, ".\.!.:I't'i..l:;i' and Monarchical
Legitimacy in Ugarit and Tsracl™, 755 5 (1958), pp. 237-243; Ishida, The foval
Lhnaaties, po 74 There are several scholars who have tned o refuwe the thesis, ¢ B
Wikrthwein, Die Erzdhung vor der Thronfolee Davnds, pp. 37-30 Gunn, The Sty of King
Do, 1 137, n. 4; but their argument does nol secm I"!Il\'il’il.'i'lt:..‘_' cnough,

! Servatress”, BDB, p. 698; “nurse, (maid-servant”, KB, p. 658; “nurse, lemale
local government official responsible for particalar duties™, AALOT 11, p. 735,
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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 knowledge 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 Kes
1:52), Solomon did not hesitate to kill him. The executon 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}I!'il:iﬁ:i' of Solomon who was wise |-r|r:-1|53‘|1 L 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-hed, David

Delekat, in Ko Feitschnfd, 13 27 Moth, .F.;."g." 1, P 22-5% Wilrthwem, fke
Erzifung von der Thronfolge Davids, pp. 11-17; Langlamet, RE 83 (1976), p. 335;
Mettinger, Aug and Messiak, pp. 2728,

" See above p. 105,

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

# The Testament of David {1 Kes 2:1-%9) is penerally regarded 25 a composite
work conastng of an onginal source (vv, 59 and Dewteronomistic material, sec
Gray, I & N Kings, pp. 15 E, 97-104. However, W.T. Koopmans reads the peri-
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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 amy offence in .-"udt‘:l!ﬂ_'i:th
and his supporters in connection with their struggle with Solomon’s
party over the kingship.

However, Adonijah was executed by Sclomon 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 sugeests that Abiathar did not play a significan
role in the strugle for the throne from the political point of view.
|{'-'f, contrast, Solomon had to oel rid liJf_jLHih h\.\.' A1y EJH.\"iiEJ]I' Means,
since it was the aim of Solomon’s coup détaf 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 r_\;]:hur.uiuu of the reason for his execution reads: "|"u|'lirl1{||
had supported Adonijah although he had not supported Absalom™
2:28). This comment reveals that Joab was actually exccuted not lor
his disobedience to David in the early 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
s0 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 25 a “poetic narrative” and argues for an original unity of the work, “The
Testament of David in | Kings & =107, FT 41 (1991}, pp. 429-449, For various
opinions concerning the literary-critical amalysis of the passage see ibid., p. 424,
n. &

E.g., Montgomery and Gehman, The Books of Kings, p. #3.

CIL Gray, [ & [ hings, p. 104,

!';ll:'l' I:Il'!.:ll'l.ﬁ I:IFF I.I'l; !
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The Testament of David was not a suflicient pretexi for Shimei’s
exccution, 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 Isracl. Ziba's words about Meribaal’s expec-
tation 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 1n silencing that claim by the end of his reign. By the
execution of Shimei, Solomon demonstrated that this latemt elaim of
Saul’s house to the kingship was rejected for good. The execution of
Shimei, together with that of Joab, must be regarded not as a token
of Solomon’s coldblooded character but as an episode of Solomon’s
wisdom (cf. | Kgs 2:9) as well as one of his political achicvements
in a matter which David had left unfinished.

As I have suggested above, the relationship between David and
Solomon in the Succession MNarrative bih‘il’.'itl]j.' had twa 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 upon the throne of
David his father, his kingdom was firmly established™ (2:12). Solo-
mon's purge is understood here as a confirmation of the 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,

Evidently, 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 Oyad $amal” (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 Solomon™® The passage implies that

* For the use of ¥yagd with the meaning of "by the agency or instrumentality
af™, see BDB, 13 3491, As intensifving expression of & with the |:|<'.|r'|'i:':|_: of “through”

see HALOT I, p. 388,
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the kingdom was established only alter Solomon had solved difficult
problems left unsolved by David. Solomon is contrasted here with
David, whose awkward treatment of political problems had cased
one rebellion and unrest after another in the kingdom.

1

), Canclusions

| have no intention to deal in detail in the present chapter with the
questions of the boundaries, date, and author of the Succession
Narrative. It seems ne "CESEATY, however, 1o make some rema rks 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, scems
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 Shimei (1 Kgs 2:46h), rather than in the similar
words in 2 Kgs 2:12.9

The date of composition could not be as late as the second half
of Solomon’s reign. For the regime of Solomon must have felt it
necessary to make this sort of legiimation only m s carly years.
Besides, the narrator’s candid attitude towards the disgraceful conduct
of the members of David’s house, such as David’s '.lf.{'ll]li.‘]'}' 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.

B See below pp. 158 11 CfL also Schube, O Enistebung der Creschichiochrabung, pp.
|40 [, 163; Gunn, The Story of King Divid, pp. 65-84; Bailey, David i Love and War,
pp- 14 L

" As-one of the critical views agaismt Rost's thesis there has been a tendency to
find the end of the Succesion rative in 2 Sam 20 instead of 1 Kgs 1-2,
MeCarter, {7 Samuel, pp. 12 1. For various opinions about the cnd of the Suc CeEsinn
Narrative see Bailey, Dapid v Love and War, pp. 15 1

=it
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I am convinced that the author of the Succession Narrative was
one of the supporters of Solomen. Judging from Nathan's role as
the driving force of Solomon’s party in the court intdgue, 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.,
in his prophecy about the perpetuation of David’s dynasty (2 Sam
£:1-177 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 directlly connected with the claim of Solomon’s party that the
name and throne of Solomon were superior to those of David, In
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 vour son after vou , . .. . and
I will establish his kingdom™ (7:12) and the builder of the Temple:
“He (i.e., your son) shall build a house for my name” (7:13a). This
i5 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 1s n:'n::l'l*-'-i}i{'un!.?l:\' that Yahweh's curse |;|rr|.||_53h[ on ir'f.
David’s adultery with Bathsheba and his murder of Uriah no longer
has any unfavourable influence upon Solomon’s birth o0 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 young 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

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 F'Il.:l:l.il ted the downlall of Jeroboam whom he had |1|,'||:|:'|| tor the
thrane (] K:_:\ I 4:6-16).




CHAPTER EIGHT

THE NARRATIVE OF NATHAN'S PROPHECY*

|. Limitations of Analytical Studies

The narrative of MNathan's prophecy (2 Sam 7:1-17; 1 Chr 17:1-15;
ef. Ps B9, a fundamental document for the covenant of David," 1s
one of the hiblical 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 essay s a revised version of the study which appeared in 5 Ari et oal
s The Mesiare of the Bible s Rt RICa L, .|I'..'-:|- m Honour of Py
Masao Seking on the Oeension of His Sewentr-Seventh Binkday (Biblical Studies 23), Tokyo,
1989, pp. 147-160 ( Japanese

For the Davidic covenant sce above p. 86, n. 18

* For a survey of previcus studics see T.N.ID. Mewinger, King and Messiah, The
Civtl and Sucral Legitimation of the foraelite Rings (CBOTS B), Lund, 1976, pp. 48-63;
T, Ishida, The .I'-i'.:-',.-;." f_?!,'r,':’,l-..'l{. i Arcient Forael, A ':!-!'.'g:_."l' an e Formation ard [ el
af Royal-Dynastc Meology (BEAW 142}, Berlin/New York, 1977, pp. 81-117. See also
E. von Nordheim, “Konig und Tempel. Der Hintergrund des Tempelbauverbotes
in  Samuel vi®, VT 27 (1977, pp. 434-453; P.K. McCarter, £ Sampel. A Na
Translation with fntroduction, Notes and Conmentany (AB 9, Garden City, MY, 1984,
PP 190-231: B]. Botha, “2? Samuel 7 asaingt the Background of Ancient Near-
Eastern Memorial Inscriptions”, in W.C. van Wyk (ed.), Stedres i the Succession
Varrative, Pretoria, 1986, pp. 62-78; G.H. Jones, The Nathan Namatives (JSOTSup
BN, Shefficld, 1990, pp. 539-92; 157-165.

' L. Rost, “Die Ubericferung von der Thronnachfolge Davids™ [1926), in s
klesie Credy snd ondere Studien sum After Tetament, Heidelberg, 1965, pp. 1591835
According to Rost’s analysis, the prophecy consisits af v, [lh + 16 (the nuclews
and v, 1-4a, 4b-7 from the time of David, vv. 8=11a, 12, 14, 15, 17 from the
tme of lzaiah, Deuteronomistic v. 13 rom the time of Josiah, CL ML Maoth, L
lieferungsoeschichiliche Studiens., Dhe savumelnden und bearbeilenden Gesehuchiaverke fm Alten Tesla
premt, Tilbingen, 1943, 19577, pp. 64 [

5. Mowinckel, “Miansforjettelsen 2 Sam. kap, 77, SE4 12 (1947}, pp. 220229,
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5. Herrmann once brought substantial support for the univy. His
argument was based on a comparison of the narrative of Nathan's
prophecy with the Egyptian Aiinigsrovelle.” 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 difficulties. However, scholars who
employ methods of redaction-criticism are, it seems, scarecely con-
cerned to oive i :x'éltil;i-iu'!nl":' I'H]ﬂ:ll'l;ll:inu for the .'mr-!': of the present
text n which difficulties remain side by side. In other words, we can
find few, if' any, analytical study giving a sadsfactory answer to the
question why such obwious difficultics 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. 1 am of the opinion
that it i worthwhile to seek alier a possibility to find a design in the
present narrative with the inclusion of difficulties as original elements.

5. Herrmanm, “The K|\|:1gwri||1'|'|||' i ,-‘l,:,i"_\'pr:-n und in Israel. Fin Beitrar zur
Gattumgereschichte in den Geschichtshitchern des Alten Testamenis™, i!'_: ,n'_,,-:f._.\_: 3
19535/ 54). Ceesellechafls- wnd sprackuerssensch te Reihe 1, pp. 51-62. CIL M. Noth,
“David vnd Israel in 2. Samuel 77 (1957), in Cesanmelte Studien zum Alten Testamen
Miinchen, 1960°, pp. 334-345; A, Weiser, “Tempelbaukrise unter David™, ZAW 77
1565, pp 133168,

E. Ksn:ﬂll.._ “L¥ie Dyvnastie von Gottes Gnaclen, ]':lﬂ'.lr']uu der :\-;1E|1_|||||'\1'i_«._\;1§|'::|L:
m 2. sam 77, ZTH 58 (1961}, pp. 137-153; of. also McCarter, £f Somuel, pp. 212-215,
As to '!'I'II'ILF?I:l:ElEi'\i' maieriak for Nathan's |_||1;.E;.] y documents from :‘I.I|-_u|l;|rs|_‘|||-|i,-|
seem more relevant than i".'.!".'||1i:|.:| texts, see Ishida, The H‘.-:-;J.'f .I'_E'|'a-.l.-- fier, pp. 8392,
A comparison with the Karatepe texts from the 8th century B.O. & suggested by
Rutsch, 7K 58 [19G1), p. 148 and Botha, o Swdier i the Suecesdon Narrative, -
J0-73.

MeCarter, Il Samuel, pp. 215-2H), assumes a threcfold development: a) the ear-
liest form of the oracle of the establishment of the Davidic dynasty in association
with the erection of a I|'I‘|||:l||' iII_II'III*-illl'III:, bl a F}tnl.-h|-|i|' expansion with a nega-
tive: view towards David's plan to build a roval wmple and a divine promise of the
Davidic IE}“-'—‘-I}. ¢) the Deuteronomistic redaction which sofiens the neganvie attis
tuele towards David's temple p|-.||| when i|:||.|r|'|'|r|r.|.1=|||_; it and ihe dvnasie |:|'.;;|||i-\..--
o the Dewteronomistic history, According to the analysis of Jones, The Nadhar
Narraitives, pp. T0-92, 2 Sam 7:1-17 consists of two orades: the frst one, on behall
af the Jebusite community, preventing David's plan o build a wmple in_Jerusalem
w. =7 and the second one, a roval oracle on the occasion of Diavid's enthrone-
ment or ot celebrations of it (v, 8-16): and the Deuteronmists who modified and
linked baoth oracles are responsible for an apparent unity of the present form witl
!'hl.”."': OIS ||"|1":II.| |:'_|‘|':.'|I ".'i.l.".‘."'i_
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2, Damed’s H.l.',"f.:frf.jf Plan ol a 'fr'.l’.'i'l,flfu in L;f'-e'.l'r{wn"r'_r.rr

The narrative of Nathan’s prophecy consists of the introductory and
concluding frameworks (2 Sam 7:1-4 + 17) and the prophecy proper
(wv. 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) Yahwceh’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 predietion about a temple built by a son of David (wv. 11h—16.

