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FOREWORD

Ihe intimate relationship between state and religion has been the purpose

of this investigation. The religions of the ancient Near East have too often

been looked upon from the viewpoints of modern man who is unable to

ms had little place in these oriental societies

comprehend that private relig

Beligion was an expression of the life of a community, and therefore consti

tuted a part of the political system, the basic premise being that of t

as the ruler of the nation

grown out of a | al Adminis-

r, “Sanctuaries and Roy
|
i of the Society of Biblical Lite

This inquiry h

tration,” which was delivered as a presidential address at the

ol the Mid-West secti

le West Branch of the American Oriental Society, Bloomington

int annual

and

78. It is quite natural that certain problems of com-

indiana, on Febr, 27, 1Y

nature arisen and it is only to wed that the reader be

i"lll\|EE_!I|;

indulgent 1 i ¢ which h

| wish to express my gratitude to my colleague Professor Edward F. Wente

for his many valuable comments and to Mrs. Beth Glazier-McDonald, M.A.,

to whom I am especially indebted, She has assisted me with the problems of

composition and with rewriting the manuscript as well as with stylistically
this book would never

rMous NElf

1L

lish, Without her gen

improving my |
.

have been published

Chicago in May 1980 G.W. Ahlstrom
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CHAPFTER ONI

THE NATION AS THE GOD'S TERRITORY

henomenon of urbanization is usually reearded a5 a process whose

Or penods, 1he onsel o

evolution is limited to a ce which varied

from one area to another

this view may be correct il one takes into

account s

il b 1 5 | W e
¥ e Degimnning of the process,

re i\, evy II.;\'\, CLIEET

aspect [0 De ,_'l'1|‘-||_| h the rise ol

nations 1 were geographically

maore disperséd than city -states, the founding of new cities was often part ol

tive policy. “Forced urbanization of outlvine

wis resulte

cification of the country™ by enabling pres:

be exerted upon unstable population elements and by securing the t

routes.” For instance, Assy v founded new cities and

1 KINgs

stant
peopled them with prisoners of war,"?

Moreover, new cities could also be

built in order to

LIflE N

% that opposed the royal

v. Such age, for

r I lac H |
Npe, 1n f"-z;h:-:‘.-ll:ul:l!J where there was a

Class ol pi

d cities (thought of as having div i1} which were

L ) ] e

uld not

tax-exempt and we people ¢ used for the corvée,” From this

persp ect

essof urha rstood as both a political

tool and as an ongoing 7

The Kings as burider

Building a city entailed not only the construction of houses, workshops,

streets, and walls, but also water conduits, cisterns,” ete., and in Mesopo-

amaa, tor st 5, In the ease of administrative centers it was neces-

I A L. Oppenheim

a. Portrait of a I
and London 1964, p. 118, ¢f, 1. Pedersen, forae! 111V, Lor
(19403 1953,

Opper

Iso R, Miller, *"Water Use in Syria and

', World Archaesal




2 THE NATION AS THE GOD'S TERRITORY

sary to build a house for the prefect or governor and a house for the

4 temple. These two buildings were the physical expressions of the national
¢ kir

administrative |1|;1;._-:, which of

Were state

government representi d god. Temples built by the king

ame the fir 1l centers and the large
land holders of the country® (incidentally, this may solve the problem of
why the Levites received no “inheritance® in the land of Canaan). This is
the political reality behind the id

structing

a of the king as temple builder.® By con-

s and temples the king acted as the protector and organizer of

the country and its people. He was, in principle, the chief executive and

, pontifex maximus and supreme commande icommon epithet
of ancient Near Eastern kir
often found in Assyrian building inscriptions. In addition, the king was
frequently called i¥¥igk A¥ur, A