The intraductory framework begins with the deseniption 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 transler 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 legitimaton of Jerusalem as the new capital of 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
Israelite tribes hefore his capture (2 Sam 5:6-9). Moreover, he came
from Bethlchem of Judah {1 Sam 16:1-13), one of the southern
iribes, most |r]'n|:1.l|:l|':.', autsidde the confederation of Shiloh, It 15 con-
ceivable, therefore, that David already had a plan to build a temple
in Jerusalem [or the lasting abode of the ark when its transfer to
Jerusalem was decided. Moreover, it is to be remembered that the
king's building or repairing of a temple was regarded in the ancient
Near East as a sign ol divine approval of the king's rule.” In every
respect the building of a temple in the new capital was an indis-
pensable project for David.

When David sought advice of Nathan the prophet for his idea of
building a temple {or Yahweh, the prophet extemporarily gave full

See Ishida, The Roval Dymastres; ppo 140-143; H. Kruse, "David’s Covenant”,
T 35 {1985), P l4b

See H. Frankfory, Kinpdhip and the Gods. A Study of Ancient Newr Eastern Religion as
the Integration of Sectely & Natwre, Chicago, 1948, pp. 267-269; A5, Kapelmd, “Temple
Buddine: A Task for Gods and I‘;inl{.x'". Or 32 (1963, P 5662 V.IAL) Hurowez,
[ Have Bult You an Exalted Howse, Temple Buiddmg m e fible o Laght af Mesetolameran
amd Northroert Semitic Writings { JSOTSup 115), Sheffield, 19932,
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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, | 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 chiel 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 still
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 situaton, 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 David’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 ':}J‘[J'll:'_Il'!'l]ﬁ:l]l‘|11 '|':'l'|'|p]:'. '|'|14'1_.' fel uncasy to .:u'{'g']}! 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 enemics
by whom he was swrrounded (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 Lepze 3 po 58, finds a liwerary characteristic of the
Egyptian Kinpsoovelly, Noth, in Gerammelle Studfen, p. 343, regards it as a polite for-
J]'I.l]'i'l"_‘. CUstomary before the king; ac ||||_ii1'|1|_<_lL to MeCarer, [T Samusl, Pp- 196-197,
224=229 it 5 a late I!|'§;’.'l1i.'.'l!' addition to the |||r\iri1.-:' |||i:_'||||1|'| view Loward ll':11'|;||_|,'
building; Koruse, FT 35, p. 147, holds that it was Nathan’s private opinion

' Tshida, The Raoyal Dynasties, pp. %4 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
his encmies round about™ (2 Sam 7:1). All the biblical sources except
the second half of this passage (v. 1b) 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 | 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 abow his plan of temple building,
In that case, we can hardly consider 2 Sam 7:1b as a late addition
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-:I'l:-'n'l.'l.'E to be w rong later.

To the David’s inquiry Nathan replied: “Go, do all that 15 in your
heart; for Yahweh is with you” (v. 3). The prophet’s reply clearly
indicates his guarantee for Yahwehs approval ol the king's ]:-l;i]l.
However, the divine words revealed 1w David through Nathan that
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 Israel from Egypt to this day,
but 1 have been moving about in a tent for my dwelling. In all
places where 1 have moved with all the people of Israel, did [ speak
a word with any of the judges" of Israel, whom 1 commanded o
shepherd my people Israel, saying, *Why have you not built me a

house of cedar?® (v, 5h-7).

The phl'.lw “to give you rest” ig counted in the Deuteronomistc ]‘:-|||'.l:~'|'|r|.l|-
:_'L:I"\.. see M, Weinfeld, J'.:'r.'rl'{r-.-.r.'--."!! ard the Deteronomie Sefool, Owlord, 1972, . 143,
For the omission of v. b from the onginal propheey see Metanger, King and Mesal,
p: 92, For a mangnal correction see MeCarter, I Somnel, po 191,

FSee above [ 43 n. 36
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Crincs have lelt difficulties in these passages. First, they are puz-
zled over Nathan's overmight change of the attitude towards David's
plan. We have already dealt wath the problem and found in it a
paint 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,

|!'1i.t'.\| 1.'1. i!i].  IMOore I'?’Il-"luLll E]L'rll.‘iili ['I_I.[hf" rext i;“i I'I,"I'_llljl'!'fl (8] I;ll:"l:'i_fll,'
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. 3b-7 is neither the definite disapproval of David’s plan o build
& trrn|]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 dayvs of the Exodus,
the period of the Judges, and the present time, ic, the time of
David. The passages tell us a historical recollection that Yahweh hay
never asked anybody to build a permanent dwelling for him during
the period when the people of Israel have been moving abour, What
we learn from the passages, therefore, is 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 see-
ond secuon he asserts that the people of Israel were stll moving
about in the time of David (v. 10} in which neither the people nor

W Ishieda, The .Hl:‘::“' nr.:"l-n'an.'.-!'l..-'t. - a5,

MeCarter, £f Samuef, p. 197, holds that the positive wone of v. 3 came from
the oldest stramm wpon which the negativity of vw. 57 was impased.

Vion Mordheim, 177 27 (1977, L [, findz a confrontatton between the
royal wdeology of the ancient Near East and the traditions of ancient Isracl; accord-
ing to MeCarter, I Samnel, pp. 197-201, 295228, the negative attitude towards
David’s plan 1o build a I|,'||1'|||r' of vw. 5-T came [rom a |:|:'u];-||1'|f||' eiitor who
regarded a temple as unnecessary like the msdmton of monarchy, Kruse, 17 35
[983), pp. 142-145, maintans that the divine disapproval of David's plan to build
a temple onginated i the Deuteronomstic invennon but a negatve view against
Ihe' illhli':ll'i'lil:l'l |:-|. I4'|'|":|]|||' i\. Facl |'~,]||<-u-\<-:| |||:'||,'_
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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 build
a temple (v. 13a). In other words, the l'HE'.r!'l:'hhill]'.lh of the frst sec-
ton are s0 ambiguous that we can hardly understand correctly the
narrator’s intent without the second and the third seetdons. The char-
acteristic feature of the ambiguity of the first section becomes clearer
in comparison with Deuteronomistic references to Nathan’s prophecy
L'li]]['l'['[li]]?_: |tH' |_H]i[ﬂ,|.”]_5-_'\I f'llllli'l{' IE.I:'H'IETE{'. IlH'\ are Hl)]“l‘l‘l““lﬁ COITE-
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 hghungs with
enemies were over as the precondition for the erection of the Temple,
ﬁhi‘ ].Iu_ﬂ'l dceceniuales |||L' -||?||:|| |'|r‘||,iu]! :I|-Il|:'|'lr!-i:-'|[l']]‘1 -;'H'Ifl l}:‘l'!."”l h':h
Yahweh (8:16 LXX) to defend the legitimacy 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 preif-
erence for a tent over a temple in the past. There remains no ambi-
suity in the Deuteronomistic explanations of the reason for Dawid’s
failure to build the Temple. It &5 to be assumed, therefore, the am-
biguous expressions of the first section reflect a delicate situation of
which the narrator tied o give an explanation.

We may thus assume the rhetorical development of the first sec-
tion of Nathan’s ]:«rrJ!_r]u':'j\ with the it]ll'”(]ll('lll-]':; 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. Ib). It was proved later, though obliquely, that he made a mis-
judgement, as wars, rebellions, and domestic troubles reported in
chapters following alter 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 w 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, Stmige I: [ Kongge f-16 (BEAT 9/1), Neukirchen-Viayn, 1968, pp.
B, 90, 175 £, 183 E. Wirthwein, Das Ercle Bk der Kimige: hapriel 116 (ATD
1171, Gotangen, 1977, pp. 52 [, 96 |
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a temple for him because both [}'u-ir! and the people of lsrael have
not yet been given permanent rest.' We can find here a common
understanding that the stability of the society was the precondition
tor building a royal temple.

Solomean’s Superiority 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 nigid, and he was with David to save him from his
enemies; he will make for David a great name, will appoint a place
where the people will dwell in forever without disturbance, and will
give David rest."

It is striking that the same topics are dealt with in biblical pas-
sages concerning Solomon in which his kingship 1s always described
as more legitimate and muoch greater than David's. While Yahweh
called Davad to be H{Eg.l-a_.f from the Jm:mulrt, Solomon was n|:-!_'n::i:]l’.t'4'|
ndgid by David, who was the reigning king (1 Kgs 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 legitimacy of the
successor.”! However, David who did not come from a royal family
had naturally no designation from the reigning king. He could not
but resort to his divine election to legitimatize his kingship (1 Sam
16:1-13). As 1o the divine election, too, Solomon was at 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 o MeCarter, If Samuel, pp. 202-204, 225, 230 L, the interpretation
that the tme was not vet right for Dasad’s |||||| to build a temple & found in the
D ute ronoamisiic layer in v, Ih, 9a—1la, 13a, and 16,

" Opinton 5 divided on the interpretation of the tense of verbs v 9b-1la.
Some scholars regard it as a past tense, while the other crtes insist that the pas-
wages reler (o the future 5:-||:-r|'|i-e'~,. for the problems: and VEAFLOS Opinions see Ishida,
The Roval a'._':.urlll'f.' 5 e B8 o, 415 MceCarter, I Somnel, - M2 Ina ey 10118 ‘\[I.i'.l'l.
I found here Yahweh's gmdance given o David in the past (ilnd., p. 893, but I will
modily my opinion since Nathan’s prophey asserts that a name, a |:-|<Lr-:. and rest
have not yet L(iv-;'u 1o Dravidd

' For r:l-.'i;'l'rjl g above [£/18 37 T
e Ishida, The Royal Dynastees, pp. 6-25, 151170,
LRer below P 151 .
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extension of the ".';I.lid'l['f.' to the Pasl was Comimaon in the doctrine of
divine clection of the king in the ancient Near East. For instance,
Esarhaddon: *. . ... whom AfSur, Samas . .. .. have pronounced king
of Assyria ever since he was a yvounster” (Nin, A L:5-6)."* Nabonidus:
..... whom Sin and Ningal desimnated to the kingship in his mother’s
womb” (Nr. 1, I:4-53)*" Reler also to the call of Jeremiah the prophet:
“Before I formed you in the womb . . . ., | appointed you a prophet™
Jer 1:4).2

As 1o 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, ¢ven so may he
be with Solomon, and make his throne greater than the throne of
my lord the king David” (1 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 |':1'uphd"rj; was of the npi]]inn that the divine
promise to provide the people of Isracl with a peaceful settlement
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 hfe™ (1 Kgs +:20-5:1}; “And
Judah and Israel dwelt in safety, rom Dan even to Beer-sheba, every
man under his vine and under his fig tree, all the days of Solomon™
5:5), Menton is to be made, however, that there are also biblical
sources Informing us ol insurrections and secessional actvities under

2 K. Borger, fhe Inschiaflen Asorhaddons Rinigs pon by (AR Beth. 9), Graz,
1956, pp. 39 L

" 8. Langdon, D nenbabylonicchen Kimisnscforfion (VAR 4), Leipeig, 1902, pp. 218 [0

VP See Ishida, The HJ_:-HI." .nr]'J.'f.-'.'.u.'.';'t_ PR 12 £ el 5.0, Paul, “Dentero-Isaiah and
Cuneiform Royal Inscriptions”, JAGY 88 (1968), pp. 180-186.

& See above [£R 194,

" The term ridepin (v, 100 15 sometmes understood in the sense of “cult place,
shrine”, i.c., the place that Yahweh chose o be worshiped (Deuat 12:5). See
A, Gelston, “A Note on 11 Samuel 7,,°, ZAW 84 (1972}, pp. 92-94; McCarter,
If Sempel, pp. 202 £ Iuis difficult wo accept the view because of the contexty, of,
also 1'."|.'|".I!||-|'|!|'!,_ .U.-'.'.r.l'.-'h-.'.l.'.l.'.lr:. and the Denteronm Sohrad, p. |70 n. 1.
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Solomon’s rule (11:14—4)). Therefore, the information that Solomon’s
reign was peacelul without any trouble 5 not to be understood as
a historical report on the real situation. It 1s 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 [rom Nathan the
p]'rr[}]u-l lh;[l: ”l||:~ w'wm'{] h!]iil] eviet |ji|;p;|.;| ﬁ'llrn ':.'LJ!II' house”™ because
of his adultery with Bathsheba and his murder of Urnah, her hus-
band (2 Sam 12:10). In fact, David in the second half of his reign
i5 described as a king who had to deal with disturbances and unrest
one after the other such as Absalom®s rebellion (¢ Sam 13-19),
Sheba’s revolt (20:1-2, 4-22

s
(24:1-25), and a power struggle at the court {I Kgs 1:5-53). It was

the national census and the plague

Solomon who received rest which Yahweh had promised to David,
This assertion is expressed in the most explicit fashion in Solomon’s
words 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 warfare 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 mmsfor-
tune” (5:17-18). As mentioned above, these passages are evidently a
Deuteronomistic expansion of Nathan's prophecy. But 1 find no rea-
son o regard the asserton that the divine |::-]'H'I'I'I'i.‘5l.' ol rest o David
wis [ulfilled in the tme of Solomon as a mere Deuteronomistic

Invention.

5. The Divine Promise of the Dynasty Linkmg with the Templs

The third section of the prophecy (2 Sam 7:11b-16) 15 closely inter-
woven with the first section by means of the term “house™ (bayif),
which signifies “temple” as well as “dynasty”. The first section begins
with Yahweh's question: “Would you build me a house (bayi) to live

in?”

v. bl Then the answer marks the beginning of the third sec-
tion: “Yahweh will make you a house (bayf)” (v. 11b). Needless 1o
say, i “house™ in the first sechon siands l[or a "'Irtll]:i:'”, while a
“house™ in the third section significs a “dynasty”. A skilful shft 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 tme, this
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answer plays a role of a rubric for the third 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, Bam). In contrast, the rubric of the third
lZI:'-I_"liiill 'I-‘l':!fl‘i-: “.“'”Ii_i \I:EIEL\'l.'l'tl (11"'|}lt.f':"- £} :\.'[“,l ||1;|1 \.:il‘b'-'nll\'jl '."-'i.” 1'|‘|.'|t:|;'
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 scems 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:
after David’s death he will choose a son of David (v. 12a) and will
make his kingship firm (v. 12b); then, the son will build a temple
v. 13a); Yahweh will make his throne stable (v. 13b); Yahweh will
have a father-son relationship 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 enjoyed the fruits of all the divine promises
to David.

In the concluding section the theme of the erection of a temple
recedes from the front which is occupied by the theme of establish-
ing the Davidic dvnasty, However, it is important o note that the
theme of the erection of a temple remains, though secondary, in the
divine promise: “He shall build a house for my name” (v. 13a) It
is clear that this promise s in response to the quesidon: “Would you
build me a house to dwell in?” (v, 5b) in the bepinning of the fArst
section. Because of the phraseology “for my name {{fnmf)”, a char-
acteristic expression for the Deuteronomistic “name theology™, v. 13a
|'|i,13i I:Il'l'll ['l'_EilI'[il'd '\-ii“{"{' 1'::I|'IL'\I ils I}"l_il{'l‘“l‘ll||‘|‘|i"'-[i.ll'.'.l |"'||.d|-|']i1|1.:1"”}' [i]l:'
phrase “for my name” is Deuteronomistic. It is unlikely, however,
that v. 13a as a whole stemmed from the Deateronomistic histornan

Since Yahweh is spoken of in the third person, v. 11bois regarded as the oldes:
nucleus of the prophecy by Rost, in Das Heme Creds, pp. 169 £ On the other hand,
MeCarter, ff Sarmuef, p. 205, finds in iva mbrc introducing the dvnastic promise,

“ Faor the Dewteronomistic. phrascologies of “the house/oty which my name 15
called upon™, “io make s 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

.Il.llg'h'!'(?..lr.'lu.'ll": aind the Dyvitteromramne Sefoo!, Pp. 1495, ‘i'_-.’.!:-.
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because of the insertion of the phrase “for my name”, since the
theme of building a temple is indispensable for Nathan’s prophecy.™

In additon, the divine designation Yahweh Zebaoth in the for-
mulaic rubric in the beginning of the sccond section (v, 8awm) 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; ef. also 1 Sam 44}, Yahwch
Zebaoth was the designation of the deity who came from Shiloh to
Jerusalem with the ark, After the ark was placed in the holy ol 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 Isracl.

9 Of Metinger, King and Messiah, pp. 151184, However, he modified the opin-
ion later, The Dethronement of Sabavth. Studies in the Shem and Kabod Thealagles (CROTS

18, Lund, 1982 po 49 see alio FE. Kumaki, *“The Deuteronomistic Theology of
I h

the Temple—as Crysallized in 2 Sam 7, 1 Kgs 8", AFHI 7 (1981), pp. 16-32,

¥ ogee TN.D. Mettinger, “YHWH SABAOTH—The Heavenly King on the
Clerubimi Throne™, in T, Izhida (ed.), SPDS, Tokvo/Winona Lake, 1982, pp.
109—158: idem, “Yahweh Zebaoth”, in D00, Leiden/New York/Kiln, 1995, cols.
17530-1740.
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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, en 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
i5 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 bayif; “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 roval temple.

d) In the introductory framework (2 Sam 7:1-3) the theme “to
build a temple (bayit)” 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
into the assertion that there was no “temple (bayif)” among the people
of Isracl since the Exodus to the time of David when they moved
about. In the second section (vv. 8-1la) 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
fvv, 11b=16) Yahweh gives a promise to establish a “dynasy (bayt)”
with a son of David who will build a “temple (bayf)"”.

e} The intricate structure of the narrative of Nathan's prophecy
originated in Selomon’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
mistoriographer mentions David’s plan to build the Jerusalem Tem-
ple. David failed but Solomon carried it into execution. It was the
crown of Solomon’s achievements in a matter which Dawvid had lefi
unfinished.

{') 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 15 to be found in the demonstration of the legitimacy of
Solomon’s succession to the Davidic throne by his royal lineage as
well as the divine election before he was conceived in his mother’s
womb., A perfect legiimation.

g} The narrative of Nathan's prophecy is skillfully placed as the
first preparatory reference to Solomon in the Succession Narrative.
It was the moment l]ml,, ;H'rnl'dillg Tt Dawvid’s illr];{:'nh‘lll. after
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 domestic troubles until the end of his life.
At this juncture, the historiographer suggests by the narrative of
Nathan's prophecy that David will be given rest and his kingship
will be firmly 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, is concealed until 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,



CHAPTER NINE

THE EPISODE OF SOLOMONS BIRTH*

A Terse Ht‘f,'m!

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 affuir through Nathan the prophet (11:27b
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 episade of Solomon’s birth is so terse in contrast to the dra-
[ matic detailed narrative about the Ammonite war and the Bathsheba
affair {2 Sam 11-12) that its 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 ol the episode 15 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.

. -Ilh.l't {'h\i:}' 15 a r!".'l:‘!'-ll e |.\:-I':||| ||I '.|'|| ‘\ll,lli'!. '\\'I"‘:ll']l .HE!I]Ilr(IE im _"u;"f.l .Ir'..'i'-fﬂ'.ul
Stueltes, Dedwated to H LM, Pringe Tokafte Mitasa on the Oreasion of His S Gl I
fyrtfday (Bulletm of the Middle Eastern Cuolture Center in Japan 5), Wieshaden,
| 1991, pp. 133-138.

| ' The account of the Ammonite war in 2 Sam 11-12 s the continuation of the

stories of the Ammonite-Aramaean wars i 838, 1119, Tt 15 not the purpose
of the present study to make clear the iterary structure of the whole stones of the
Aimmonite-Aramaean wars and the David-Bathsheba story. For vanous opimons on
the :|!|'|.|.|:.:-,i.*- of these PASSAPES S0C P.E. McCarter, [T Somuel, A New Trensletion penth
Inirocuction, Nofes and Commentary (AB 9), Garden Ciny, NJY., 1984, pp. 275 1, 2835,
305 1
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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; ef. 1 Chr 17:1-15), b} the David-Bathsheba story (2 Sam
11:1-12:25), and c) 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 5:14). Needless to say,
the reference to Solomon is implicitly made in Nathan’s prophecy
which was given to David before Solomon’s birth, Le., “your son
who shall come forth from your body” (7:12); “he shall build a house
for my name” (7:13a); or “1 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 secton but the above three in 2 Samuel and | Kgs [(-2)
where David, Solomon, and Nathan are together plaving the lbead-
ing roles. In view of this, it seems difficult to exclude anyone of
them from the same literary complex. In other words, 1t i1s legmn-

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
begin with a report on David's stay in the palace in _Jerusalem: “when
the king dwelt [ yased) in his house™ (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 hus enemies™ (7:1b), it is told in the
story that David sent Joah with the army against the Ammonites
[1:1a). 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 docs not appear in | Kgs 2 in which the testament of David and
Solomon’s purge of his enemies are told, However, this l.'|'..|j||l.'|' i5 1o be Il."_;.ll'l:|l'l:!

as the ||.Er|'|'| continuation of the e 1'{|i||:.L |||.':|!lll'!'. see above P 132 .
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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 bulld me a house 1o dwell in?™ (7:3b), because of the
delicate situation.* In any case, David had to postpone his plan o
build a temple.

In both the narrative of Nathan's prophecy and the David-Bathsheba
story, alter Yahweh's response was revealed, the following three sub-
jects are dealt with: a) an explanation of the reason of Yahweh's
negative response, b) a recollection of Yahweh’s benevolent guidance
given to David, and ¢ a divine decision on David’s future. As the
first subject, while it is told in the prophecy that Yahweh has never
ordered anyhody 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 virtwally identcal 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 over
[srael and delivered him out of Saul’s hand (12:7h—8a).

Undoubtedly, the third subject is most important. In the proph-
ccy, after promising David a great name, a peaceful dwelling for
Israel, and a rest from the enemies (7:9b—11a), Yahweh gives his
word [or the establishment of Davids dynasty and his suceessor’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 i this structure? Whether is it a mere appendix or
an important ¢pilogue? To answer the question it is to make dear
the implication of the prophecy.!

' For the situation see above 1148 1448 11
' For the detaled .il'|.1|‘_.':ii.\ of Nathan's ]'l:l.||:-||1'|:1_. in the Succession Narrative see
above pp. 137 /1
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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. However,
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)” (7:11hY% 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 he shall be my son .. .”