ideology of the king's posi

was "“the a title which is

the |

' A ;
rs vicar,” a phrase expressi

ruded over the country of t

Ira M. Price, "8

the 't Dyvnasty of Ba

wcitl Impartance of the temple in

250 1., A. Deimel, Surnerseh

hiter, Churriier und

e Kulturforskning. Serie A:XVII, Oslo 1936,
eim, *The Mesop

Tempolwirisch

talia 2), 1931, A. Goetze

Assyrer (Institiutet
p. 10, A L. Opy
“The Ar

I sammenbgne

tamian Temple™, B4 T/44, pp. 54 17, 1.1, Gelb,
Institution™, BA 66/72, pp. 10 T, Kilian Butr. “Konzentrationen wird
r Macht 1m Kanj I MNi a=INir
Wiener Zeftseheft fie die Kunde des r 6566, 1973-T4, pp. | 1T., A
Falkenstein, “La CHM 1, 1934, pp. 784 T, (Engl. ed., T
Temple Ciry, transl. by Maria de J. Fllis, [Sources and Monographs; Mono-
les 1974). Cf. also H.G, Giiter

el fe Culte (RAl

nple sumeérenne™,

15 in History. Ancient Near Easi 1/1)
“The Hittite Te

ples can
| !ITT-IY,
n Samuel™, JBL 67/48,

r Gods and Kings™

Intatne
sing and
p. 238, Aa. Bentzen, “The
pp. 47 [, A_S. Kapelrud,
32/36, pp. S6it

A Badaway, ik, po 108, A Falkenstein, The Su
Cl. LA, Wilson, “The Function of the i
Frankfort, 1A, Wilson and T cobsen, Chicago ( 1946)
5 M. Trolle Larsen, “The City and its King. On the Old
", Le palaie of Lo rovaeed (RAD XX

see M), Seux, -’Ir:,-.l,-. Tes raevales akhadn

be seen as incr edersen, fira

i Hefor

PRNES OFf SIITCFICILIeS

om Ph

Ewen if it was rare a New kin

lon, Seven Roval H

ey prodagische Studien 37), Minchen 1978

rinia Cor

"l"'-'-""'f C0 50 (Miinche

wod, see W

I ", see AL Gardiner, *"The Coronation of King
JEA 39, 1953, p. 18, note v., cf. J. Mur

0), Chicago [|977, p. 59

BOVern as o di

emhab’

niane, Amcientd K virtan Corerencies (SAQC

9

or example, according to 5. M, Kramer, the ruler of Lagash was

tive of the god who was the real ruler of the city of Lasasd

TES 353, p aimilarly . the lsraclite King can be seen s



THE NATION AS THE GOD'S TERRITORY

s + g 3 1l i Finr Y ir i i - | “" P y LBLT _—) ]
descriptive epithets for the king were akiiem), “overseer”™ ™ and the priest
"

title ¥amgu, “administrator”. The king administered the god's territory and

| sryple 11 il . il
nis people Consequently, the people of the n:

ion were the subjects of

the god ™ and lived in his ba'@latm, “dominion.” ¥

The cosmological aspect of

1e city has its roots in the idea of the city as

the abode of the god,” the ruler of cosmos and nation. Because the temple,

; ? - ys ; sl
as the visible expression of his domain,'® was, at the same time, the king's

ras the ruling center of both the god and his vice regent

y, the ¢

r." " Therefore, temple and palace should be

annointed one™ TRy ||!'\I:!II.||.-' the king's
wiment ritual he iz o ed to
ople, . “*He w Conceptions of Kin
p. ed. 5.H. Hooke, Oxford 1958, pp. 207 1. R, de

hweh, “Le roj d'lseaé]

THIMiISSE«

15 the k vassal

= a Vassal

o E. Tiezerant, 1 (St ¢ Testi 231}, Rome 1964, pp. 119 1. (Engl.
and the Ancient Near Fase, Garden City, N.Y., 1971, pp. 152 fT.).

ianEhip, King and Mewiah (Co

this 15 & contractual

estament >erpes 8), Lund

Ps. 2

6, pp. 208 1. For the Psalmist it is one of

¢ assyrischer Konige aus dem 2. Jahrtausend
u VIII® siecle™
see Nikolaus
1 Reiche der

ce, LDy, Li

7. One shou

frerth (O0P 113, Chicag

nsubordir

nrs a5 Divine Manifes-

ries 1), Lund

n D

histrom, “Heaven on Earth

a1t Haror and A
Mont. 1975

Seres ), Mew Have
anakku'', JC§ 21767, pp. 123 ff,, and
45 1. M-1. Seux, Epith /

pp. 100 0T, cf. 1.-R

KIS0

5 oy l’.'.'.-c 5 a

of the Egyptian Palace as a ‘Ruling Machine',”
Peter 1. Ucko, Ruth Tringham and G.W, Dim-