(w. 14-15). At the end of the prophecy, as the result of the estab-
lishment of the throne of ks, i.e., Solomon’s kingdom, Dawid is [.IHE'I”:‘;.'
told that “yewr 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 obvious.
Yahweh accepted the plan of David with a condition which David
could not achieve but ;Jl!]‘.li'll'l.'ﬂ'il the building of the Ii'l11|1]l' L‘r} Solo-
mon without condition: “/e shall build a house for my name” (7:13a).
From the same '-.'i:".-.]mint_ the other promises mven to David in the
prophecy (7:9b—11a) are also Solomonic in the implication, ie., 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 e ,l'arura_.;fﬁ-'-" dwelling
Sor Jsrael (4:20-5:5) and enjoyed the rest from the enemies 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,

."'iu]rE_rn';;ing that the David-Bathsheba SIOTY 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 Lprihel

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 :,ﬂ,,-’,-_,l’_,..i}." your ,-ai]:; you
shall not die™ (2 Sam 12:13b). The words imply that David's child
will dic as atonement for his father’s sin. This interpretation per-
fectly agrees with the strange behaviour of David concerning the ill-
ness and death of the child. David implored Yahweh for the child
by fasting and sell-humiliation during the child’s illness. When hear-
ing his death, however, David stopped the imploration, worshipped
Yahweh, and returned o 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 hirth (12:24a). This pas-
sage indicates that Bathsheba had conceived Solomon by a legit-
mate intercowrse with David, in contrast wo the ill-fated child conceived
by an illicit one.” David called the second child Solomon (v. 24h).
The :‘."L!J];lllillllu!] of the name Solomon (Flamal) 15 given in | Chr
22:9 that Yahweh “will give peace (fildm) 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 himsell and Bathsheba in place of the frst 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 (o the scene and gave Solomon another name called “Jedi-
diah (Beloved one of Yahweh) ba'abir yleeh (by the grace of Yahweh)”
v. 25).% There is no doubt that Solomon was born under Yahweh's

hlessing,

For the interpretation af the word see McCarter, ff Samued, P 301
O O, Schiiler-Lichtenly e, __:'"l'-l.'rl wnd Safome, Eine Stedie i Ailoritdd wnd .I',-';_:'.’.'.'lr-.’.";.'.'
dex M e im Alen Testament (VT5up 58), Leiden/New York/Kaln, 1995, p. 230,
Bee Stamm, “Der Name des Konies Salomo™, f\: 16 (1960, - M5-297-
G. Gerdeman, “Die Wureel @m®, JAR 85 (1973), pp. 114
" For the translation of de'afir sk on the basis of 8wy DN in the Karaepe




156 CHAPTER NINE

Sull it is striking that Solomon's fizure 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 compased. 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 criticized as Bathsheba’s child by the supporters of
Adonijah, Soloman’s elder brather and the contender of the throne.
It is likely, therefore, that the David-Bathsheba story was composed
1o (Hﬁiu'] all the doubis ahout the ll:‘l'_';ilil1|'.u"_.' 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 ol the Sol-
omonic legitimation, in which Dawid 15 described 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]
(2 Sam 12:25) can be elucidated. First of all, it is undeniable to feel
an abrupt change in the introductory remark: *Yahweh loved him
(= Solomon)” (12:24bP). Then, we are not told exactly when Solomon
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 idani (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 Solomen’s second name Jedidiah was pro-
duced as the indispensable epilogue of the David-Bathsheba story.

mscriptions (AAf 26 A I8: 016, 11-12; 1 11) wee J.C.L Gibzon, Texthoak of Syrian
Semitic fricriptions 1z Phoenician fnserptions, Osford, 1982, p. 57, ] Holtjzer and
K. Jongeling, ONWST 11, p. 823,

" See above pp. 121 1T CF also J.A. Soggin, A Histery of frael. From the Begmmings
to the Bar Kockba Re ot A 135 London, 1984, e 43,

M See M.-]. Sews, Epithiles royales abladiomes o suméniomes, Pans, 1967, pp. 162-168;
CAD MJ2, pp. 48 L
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b Summary

We may summarize the foregoing study as follows:

4) 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
lepitimation.




CHAFTER TEN

THE STORY OF ABNER'S MURDER*

1. Daeid’s Exoneration

The narratives in 1 Sam 29-2 Sam 4 tell us how Saul, Abner, and
Ishbaal were killed. They were David’s antagonists, whose deaths
opened the way for his rise to power in the final stage. It is under-
standable, therefore, that there were prevailing suspicions among the
northern tribes of Israel in the days of David that he had seized the
throne of Isracl 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 [rom any
accusation concerning the deaths of the Saulides, the sole raval
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 o meerning 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 accounis should
be interpreted as the same Davidic apology running through the

® This cssay 1% a revised version of the -;:|l.|:|+ which .::|:n|'|<'.'||'l:'i| n S, ."l.f_lil'-l"-' and
B Levine (eds), Avrakam Malomad Velume (Eretz=lsracl. Archacological, Historical
and Geographical Studies 24), Jerusalem, 1993, pp, 109*-113%

' The story of the execution of seven Saulides by the Gibeoniies (2 Sam 21:1-14
als tells how David secured his Kingship of Israel at the expense of the house of
Saul, However, we shall not deal with it in the present stucly, since this incident is
different from the deaths of Saul, Abner, and Ishbaal as fhr az David’s involvernent
is concerned. While David did not conecal his consent with the execution of the
seven Saulides, he tried 1o prove his innocence o all the deaths of the last three
Saulides,

' For the argument that the constitutional as well as the dynastic continuity can
be found in the ranzfer of the kingship from Saul to Daad see T. Ishida, The Roval
Dimasties in Ancient Israel, A Study on the Formation and Develofment of Rayal-Lhynastic Ideilogy
(BZAW 142y, Berin/MNew York, 19277, pp. 7476,
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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, 1 shall first re-examine the Davidic apology
in the accounts concerning the deaths of Saul and Ishbaal. Then |
shall proceed to show how the leading actors are portraved in the
story of Abner’s murder. Finally, 1 shall make it clear what the nar-
rator 15 intent on telling in the last story,

2. The Deaths of Sauwl and Isfibaal

An alibi 15 carefully established for David in the narratives concern-
i!]',_'| Saul's final defeat. It is told in detail how David did not juiu 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-
ﬁ'i'”‘lv' ]‘.nt'::k't:-rl that Dawvid was not imvolved 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
insienia 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.
Apamst his expectations, however, the Amalekite was executed by
David on the charge that he killed Yahweh's anointed (1:14-16).

Alier 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 "'!'i;_’;hh'l:-lh' man” {4:11 |'_}.'rl|'r.-.' and made their mutilated

E.g., |LH. Gronbaeck, Ihe Gesclachte vom Awfitiep Daveds (1. Sar. {52 Son, 5], Trodition
uthien, Copenhagen, 1871, ppo 186-201, 234-246; T.N.D. Mettinger, Smg
and Messmak, The Crod and Sacral -Irr_ [ Ereerdfon af the Teraelite ﬂ'rr.'!:' (CBROTS 8l Lund,
14976, - 39 !. KW, Whitelam, T I.-|'n'||' ﬁ;.h's M r':'.'.'n'.'.':'rl.'.:.l:r.'r.".'u taf .|r¢.|'.":.'.u.-.f|.' i Arciend
Lirael [ JSOTSup 12), Shefficld, 1979, pp. 100-112; PR, McoCarter, ff Somed A
_'H;.a ..Il:lrr.l."\.fr.'ll.l..'n'l segth ar.':.'.l-l.-flr.'.'rr.lr.'_ Noter amd Commentary (AR 9 Garclen l:'.il'\.'I MNY.
1984, pp. 64 [, 120-124, |29 ' '

' Unhke Saul, Ishbaal s never called “Yahweh's ancinted”, It reflects David's
claimy that the legitmate successor 1o Saul was not Ishbaal but David, see Ishida,
The Hr_J','.'f [hynaiiies pp- 7o L

und Ko
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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 Israel, 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 difference
between the two cases, The execution of the Beerothites implied that
Ishbaal's assassination was not committed at Dawvid’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
demonstrate 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 im 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 cnime by exercising jurisdic-
tion; in so doing, he not only performed his royal duties as a just
king, but also exercised his right of the gi’d on behall 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 kil David (1 Sam 18:10-11, etc.);

" Thid., pp. 73 L
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moreover, David spared Saul’s life twice, even when the latter 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 concerming the deaths
of Saul and Ishbaal."

3. Abmer’s Murder

Alter Saul’s death, his kingdom was divided between David in Hebron
and Ishbaal in Mahanaim (2 Sam 2:1-4, 8-9),7 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.

The story of Abner’s murder consists of two parts: the account of
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 [shbaal h-':.' his exploitaton 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 inital success was

“ For the judicial structure of the two namatives in 2 Sam 1;1-16 and 4:5-12
and their function in the History of David's Rise see C. Mabee, “David's Judicial
Exoneration™, -:_'.f[H' OF (19800, pp. 89-107; Whitelam, The _:I'Jr'u.’ Kiug, P 100 =105,
110=112.

It is likely that the terrories described as Ishbaal's Kingdom in 2 Sam 2:9 were
aciually those of Saul’s kingdom, see Y. Aharoni, The Lane of the Bible. A Historical
I"-e--_g'rrl_;"l-':']'. London, 1966, JHE. 355257, It is assumed that the heartland of Sauls
kngdom e the hlleountry was under Philistine occupation at that tme (of. 1 Sam
31:7),

According to | Chr 216 Zerwiah was David’s sister, and Joal was her second
son between Abishal and Asahel. Abishal was commander of the Thiry 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;

8:2; 20:6-10; 21:15-17). In these per
either as his brother or as his senior. Disappearing from the scene after Sheba's
revolt, Abisha is absent [rom the namatives of the court intrigue and Solomon's
consolidation of the kingdom in | Kgs 1-2. It is clear that Joab s regarded as a
representative of the ®sons of Zeriah” in these narmatives,

WIS, ||.|:|'.H"u:'l'_ __In:-l,l:_l s .|,|w:_|,:\."\. mentioned
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torpedoed |_*;':,'Ilr|:g|:: whao, together with his brother Abishai, had been
secking revenge for the blood of their brother Asahel, killed by Abner
in hattle (vv, 21b-27). Learning of Abner's murder, David was upsct;
he promptly declared his mnocence and the muiltlessness 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 [ast (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, Tt is stated twice that Joab killed Abner to
revenge the death of Asahel (v, 27, 30). It is explicitly told three
times that David sent Abner away “in peace” (v, 21-23). Moreover,
after telling about Joah'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 of 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 lsrael
by means of the pact which he had made with Abner (vv. 12-13;
cf. v. 21).

Accordingly, it is extremely difficalt 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 ine to succession o Saul's throne, though he was Saul's
cousin {1 Sam 14:50; ¢f, 1 Chr 9:36)." There i no evidence that David
regarded Abner as a contender for the throne of Israel. David had
no reason to defend his legitimacy against Abner,

It is very doubtful whether David is portrayed in this story as a
just king. He did not kill Abner, but neither could he prevent Joab’s
revenge, Moreover, David could not bring Joab, the murderer, to

" O McCarter, ff Samuel, p. 121

I Arcording to 1 Chr 8:33 and 9:39, Ner was Saul's grandfather. Consequently,
Abner was Saul’s uncle (cf, 1 Sam | -i:__:-l:lhl_:l- Hewever, Saul’s grandBather was called
Abiel in | Sam 91, The wradition that identifies Ner as Saul’s grandfather seems
confised. Cf, PE. MeCarter, £ Somuel, A New Transfation totth Introduchon, Notes and
Commeeniary (AR 8. Garden Ciry, MY, 1980, p. 156
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justice as in the cases of the Amalekite, who allegedly killed Saul,
and the assassins of Ishbaal. In other waords, David failed to carry
out his judicia
plained: “I am this day weak, though ancinted king, and these men,

responsibilities in the crime. Instead, he just com-

the sons of Zermah, are harder than 1 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 villam
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 “Israel” {vv. 17, 28}, while David kept in the background.
.E.I'll_' _ﬁ'il[l_i:!['i[]['l ['I,"'I'Iii]][i_‘; L= I"II ."'Ll']!".i,l,h"]'ll-.‘i l'r'ill:']liiﬂ-l,, It” W h:il.'h._]'.:'il.l]‘.. 'I.'i.‘l'l”
was in command of David's scrvants, defeated Israel, while Dawd
stayed behind (18:1-17). In both baulefields, 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 Davad but Jeab.™

From the episode in which Abner was reluctant to kill Asahel in
batde (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 battle."” Therefore, the episode tells
that Joab's revenge for Asahel’s blood was carmied out from unjustified
resentment.