B THE MATION AS THE GODS TERRITORY

seen as two aspects of the same phenomenon; together they constituted the
essence of the state.!®

What has been said above helps to explain why a walled acropolis ' was
usually built to separate the divine and royal palaces from the rest of the
city. Gods and kings were no ordinary beings. The acropolis should be con-
strued as the center of the universe,”™ a concept reflected in the architec-
tural plan of ancient Ebla (Tell Mardikh in Syria). It depicts an acropolis
center composed of a palace and temple complex and a lower city built in

four quarters, each of which could be entered through gates in the city wal

1

It is possible that this city
The city plan of Hittite Carchemish shows a citadel mound with temples

ok
in the northeast, an inner walled town and an outer walled city.* At Hazor,

1 was inspired by a similar Sumerian layou

18 With thi
tion of a Sumerian ple was the most disastrous calamity
and 11 E9 |'l."'l\.l|||l\.'“_ S.N. Kramer, The Su

anding of the temple it should be quite ¢

ans, Their Histary

, and

Chitcapo 1963, p. 142, The destruction ¢ Jerusalem temple and the Judean nation

is another example of the nation, the god’s territory, being eradicated. It was, thereflore
mandatory to build a new temple when people retumed from the Babylonian Exile.
The god’s domain had to be rebuilt

I* For the term “acropolis™ in its Greek setting, see Astrid Waok
hen Bef
(Abhandlungen zur Kumst-, Musik- ond Literaturwissenschalt 136), Bonn 1973, pp
13-24

10 See M. Liverani, "Memor

Orientalia 42/73, pp. 189 If. See also B. Alster who refers to the well-known fact that

Stadrbe festipungen. Studien zur Geschichre der fridgricchis T8 L

wdium on the Approach t ||:-.'_-.|l|.|-'|.||-|||,_ Texis”

one thought of both city and temple as having their prototypes in heaven, “Early |

. Kramer Anniversary Volume (AOQAT 17), 1976

terns in Mesopotamian Literatur
p. 19

21 G, Pettinato and
I meillennio Av. Cr.™ | I
Cf. G. Pettinato, “The Royal Archives of Tell Mardikh-Ebla®, 84 39/76, p. 47, P
Matthiae, “Ebla in the Late Early Syrian Period: The Roval P nd the Stale
Archives", B4 39/76, p. 99. Fort {0 Errepire

Rediteovered, Garden City, MY, 1981, For the reading Ibla, see 1]

excavations, see now P, Matthi

“"Thoughts
about Ibla: A Preliminary Evaluation, March 1977", Syro-Mesoportamian Studies 1/77
pp. 3-30.

J. Barton, The O irm the Arnciemt World
Camb 2, Mass ] 3T 1] the planning of cities, see Pa
Planningg in the Anciert Near Fast, New York 1968, and H. |
anning He

and Community Structure™, The Leg

il L

Fart, “Town Plan
50, e 98 1. J.A.

v af dumer, ed, by

ning in Ancient M
Hary, “Town Pl
Denize Schmandi-Besserat (Biblotheca Mesopotamica 1V), Malibu 1976, pp. &Y I,

33 L. Woolley —R.D. Barnett, Carchemish I The excava ¢ in the inner Town
and the Hitrite fngerpeions, London 1952, of. H. Giwerbock, “The Deeds of Suppilu
as told by his son, Mursili 117, JC8 10756 . 95 Alll: 33, id., “"The Hitt 1
e Temple er le Culte (RAT 20), Leiden 1975, p. 125, CF, also k.M. Keny
A rrcwrrfes grd graaniies, pp 101, K.-H. Bernhardt, ™NNe Urnwelr des Alrven Testaments

2d ed. Berlin 1968, pp. 1901

sopotamin™, The Town |

ple
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was in the south with a {assumed) |1;|E:|x:.' anda tet |||i-.-

Izracl’s last capital, Samaria, should also be mentioned

know of any temple on its acropolis due to the incom-

1. When

. he followed the Syro-Pales-

gite to be conside is Jerusale

INere, An

built

is palace and rempie ¢

linian pattern of separating

the rest of the city.