It should be mentioned that the story of Abner’s murder is very
similar in many respects to the account of Amasa’s assassination
{20:8-13). Both killings were committed by Joab with premeditation.
From the circumstances it is assumced 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, 1t is
likely that the real cause was also Joab’s misgivings about David's
promise to grant the position of commander of the army w Abner.

! For the History of David's Rise and its positive attitude towards Davie see the
studics mentioned above in no 3.

! The Davidie apology originated in efforts 1o convinee the northern inbes of
Izrael that the howse of David legiimately succeeded o the kingship of Saul over
E\I'.!.l:'l_ L ['w'.hi:lLL. ||'."|'|' Hu:l:;:?l' .nré‘l.'h'.'-.'n'e'n. Fl. ””!.

' David accuses Joab of “avenging in tme of peace blood which had been shed
in war” (1 Keg 2:5), cf, Whitelam, The I_-Iln'lll 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 list of David’s high officials (20:23),
following the account of Sheba’s revolt during which Joab killed
Amasa.'"* It is clear that in both accounts of the killings of Abner
and 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 15 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 15 the narrator intent
on telling i this story? This can be cluadated only from the later
development in the relations between David and Joab.

b, The Beginning of the Swccession Narrabipe

Both the murders of Abner and Amasa are referred to in the Tes-
tament of David (1 Kgs 2:5)" and Solomon's injunction upon Benaiah
to execute Joab (2:31-33). In these references Joab was not only
accused of his unjustficd murders but also cursed by words which
remind s of David’s utterance agamst Joab about Abner's murder
(2 Sam 3:28-29)."" In addition to these direct references, the story

" I s worth noting that David is placed before the first lise of his high officials
as king who “reigned over all Israel and adrmmistered justice and equity 1o all his
people” (2 Sam 8:15). In contrast, no menton s made of David in connection with
the second list (20:23-26), David’s absence SLIEEesls thiat the de _|"|:.'| o ruler was then
_Jll.‘:h. u:‘.'uu I'.LllkI'LI al I'J'|-:' [tl'ill ol 1]|-:' |i.:-\.l:_ o o .!'ﬁl:-'-.'l' |‘.IE}. |_:'F!- 1..

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

%2 Sam 32820 and 1 Kes 2:31-33 are sometimes regarded as Deuteronomistic
imzertions o link these two parts of the larger history, eg., T. Veijola, D o
Doynastre, Dvord und dre FEnistehumg semer Dywagtie nock der desterononmintischen Darstellung,
Hekinki, 1975, pp. 30 [; MeCarter, ff Samuef, pp. 117 [ In my opinion, however,
these pericopes accord well with the Solomonie 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 himself
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 argument of the Solomonic apology for justifying the execution
of Joab who took sides with Adonijah, Solomon’s contender for the
Davidie throne,™

We can conclude that the SLOTY ol Abner’s murder, in w]n'rh.]nuh
appears for the first tme on the scene, is composed as the beginning
of the Succession Narratve,”™ the aim of which is to defend the lezn-
imacy of Solomon against the old regime whose nominal ruler was
the aging David and whose strongman was Joab. Accordingly, it is
one of the important themes of the Succession Narrative to justify
Joab's execution as the victorious climax in Solomon’s struggle for
the Dawidic throne. From dus I}miur of \'il".'., an melusio for the Suc-
cession Narrative is recognized between the story of Abner’s murder
by Joab at the beginning, and the episode of Joabys execunon 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

g, and these men, the sons of Zeruiah, are harder than 1 am”

(2 Sam 3:39), a problem posed by the Solomonic apologist assert-
ing that the problem which David had left without taking any actuon,
Solomon finally solved by Joab’s execution.

! See above pp. 124 [, 132 £

" According 1o LM, Muntingh, “The Role of Joab in the Succession Narrative",
il% lII."r".[ ;. Van 1'."--:.']& ol A Studtes an the Succeision Narealive, |’:|'-:'I(||'i:|. |'3H|i. P A IEIJ:'JJ
was made the sacnfice of David’s indecision who had become old and senile. On
the ather hand, |.W. Wessclius, “Joab’s Death and the Central Theme aof the
Succesion Narrative (2 Samuel ix 1-1 Kings ii)", 1T 40 (1990}, pp. 344-344, con-
tends that the real reason for Joab's exccution was Bathsheba’s revenge on the mue-
derer of her first husband. [t seems ihat neither Muntingh nor Wesselus succeed
in explaining the nature of the crideism against David running through the Succession
Marrative.

W DM, Gunn, The _\'.'.*.-l_ﬁ af Kinge Dernd, Crenre anet .I'Jrl'.".'_flr'n'.-’.'."."i.ll IIHf }'l'HII]} B, Sheffiekd,
1978, pp. 65-84, has suggested that the beginning of the story i 2 Sam 4-20 +
| Kgs 12 is found in 2 Sam 2-4 (28 or 2:12 1o 12, or more likely 5:3) on grounds
ol p|||| and ~.I:'\_|.|1'.




CHAFTER ELEVEN

SOLOMON'S SUCCESSION IN THE
LIGHT OF THE INSCRIPTION OF KILAMUWA,
KING OF Y’DY-SAM’AL*

I. The Solomonie Ligitimation

In the foregoing chapters 1 have suggested that the Succession Nar-
rative (2 Sam 2-20 + | }‘:.:_{\ 1—2) was 1'1|n‘.||:}||m~r[ a5 a '|‘Ji¢i|,n1'ir1§_:r".|,];||}'
aiming at the defence of Solomon against the old regime of David.'
From this point of view, the Succession Narrative can be summanr-
ized in the following fashion: a) Solomon, one of the younger sons
of Dawvid, gained his designation as David’s successor by a court in-
trigue; b) the legitmacy 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 administration whose nominal ruler was the aging
David and whose strong-man was the commander-in-chief Joab; d
the dese I':i]bliu]t of David’s .~a|1|u'1c‘uminj¢.\. 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 mauer left unfinished by David.

On the basis of these observations, I shall v to show in the pre-
sent chapter that the concluding section ol the Succession Narrative,
e, | Kgs 1-2, is an apologetic composition from the early days
of Solomon, aiming at legitimatizing not only his irregular succes-
sion 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-

tuve of Solomon’s successtion and the events 1t relates.

* This CARAY 15 a revised version of the study which .-:5||J|:'is.:|'4i in J A, Emerton
ecl.), Congres Poltme, Salamanca 1983 (VTSup 36), Leiden, 1983, pp. 145-1535,
' See above pp. 102 L
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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 i
twofold: on the one hand, an explicit congratulation to David on
having a successor, on the other, an implicit wish that the reign of
his successor may surpass that of David.® This congratulation must
hlu'-.ﬂ' I”igil]ﬂ[l.'fi i.t:l [I‘“ hl::lll:_ll]!fll]ll'.' H{IIl.:].I.] “i!l:'lt ki.”';{" lil_l"' |.<.“-|‘|.J:|1|{.|.]
view in the biblical traditions regards Solomon as inferior to David
in every respect.’

2.4 If.'r.'r:rlf'mr.'.-.'ml betieen the f':-'.r.rfr Monarehies .-..-j" Sew’al anel Tirael

We come now to the extra-biblical parallel to the Solomonmie suc-
cession, which augments the hiblical 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 uf'_r’rg']--!';utrl"n!. an Aramacan king in North Syria
in the latter half of the ninth cenwry B.C.® Both archacological and
epigraphical evidence shows that Kilamuwa |'1‘i_|_"|t1'[I aboul a century

PO T, Ishida, The Royad Dynasties in Ancant forael, A Study on the Fommation il
Bevelopment of Reyal-Dynastic Ideofogy (BZAW 142}, Berlin/ New York, 1977, pp. 105 £

.t

see - above pp. 123, 154.

For the second i:||]y|i|..s':i.-.|:'.__ Compare the [ollowing text of Esarhaddon, king of
Assyria: " A, eli foing L Sorral wdorifima wlorbd ik i, When Al
made my royal power more famous and my fame greater than (that of all) kings”,
B. Borger, Die faschrifen Asarbaddons Kinigs con Asprien (AFQ Beih, 9, Graz, 1936,
p. 98, line 32; ef. CAD Z, p. 116a,

Eg “And his heart waz not whelly vue to Yahweh his God, as was the hean
of David his Gther” (1 Kgs 11245 “So solomon did what was evil in the sight of
"r'_'||t\-.|"!1 " and did nom \\.Ill!-I.I:L follow Yahweh, as |.:|<:.'L":r| iz father had dowe™ (1 1:6).
For the biblical teaditions about David’s lovaly o Yahweh in contrast to Solomon’s
apostasy see G.N. Knoppers, Tuo Nations wider God. The Dewtermomistic History of
Sodonient and the Dual Monarchies 11 The Reign of Solomon and the Rise of Jeroboarm {HSM
52), Adlanta, 1993, pp. 135 ff; C, Schifer-Lichtenberger, JFosua und Salme. Fine Sudve
-u Awtoritit wnd Leetbimitit des Nachfolgers trn Allen Testament (VTSup 58], Leiden/ MNew
York/Koln, 1995, pp. 341 fL,

VAT 24 F. Reosenthal, “Canaanive and Arameaic |1|"-I':'1}l|.1tlll-*.l. in ANET, Princeton,
1 G Ph- G54 [ ](] Gibson, Texbook af Syran Semife |r.'|-|'."|'||'-'l'.l'n|'1' 11I: Pheersron
_.l'.l||:'r|:."|.'r.-..l.1_ Owbford, 1982, no. 13,
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after the inception of the Aramaean monarchy in Sam®al.5 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’ dmh, 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 1 am Kilamuwa, the son of tm-" What 1
did not do” (lines 1-5).

We have here the names of five successive rulers of Sam’al in the

have done my predecessors”

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 “Hajanu/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 tn Sendscherlt 1-1V (Konigliche Muscen zu
Berlin: Mineilungen aus den onentalischen Sammlungen X1-X1V), Bedin, 1893-1911;
B. Landsherger, San'al, Studien zur Entdeckung der Buiwenstite Raratepe, Ankara, 1948,
p- 37: ). Ussishkin, “‘Der alte Baw® in Zincicli”, BASOR 189 (1968 pp. 30-53;
N, Na'aman, “78207, in Engelspasdic Bibliea VI, Jerusalem, 1982, cols. 308-316
Hehrew),

The implication of the verb kv here s obvicusly mif, “he became king” or “he
ruled”. M. (’Connor suggests that the erm dn here functions as a marker of a
verb phrases deletion ransformation, “The rhetoric of the Kilamuwa inseripion”,
BASOR 226 (1977), p. 20; ¢f. also C-F, Jean and J. Holtijzer, NSO, p. 117;
J- Hoftiper and K. Jongeling, DNVWSE LI, pp. 493 I

" There 15 no possibility of rendering *% here by “his brother”, making %
Kilamuwa's undle, from the arthographical as well as momphological point of view,
against W. Réllig, K47 11, p. 32; T, Collins, “The Kilamuwwa Inscription-—A Phoeni-
cian Poem™, WO 6 (1970/71), p. 184 It must be read as "%, “myv brother™, see

F.0M. Cross and DN, Freedman, Early Hebrew Orthography. A Siudy of the FEpiavaphi
Evidence (AQS 36), New Haven, 1932, p. 16; O'Connor, BASOR 226 (1977), p. 20;

Cribson, Tecbook T, P 36 of INWST ], P o,

" A letter 15 missing after fwm. | am skeptical about the mading im, “perfection”,
against Collins, WO 6 (1970/71), pp. 184 [; Landsberger, Sancal, p. 45, n. 113
po 56, n. 139, has suggested a possibility that “Baraemm™ mav be regarded as the
Aramaic translation of the Anatolian name Kilamuwa; of, OVWS 1, p. 1219, For
my interpretation see below p, 170,

" There is a difficulty with the second & of Alppiee. Stll, the rendering “my pre-
decessors™ is most suitable for the context, see Cross and |"r-:'-:'r|;r:|'|;1r;|I .I';'q,l_:'r Hebray
U.l'!.'iug‘.l’rjlﬂ.ll!:,', Pp. 16 £; O'Connor, BASOR 226 (1977, PP 0 [ The r'-:'rzli.r'|inl-_§ “ther
predecessors”, making the reforence to the kings preceding o Gabbar, is untenable,
..'||_1;_|i||x|, Gribson, Textbook 111, P- 36: of. ”"l”:\f | LB S,

N ha-tg-fad-ned i DUMU  pafb)-ba-ri, (Shalmaneser 111, AK. Grayson, Assyrima
Rroders of i .'l".-e!.'{'l First .|.|r:.|'.l'(r.-r.l.'.u.-.l.' BU 11 /8558745 f_i'-:_.:_l RIMA 3, ']'.;..r.-"-.q“.-' Buflalos
London, 1996, p. 18 (AO.102.2, i 24), p. 23 (i 83); ol p. 9 (A0.102.1, | 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 o
Gabbar”, *Baal-Hammon who belongs to fmf”, and “Rakkabel, lord
of the dynasty (69 b4". If these three divine names stand for the
three |t][r];i]'1_.' deities of Gabbar, of b, and of the other three kil]_L,"h_\
respectively, we may assume that there were dynastic changes from
Gabbar to bwh, and from bmh 1o Hayva, the latter being the founder
of the ruling dynasty to which Kilamuwa belonged.™

If this reconstruction, suggested first by B. Landsberger, is tenable,
we can find here a remarkable parallel to the pattern of the royal
succession in early Israel. Both Gabbar of Sam’al and Saul of Tsrael
were the first kings whoe introduced the monarchical regime 1nio
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, Ishbaal of Israel was a legitimate successor to the
throne. Yet, despite this difference, they played the similar role of
representing a transitional stage between the establishment of the
monarchy and its consolidation by another dynasty. The third set
of kings. Hayva and David, succeeded at last in founding the stable
dynasties. They bequeathed the throne to their sons, but the suc-
cession in both kingdoms was not achieved without trouble. The
position of %, the fourth king of 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 tw seize the
throne. But both had a common fate as losers, defeated by ther
half-brothers in the struggle for the kingship.'* Finally, the kingship
was firmly established by Kilamuwa and Solomon, respectively, the
fifth candidate for the throne in both kingdoms.

¢ Landshoerger, Sam’al, pp. 46 [ He has also pointed out that there is no filiation
between Gabbar, S and Hayya (p. 47, oo 1183 ef also W, Rallig, A7 11, p. 34
Thae dvnasiic :_-'|'u|."|:|i||!_::1‘ Are P ewved alse from the thetorieal structure of the inscap-
tion, in which the introductory scction and the curse formula “are linked together
by their references to the rulers of Ya'diya™, O'Connor, BASOR 226 [1977), p. 24
For the witelary deities of dynasties see Ishida, The Royal Dynasties, pp. 113 L

DIt is '“"I”“']fl' that Kilamuwas succeeded & |.n.. a normal |:l1l|-i'1'l:||||'r'. He mmin-
ins, “1 sat upon my father's throne” (line %, 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 wok I__||.|-;'1 only in irrepular situstions, see Isbuda,
The Boyal Dyrasties, 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 mw. br in line 4. The queen-
mother’s involvement in the problems of roval succession was a phe-
nomenon common (o 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 Israel
l. Founder of monarchy Gabhbar Saul
2. Transitional kinq bk [shbaal
3. Founder of dynasty Hayya David
4. Loser in the souggle for the kingship 1 Adaonijah
3. King who established his kingship Rilamuwa Solomon

3. Prionly on the Predecessors

One of the most striking features of the Kilamuwa inscription is a
bold statement accompanying each of his four predecessors in the
introduction: “but he did nothing (wbl. pf)" (lines 2-4). This nega-
tive evaluation of the former L‘ill;._:h is put in a _l;|1;1|']:n contrast o
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 nscription is what we may call Kilamuwa's
propaganda which claims that he is the sole, just king afier a series
of the meflective 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 literany
typological features of the text.” OF the special significance is the
literary motil called “heroic priority™ or “priority on the predecessors”

" Bee dbid,, pp. 135157 H. Tadmor, “Autebiographical Apology in the Royal
Assyrian Literature”, in H. Tadmor and M. Weinfeld (eds.), iy, Flistoriagraply
and fhtepretalion. Studies i Biblical and Cuneiform Literabures, Jerusalem, 1983, pp. 54,
375 el also N.-EA. Andreasen, “The Role of the Oueen Mother in lsraclite Socety”
f.'.l'lgl':}_ 45 (1983 PR 1 70-194: of, above p. B4

B FM. Fales, “Kilamuwa and the Foreien H'ill:-_'.\ }'-,.;;.|,~:||_|L;|||.-_j;| vi. Power™, W
10 [1979), pp. 622
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expressed there, This is one of the recurrent motifs in the historio-
graphical literature of Mesopotamian kings, i.c., a reigning monarch
claims that he is the first o perform successfully a task or tasks which
none of his predecessors has done.'" A typical eclectic text would
read: “{1 accomplished) what ne one among the kings who preceded
me had done (fa ina Sarrdnt @likit mafpriva mamman @ épusa)”." In this
pattern the events are presented as moving from “negative past”™ o
“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 is to be stressed, however, that there is also a significant difference
between Kilamuwa's assertion and the stereotyped statement of the
“priority on the predecessors™, While former kings in the latter texis
are always generalized and their names are no longer important, the
four predecessors of Kilamuwa are mentioned by their names and
their ineffective rule is clearly remembered in his ame. ™

So far the introduction of the Kilamuwa inseription. 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 hE:hrr:' ol domestic administration, L.e., how he made the mifbm
happy and prosperous (lines 9-13). It is generally held that the word

b See M. Liverani, “The ldeclogy of the Assyrian Empire™, m M1, Larsen

ed.), Power and Propaganda—A Sympestum v Ancient Emperes, Copenhagen, 1979, pp.
i

308 T A dissertation on this theme: B (
I motiva della prioritd emoica nelle isezion reafi assire, Universitd di Roma, 1977, was
not available w me. This 15 a frequent theme particulary in the commemorative
imscrptions, see AJKL Grayson, “Histores and Fhistonans of the Ancient Near
Asavria and Babvlomia”, (r 49 (1980), P 191 ¢f also M, Tadmor, “History
Idcology in the Assyran Roval Inscriptions”, in FM, Fales (ed), dsgman Koyal
Inseriptions: New Horizons in Literary, Mdeological, and Historical Asaysts (Orientis Antigyi
Collecno 17, Roma, 198], Pp- 13-25

Yo Liverami, in Porver and Moy J.-.l_;'.,'r.'hl'.-: [ 300: of CAD MAL, - 0,
For the pattern of the “restorer of order” see M. Liverani, “Memorandum on

the Approach to Historiographic Texts™, O 42 [19735), pp. 186-188

I‘i.u'] mi "-.'lr.'r.'l.' @OOCE HUTRTRIR |

88. For the ide-
alogical explanation of the motf of the “priovity on the predecessors” by the pat-
tern af the “restorer of order” see Fales, WO 10 (1979), pp. 7-9

' Fales has also noted that in the Kilamuwa inseription “this oppoesition between
the age before the king and the age of the king s charged with more definite con-
notatons”, WO 10 (1979, P 7. Because of the lack of the real names of the pre-
decessors, neither the inserptions of Kapara, nuler of Guzana (A0 Beih, 1 [19335], pp.
71-7%, nor that of Azitwadda from Karatepe (K47 26: A 1 18-19) can be regarded
H |'r|.",'|];-|--‘|l|=a||~. !:-l'h'-:ln;i!l:_; o the same calerory with the H‘-t-llllll'\-‘--l il1-i'|i|l|ix'1l.
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ik f:HI'IL'H' 10, 14, 15) refers to the l'(:llf[l::"'r-:_'fl Anatolian pni}ul;iv
tion, whereas the word Frem (line 14 stands for the Aramaean rul-
ing class.” Evidently, there had been conflicts between these two
elements with the &rm ultimately prevailing over the mikbm. Then,
it was Kilamuwa who put an end to the futile strugele between them
and restored the social justice in Sam’al.?

It is clear that this is the eentral motif of the text. Kilamuwa
appears o 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
el 1 Kgs 3:4-28) the people of Israel enjoyed peace and prosperity
3:5). We shall return to this moul somewhat later,

The analogy to Solomon 15 more explicit in the relatonship between
Kilamuwa and his two immediate predecessors, his father Hayya and
his brother */. Kilamuwa clearly maintains that not only is he the
son of Hayya (lines 1, 9; cf. A4S 25, 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 loundation of Kilamuwa's legitimacy. When
he won the royal throne in stuggle with his brother, he could not
but legiimatize his kingship by his royal descent.® Yet, at the same
time, he did not hesitate to announce that he would not continue
the policies of his father and brother. This seems to be the impli-
cation of the ]11'_1’1Lli.‘~':' evaluation attached to I'];I:;":.';l. and

Before making a comparison between Kilamuwa's propaganda
and the Solomonic legitimation, we cannot fail w 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, Epfanerss fiir semitische Epegraphik 111, Giessen, 1915, pp.
293-236: Rosenthal, in ANET, P 634; Rallig, AL pp. 33 £ Jean and Holljjzer,
DISO, pp. 40, 170; Gibson, Textbook 111 pp. 37 [[; Holttjzer and Jongeling, ONTVSS
L, p. 185; II, p. 701. But Landsberger, Sar'al, p. 56, n. 140, has held thae the
neikbee and the §%vm were two classes of “Ministerialen”

It has been suppested thar Kilamuwwa was the new Anatolian name which he
ok Lo his accession for .||:-|,:||.'i1‘.i.r||_r s Anatolhan -uh_ir._'h;; see Cnbison, Tevibaok
IIL, pp. 31, 35; Na'aman, in Ercolapasdic Biblica VI, col. 509 (Hebrew).

* Sirikingly, reference o Kilamuwa's divine clection is eniirely lacking from the
text, Acconding to the roval ideolopy in the ancient Near East, the roval authority
was normally legitimatized by royal lineage and divine election. Since Kilamuwa
wias doulitless a 'l.'\.l::lr:illi]}pl:'l of Rakkabel (KAT 24:16: 25:4 b, has silence about has
divine election must be regarded as intentional. It could be assumed, therefore, that
he avoided mentioning any deity belonging to any class or pational clement as a
god who chose him, in order 1o establish his kingship as the neural authority over
the mixed populaton.
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Kilamuwa, as it seems, dethroned his brother and established his
kingship for himself, Solomon was designated co-regent by David
and reigned with him, though he resorted to a court intrigue. 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
historiographer to deal with Adonmjah as if he were equal in rank
to Solomon. Adonijah was stigmatized as a second Absalom, a rebel.”

I'hese 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 Sclomon'’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 Kes 2:46b).%

V. Royal Histonographies of Apologetic Nahur

Before closing the present inquiry, 1 should like to suggest in brief
my view of the historical circumstances under which Kilamuwa's
propaganda and the Solomonic legitmation were composed. H.A.
offner for the Hittite texts™ and H. Tadmor lor the Neo-Assyrian
Hoft I he Hittite text | H. Tad for the Neo-Ass
sources™ have assumed that roval historiographies of an apologetic

See above pp. 114 i, 117 f

' For Kilamuwa see above p. 172 for Solomon see above pp. 121 1
See above ppo 123 I

v omel above P 1323, 154,
See above . 134,

" H.A, Hoflner, “Propaganda and Politcal Justification in Hittite Historography®
in H. Goedicke and |.J.M. Robers (eds), Ontty and Diversity, Eoays o the History,
Laterentiere,  and |"f.-.".'_g_J|'..u.' '_-.". the Ametend Neaw Enst, ﬁ.;hll'l:l.ur:'.-’[.uLuin-I!. 1975, pp. 62
idem, "Histories and Historians of the Ancient Near East: The Hittees”, O 489
1980), pp. 325-327.

= Tadmor, in History, Histonegrably il Inderprelation, pp. 327
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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 histonography
arose from the necessity of general support for the new enterprise
undertaken by the king who had just overcome a crisis. For Kilamuwa,
it is likely that the crisis was the strugele against the domination of
the & supported by the followers of &%, his brother; and the new

W For Solomon, the crisis

enterprise was the building of his palace.
was the struggle with the leading members of the regime of David
when he became the sole sovereign after his father’s demise;™ and
the new vntt‘q}riw‘r was the building of his palace and the 'J':-m[‘:ir
in Jerusalem (cf. a prediction almm the builder of the Temple it

INathan's |}m]1||u3 [2 Sam 7:13a

.-"'.ilmillvdl':,', the details of the historical reconstruction of the t‘.‘_l['l‘_.'
monarchies in Sam’al remain hypothetical. Stll, it is the best means
conceivable to regard both the texts of 1 Kgs 1-2 and the Kilamuwa
inscription as compositions belonging to the category of roval histo-
riographies of apologetic nature. And the pattern of transfer of the
roval 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-
ning of the first millennium B.C.

Although there 5 no reference to building operations in the text, it is likely
that the imcrption was composed on the secasion of the dedication of the palace,
since it was found on an orthostat at the enrance © a vestibule leading into the
patace, see von Luschan et al, Awserabungen o Sendschirdi TV, p. 374 and Taf, IL;
cf. Rosenthal, in ANET, p. 654 Gibson, Texthook II1, p. 30,

Ball has laid emphasis on the fact that Solomon became “co-regent with his
father David in the full sense™, “The f:rl-H!'HI'IIL ¥ of David and Solamoen (1 Hi_:u-;_l\:;

FT 27 (1977, p. 270. He scems (o overdook, however, the fact that Solomon
did not, or perhaps could not, purge any advesary in Dawvid’s hfenime, In the period
of his co-regency with David, Solomon was actually a voung boy under the protec-
tipn of David and Bathsheba, The purpos: of Solomon’s co-re gency was 1o confinm
Diaviel's designation of him and its announcement, see Ishida, The Roval Dvnasires,
p. 170, el also KW, "-'I.Iultllr. The Just fing: Monarchieal Fudiceal Authority ;e Ancient
J"-mr- JSOTSup 12), Sheffield, 1979, pp. [49-155.

See above pp. 136, | W [ of also Ishids, The Hoval Dyaesies, p 92




CHAPTER TWELVE

THE SUCCESSION NARRATIVE AND
ESARHADDON'S APOLOGY™

1. H:_n'n’.'r -I.I'I""“r"-'.«'-_:]

In one of his studies Hayim Tadmor shed light on circumstances
under which apologetic antobiographies were composed by royal
authors 1n Neo-Assyria.' After submitting 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
[or 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. Hiwite 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 Dawvidic and Solomonic succession
stories in the Hebrew Bible are also to be regarded as compositions

belonging to this genre.” 1t is the purpose of the present study to

examine this suggestion by comparing Esarhaddon’s apology in Nin.

A TI1-11:11 with the Succession Narrative in the Books of 2 Samuel
and 1 Kings -2,

. 'rhiq CR8AY i'\ H |'4'1.'iu,'-:| version of the -Iu{l'!. \.'LII.'.I:'Il .-I.ilill!'illl,'l,l ill \[ {:::-qdu :||'|||
I. l".|:||l'.I.J eds.), Ah Asgyra. . Sindies i Assyrran .|r|r."|'|’."i::- and Arcrent Near Faslemn
Hustorrography. Fresented to Haymn Tadmor (Scnpta Hherosolymitana 33), Jerusalem, 1591
pp. 166-173.

H, Tadmaor, ""|.1|I;|r|:-i||:_'|.1||||:|..:| Apology in the Hl:-'_...|| .\.x:ql:i.l.!l Literames™, in
H. Tadmaor and M. Weinfeld (eds), History, Histonsgraply and Inferfmetation. Stredies i
Biblical amd Cuneform Loderatures, Jerusalem, 1983, pp. 36-537.

‘R, Borger, Dre lnschrflen Asarhaddons Rings von Assynen (AFD Beih., %), Graz, 1956,
pp. 39 45 AL, {}|‘:-|:l|:'r'.|::||:'irr'._ % 1-.1|_|:-.|.|||!I.|r'| and Assyrian Historical lexis™, in ANET,
Princetom, 196%9°, pp. 289 I

Tadmaor, in Hisory, Fotorgraghy and fnferpretation, p. 36,




176 CHAPTER TWELVE

2. Esarhaddon’s Apology Compared with Hittite Apologies

To begin with, the structure of Esarhaddon’s apology will be exam-
ined to show the nature of its genre. At this juncture, it is worth
referring to the general structure of Hittite apologies of which the
two main works are the Telepinu Proclamaton® and the Apology of
Hatwigih 111 According to H A, Hoflner, though differing in detail,
the [:!J]]im'ltllj,:’ outlne is :|i.~‘.t't‘t'|'|ﬂ)|t' in both the {'ca:‘l1[:t1~:i!i::r|hj"

l. Introduction (T § 1, H § 1-2).

2. Historical survey: noble antecedents (T § -9, H § 3-10).

3. Historical survey: the unworthy predecessor ('] 1

1 § 10-12)

4. The coup détat (T § 'J"h H i 12-13).

':- The merciful victor {T §§ 23 and 26, H §§ 12-13).
The edict (T §§ 27-50, I[ 8 13-13).

Referring to the above outline, we may suggest that Esarhaddon’s
apology consists of the following seven sections:

[, Introduction (L:1-7),

2. Preliminary remark: the reigning king's designation of a legit-
imate successor ([:8-22),

3. Preliminary r':.'nl':lrk: rival princes’ evil acts (1:23

4. Rebelion (I:41-52).

5. The legiimate successor’s counter-attack and victory (1:53-79),

6. The establishment of the kingship (1:80-11:7),

7. The punishment of the rebels (1L8

Chwing to the different situation, at frst 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. Swirevant and G Bechtel, A Mutite Chrestomathy, Philadelpioa, 1935, pp.
175-200; L. Hoffmann, Der Edlaf Telipinne ("TH 11, Heidelberg, 1984, pp. 12-55.
AL Gotee, Hatintilis, Der Bericht dher seine .I'l’.'l--.l.'n'-'.-.l'-:'l__'; W Hedsd den  Paralllefiexten
MWVAG 2973, Hethitische Texte, Helt 1), Leipzig, 1924, pp. 6—41; ef. A. Unal,
ottty £, 1. Hatuil b o soner Thronbestagung 12 Mistonrcher Afmfi (TH 3), Heidelberg,
1974, [ 8] 0-35
* H.A, Hoflner, "|’|'-:||:l.|._h.|t.|i.| and ]'l:-|i!i-.:||_J||11||I-.':-s:|u:| mn Hittite Histor ||_|_._-:1'<|,|1||'."'
in H. Goedicke and JI"-l Roberts (eds), -!'..'I-'._!:a warrd .II-.JI-.'r'I‘u'.:".. f'..-'-rr!.- in e f.'r.'-l'-'--"l'.
i af the Ancient Near Fasl, Baltimore/London, 1975, po 51

Literature, and Relipy
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comparative examination of each section in the Hittite works and
Esarhaddon’s apology will show that both the compositions share a
general patiern in essence.

In the introduction, while a royal genealogy 1s given by Hattusili,
Telepinu is silent about it on the basis of different circumstances.’
Esarhaddon does not mention his roval lneage in the introduction
(Nin. A I:1-7) either, although it is given in II:14-15: “the son of
Sennacherib, king of the world, king of Assyria, the son of Sargon,
king of the world, king of Assyria”. 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 is 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 about
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 sechon 2 (I9-12; cf. 1:15-19), Esarhaddon tells how hs
brothers caused a disturbance by violating this solemn decision in
section 35 ([: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 reigming kings, there was no merit for them in
giving a full report of the coup &l execcuted by themselves: An ele-
ment which they did not forget to mention in the terse account of
their couf d'étal is their unworthy predecessors” attempt o kill them.”
This murder attempt corresponds to the rebellion of Esarhaddon’s
brothers and the il d'étai 1sell in the Hittite works to the i1‘.:.:ilimul|'
successor’s counter-attack and victory in Fsarhaddon’s apology.

Sections 3 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

" See Hoffner, ihid., pp 51. 55
See Hoffner, ibid., L ER iV
' See Hoffner, ihid., 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 attitude towards their cnemies, however, there was
no difference between them in aiming for the firm establishment of
their kingship. The proclamation of the ediet by the Hittite monarchs
in the final section is also 1o be regarded as their effort to establish
a just kingshap.

From the above, it 1s clear that we may classify Esarhaddon’s apaol-

oy under the same genre as the Hitite apologetic works.

3. A Comparison between 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 | Kings 1-2,
| have sugpested in the foregoing chapters the early reign of Solomon
as the date, the Solomonic legitimation as the purpose, historical writ-
ing:—c of an ;1E1t1|t]gl'lir nature as the Fenre, and 2 Sam 2-20, | K!’_{h‘
1-2 as the boundary." Without repeating my arguments for these
theses, I will proceed with the present study.

Esarhaddon’s apology serves as good comparative material lor the
Succession Narragve, since both Solomon and Esarhaddon assumed
therr offices under similar cireumstances and their common [J-!'IJ|:|I':]L
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 vouth as well as their father’s designation of them
as royal successors.

Thus, in the introduction, Esarhaddon tells: «Fdm kfn mogr dlan
rabiiti 3a wltn seherisu “Assur “Samas *Bél w “Nabi *Itar f¢ Ninuwa *Itar $a
Arba'tli ana Sorviiti mad AiSur 1hbé ztkarde, “The true shepherd, favorite
of the great pods, whom Ashur, Shamash, Bel and Nabu, Ishiar ol
MNineveh (and) Ishtar of Arbela have |'Jr't'|r'|l]llt'!l.'t'l:l L‘.il'l!_'; of ."n.\',.‘l'!. ria
(ever) since he was a yvoungster™ (Nin. A 14-7). In the Succession
Narratve, a short account on Solomon’s birth reads: wattéled bén

" See Hoffher, ibid,, PP if
I See above P 102, 137 I,
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wayyiqra® ef-i'mi $lomah waYHWH *hébi. wayyislah Vyad natin hannabi’
wayyigrd’ 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 mendon 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:
migir ildni rabiti, “tavonte of the great pods™ shows, Solomon’s divine
election for luture kiug.”

Esarhadden’s divine election is confirmed by an oracle which was
given to his father: “Samai w “Adad ina bivi Salma annu kénu ifuedudiema
umma 56 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” (1:13-14). Though differing a litde in situation, Solomon also
receives confirmation of divine election from David: barie YHWH
lihi yisnd’El Ser nalan hayyim yaseh “al-kicT wEmay ri'6l, “Blessed be
Yahweh, the God of Israel, who has granted one to sit on my throne
this day, mv eyes even seeing it” (1 Kgs 1:48h),

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 afiga rabiti afjusune
sefire andku . .. abu bidnua ine puhur alliffa réfga kel wlfima wnimea annid
mare ndifiga, “1 was (indeed) the youngest brother among my elder
hrothers, (but) my own father ... has chosen me in due form and
in the assembly of all my brothers—saying: This i3 the son to (be
elevated to) the position of a successor of mine” (1:8, 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: pasr lbbi abije
fa lo dlam wzennid e Saplinu libbasu rému rasisuma ana & Saritye
{#thuna masu, “They alicnated from me—against the will of the gods
the heart of my father which was (formerly) fidendly, (though) in the
bottom ol his heart there was (always) love (for me) and his inten-
tions were {always) that [ should become king” (L:29-31).

In the Succession Narrative, after an oath sworn by David to

' See above p. 156:
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Bathsheba that Solomen would be his successor is repeated three
times (1} (1 Kes 1:13, 17, 30)," David gives orders to make Solomon
king (1:33-35a) and declares: w”dld suwwiti’ lihyit nagid ‘al-yisra’d w”al-
y'hadah, “And 1 have appointed him to be nagid over Israel and over
Judah™ (1:35b). Solomon’s inferior positon in the order ol succes-
sion is expressed in his conversation with Bathsheba concerning
Adonijah’s request for an ex-nurse (sakenef) of David: . .. w'lamah ‘at

A

fielet “ef-""bisag hasSunammil la* doniyahi w'sa*li-lo “et-hammtlikah k& b
:'m!'.'z' .l’gf{g::::.l.-.:'ri." mimmennt, .. . And '.*.'E‘l:; do YLl ask .-"kh'i.‘il'].l;_f 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 cpisode
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 appointment to royal successor
had been declared. While Esarhaddon entered the bit rdili to become
the erown prince (1:21-22), Solomon sat on kwsé® hamm'likah, “the
throne of the kinedom™ {1 Kegs 1:46; of. 1:13, 17, 20, 24, 27, 30,
35, 37, 47, 48) to become nag@id."” Some circumstantial 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 dunng the interregnum,”
In other words, this was another form of confirmation of the royal
designation. As such, report s given ol Esarhaddon’s entering the
bit nidiits or Solomon’s sittng on fsse” hammlitah.

As ]nrutiimrd ;1}1{11..'4',, l]|r1‘+_' |~, a Contrast between the il].\'t st :i]‘n

section 2 and the subsequent detenoration in section 3 in Esarhaddon’s

| agree that Mathan and Bathsheba ook advantage of David's senility, imduc-
ing him o believe that he had once sworm to Bathsheba that Solomon would be
his successor, see M, Noth, Adwige 1 [ AGnige - 16 (BRAT 9/1), Neukirchen-Yiuyn,
1968, P i .I' 1'r|'.|1_._ I & [If fnl.'.'._':_n. A Commrenetary [OTLY, London, 1977%, P- 8-
DM, Gunn, The Stary of King Davief, Coenre amd Tnterpretation ( JSOTSup 6), Sheflicld,
1978, pp. 105 [, However, the question here s not whether David’s oath is his-
torical or not, but that the Succession Narrative as a Solomonic apology lays empha-
sis on David’s designaton of Solomon; cf. above p. 118
e }'!;I:'I' .11:|I:-|.'|'
For nfgid see above pp. 57 (1 of also GF. Hasel, 72", in TWAT V, Swmitigarr,
198486, col, 216,

“ For co-regency, see E. Ball, “The Cr Repency of David and Solomon (1 Kings
i, VT 27 (1977), pp. 268-279; T, Ishida, The Reyal Dynasties tn Anceeml fsrael, A udy
m e Formation amd .f.-l:'-:-."l-:lf'r."n wi -:'_I' R':_-'nl!' .nrf'l'm'.'-. Jile BZAW 142), Berlin/New
York, 1977, p. 170:
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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: wayyimlak daeetd
‘al-kol-yiira’el wayhi' dawid ‘déeh 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 15 described as a king under a curse in 2 Sam
9-20 and | Kegs 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 chapiers, the ambiva-
lence towards David is the charactenstic feature of the Succession
Narrative as a Solomonic legitimation.'” It is also possible 1o 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: pade fibd abija ja
la dlami wgemnit #ipa, “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 Sennacherib in the latter’s last days. This does not
mean, however, that Esarhaddon conspired against Sennachenb, who
never changed his mind about the designation of Esarhaddon as his
successor (1:31). 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 elt albhéin dabikma . . . ana epsetiiunu Surufaty wtak-
iima theapudi lemulin fan lemulion Largd dafqrly . . elga uSabsima surrdl

See above pp. 123 ff, 144 L
sSee above PP 166 [

' 5 Parpola, “The Murderer of Sennachenb”, in B, Alster (ed.), Dheath
Mesapotmma. XXV RA! (Mesopotamia 8), Copenhagen, 1980, pp. 171-182, has
clearly shown that the assassin of Sennachenb was not Esarhaddon, as once sus-
pected, but Arad-Muligg, biblical Admmmelech, Esrhaddon’s elder brother. According
to Parpola, Sennacherib, who foresaw trouble, semt Esarhaddon away from Nineveh
tr the western provinees (p. 175).
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la Salmati arkija tddanabubi zérah, “The proper behaviour as reversed
for™ my brothers. .. they put their trust in bold actions, planning
an evil plot. They originated against me slander, false accusation . . .
and constantly were spreading evil, incorrect and hostile {rumors)
behind me” (1:23-28). At the same tme, he asserts that these ewl-
doings came about because of their separation from the gods: sa iam
umasirama, “They abandoned the gods” (I1:24). As a result, these
actions of his brothers are against the divine will: & la bbb dlam
(1:26, 46), fa la ddni (1:29, 34), or balu dint (1:43). Moreover, accord-
ing to Esarhaddon’s criticism, since “they became insane”, immafpima
(I:41) and “did everything that is wicked in (the eves of) the gods
and mankind”, mimma $a eff dani w ameliti la taba gpuiiima (1:41-42),
they incurred the displeasure of the gods: “Aifur “Sin “Samas * Bél “Nabii
Ustar fa Ninua ‘Litar sa Arba’ili epiét hammd’é . . . lemmis illatlima, “Ashur,
Sin, Shamash, Bel, Nabu, Ishtar of Nineveh (and) Ishtar of Arbela
looked with displeasure upon these doings of the wsurpers™ (1:45-47).

In the Succession Narrative, too, a course of bad conduct by the
unworthy predecessor and rival princes ol Solomon is described in
great detail, ic., 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 Kegs 1:5-27)1" Then, these evildoings are condemned as
sin against God or conduct against the divine will: wayyéra® haddabar
Mer-tiak diwid Féné YHWH, “But the thing that David had done
displeased Yahweh” (2 Sam 1 1:27h); kde-"dmar YHWH “lahé yusird’el . . .

maddita bazita Cel-dbar YHWH la®sat hira® Fénmo . . . wattah 10 -tasir
frereh mibbdt'ka “ad-"0ldm “fgeb K O zant walfiggah Cef-'&et Cdriyah faliti
libyay Uka PPisah, “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 wabk see 4D AL, p. 9, but see also Affw, pp. 381, 1286 and Borger,
fhe fuschrfien Aserbaddons, p. 41.

A0t 15 very likely that the alleped rebellion of Adonijah was acwally Nathan's
I';|,|J|';'<'._|1ir_||::_. Sk '<I,|'IfI-'L.'I:' |'|]_:-. | 17 H.. Hln.w"rl::l'. ir :iﬁ [ atald I]Il!' |!-||i.l'|r |l|.'|'1' 'l.\.'hl‘lhl.'T ."'|.|’!|!l]1i_i.L!I
really held a coronation without David’s consent or not. As in the case dealt with
in n.13 above, it is important for the narrator of the Succession Narrative o 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 smavah
Fhaper *et-“saf “hitdpel hattohah Fba*bir habi® YHWH ’el-'abialom ’el-
hara‘dh, “For Yahweh had ordained to defeat the good counsel of
Ahithophel, so that Yahweh might bring evil upon Absalom™ (17:14);
waltissal fammthikah watt'hi (Pahi & meYHWH hay'iah 6, “However
the kingdom has trned about and become my brother’s, for it was
his from Yahweh™ (1 Kgg 2:15b).

While Esarhaddon counter-attacked his rebellious brothers with a
military confrontation against them ([:63-76), Solomon resorted to a
court intrigue to turn the tde (1:11-31}. Though the measures which
they ook are completely different one from the other, there is a
common factor in both the reports of Selomon 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 legi-
imate kingship which was in danger of being usurped. Thus, when
epietiiuny lemméti . .. 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 8 famaal i malak “dénivahi
ben-hageit wa dinénti dawid [0 yadi’, “Have you not heard that Adonijah
the son of Hageith 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
"."ll.'HE-:I'j.', the |{'j_{iti|1]i!.1t' successor received the |'l!'|!li]|.¢'-.\. ﬁ‘.!]h]_'rirl'!: Hise
mil Afiur fa adé nif tind rabili ina mudlija fohurfl adi mafirge dlikiinimma
unasfig sépda, “The people of Assyria who had swom an oath by
the life of the great gods on my behall, came 0 meet me and kissed
my feet” (I:B0-81; cf. 1:50-52); wayyilg™i basiifar wayyd m'rii kol-haam
yhi hammelek $'lomak. waypa™li kol-ha'am Cafraw w'ha‘am mhalllim
bah®lilim dimehim fimpal gtdilah wattibbaga® hi'dres Vgdlam, “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-440).
Then, the rebellion was finished in dispersion of the rebels: u sunu
famma‘s s sihi u barti ja alak gmmija dmima sabé wklateiunu ezibima
ana mél la idt innabti, “But they, the usurpers, who had started the
rebellion, deserted their trustworthy woops, when they heard the ap-
proach of my expeditionary corps and fled to an unknown country”
(1:82-84); wayveher'dii wayydqumi kol-hagg nc’im *fer o donivahi wayyel'kd
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'if Fdarki, “And all the guests of Adonijah were afraid, and rose up,
and each went his own way” (1:49). Now, the legiimate successor
ascended the throne: ma gereb Ninua al bélitija hadis Gumma ina kusst
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™ (I1:1-2); w'gam yasab Slomih ‘al kiss# hammlikah, “And also
Solomon sat on the throne ol the kingdom™ (1:46),

After ascending the throne, Esarhaddon severely punished those

who had joined his rebellious brothers: sabé bél fhitti 5o ana #pef farriti
mil ASSur ana affige wiakpidd lemuthe pufursune kima Stén abitma annu
kabtu emissuniitima uhallige zériun, “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” (11:8-11). In contrast, Solomaon
dealt leniently with Adonijah and his supporters at the beginning
(1:30-53). As in the case of Telepinu and Hatwéih, Solomon had
reason to be a merciful monarch when he ascended the throne.
Some evidence shows that, at that time, he had not reached aduli
age and was without broad support of the people. However, he did
not hesitate to purge all his rivals when he became SLrong 1':t-:1-1;|_l_:h
to consolidate the foundation of his resime (2:15-46a). w'rammanlakah
nakdndah byad-lomah, “And the kingdom was established by the hand
of Solomon™ (2:46h).%

V. Conclusions

The foregoing comparison has shown that the Succession Narrative
and Esarhaddon’s apology share not only basic elements but also a
_E{L:[E{‘]'Ll] structure. We find the ﬂj”l:l\'.'ing seven basic elements com-
mon to both compositions:

l. The legiimate successor’s divine electon 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 companison between the just past and the subsequent dete-
rioraton,

# CL above pp. 134 £
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a) The noble antecedent or the solemn decision.
b} Ewvil acts of an unworthy predecessor and/or rival princes,
F. Rival princes’ attempt to usurp the throne against the divine

5. The legitimate successor’s counter-attack and his victory.
. The purge of his enemies.
7. The establishment of a just kingship.

Since the structure of the Succession Narrative is more complicated
than that of Esarhaddon’s apology, scholars are sometimes misguided
about the nature of this composition. However, if we recognize the
above seven elements as the frame umbers of the structure of the
composition, it becomes clear that the Succession Narrative belongs
to a genre called “Royal Historical Wrtings of an Apologetic Nature”
under which Esarhaddon’s apology is also classified.

Before closing the present stucly, 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 siyle and the beginning of the composi-
tion. As to the style, the latter 15 autobiographical while the lormer
15 a work composed by a third party with much literary augmenta-
ton. And while the latter begins with an ordinal introduction o
roval historical writings, the former’s beginning seems to be buried
in the f'llr'll_';ll[l'i[l..L'i jraxt of the J"l.i!'il,llt":., of David’s Rise. | have a [eel-
ing that there is a clue here to an explanation of the life setting of
the Succession Narrative in inguiring into the differences between
these two roval apologies.
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