graphy also iny

Very common in Syria Palestine

" of all Early Bronze Age 111 sites in

soutl olis surrounded by a wall. The rest ol

western Pa

the city was constructed on a lower A other examples from '.E'IL'

Levant one can mention Zincirli (Sam'al) which hs

hill in the center of the city,” :

ed-Duweir = and | y also Mesha's ca

As mentions | the n:

, the capital was t
territory of the specifically, the acropolis was this center and, as

such, provided the policies. Narrow

down even farther

“nucleus of

cturcs of the British Aca
25 Cf. Th. Busink, Der Te

st Krlreir
48 R Maumann, Architek tur Kl

or T

| 154 .'! Tid

pp. 1 . At Buseirah {biblical Bo

wall™ has t

what is known from Edom at this

century B.L, The |

reflect Assyrian influences™ and

Edom was

i vassal o Assyria, Chryst
Jordan 1972: Preliminary Report™, Lovanr 674, pp, 11
3 The Sumerian Temple Cltv, 1




L THE NATION AS THE GOD'S TERRITORY

city-state was the ‘father’ of the king™ who reigned on his behalf,™ f. Pss.

k]

; B9:27. This intimate relationship between god and king is expressed,
for example, in the Sumerian epic of “Enmerkar and the Lord of Aratta,”*

{dIng |,'|,||‘:'|‘::-_'|_‘!-: and, morgover, seem

* The inference is, therefore, that the

Both were said to live in the same bu

to have shared the same thronercom

royal throne was divine ™

The King as the administrator of the God's territor)

The above makes quite understandable the fact that religion and religious
policy were part of the king's duties. Indeed, it is evident that the king, as
the administrator of his god’s territory, was not only the organizer and the
builder of the country ™ but was, in principle, the organizer of the cult as
well. A few examples should be cited. A Hittite text states that the storm
nade the king, the labarna, the governorof the land of Hatti.*® In Egypt

god
the

‘supreme god, RE, entrusted the land to his son, the king."* In the

mmung des
B7-112. Cf. also |
1943, p. 16, G.W

B, p. 94, M. Weinfeld

EngEne

LIPS

"S5l

her i

Kingshi

the Chosen One, History af R

Dewteronomic School, Oxford
44 The ki 1

Phitosophy, p. 98, Concermning

in the Ancienl

can be se 1%

¢ scen lrom the same

'-il."'-.'-;"-.:-'.*:l\ It would be impasible us writer of

ition” of

1 Sam. 8:7 that the “inaug the kingship meant

the king usurped

an unthinkable

Yahweh's position. A nation without a king was, properly spea
entity.

M S N. Kramer, £r
53411

Ll A Falkenstein, op. cff., p. 12

werkar and the Lord of Ararte, Philadelphis 1952, p. 38, lines

This is the ideolopical backpround for Ps. 45:7, and ako for Solomon having
been chosen to sit on Yahweh's throne, 1 Chr, 28:5, 29:23, 2 Chr. 9: 8. According to
IF. Canc king Solomon's
the types kmown from Ugarit and F
“Salomos Throne, Philolo
BR fl. Com
p. 243

ni and G. Pettinato one was {in some way) patte

sche und archaologisc Erwagun

PP
i, L1974,

pare also R.J, Williams, "A People Come out of Epy

néstic policy rested ultimately with the god

te, made his commands known to the King, his earthly
¥ " 1M, Munn-Rankin, "Diplomacy in Wester
cond Millennjum B.C.", frag 1856, p. 70
text see A. Goetze (In a review of H, Bozkurt, M. Cig, H.G. Giiterhock,
fetanbul Arkeolofi Muzelerinde Bulunan Bog Tableterinden Secme Metinler,
15944y, JOS 147, pp. 90 .

9 LA, Wilson, "The Functlon of the
H.A. Frankfort, J.A. Wilson, and T. Ja

| s of omi Asia in the

Early 5¢

A

For the

", in Before Phifozophy, by H, and

» (1946, 1972, p. BL.
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to his law code, Hamm i of Babylon emphasizes that it is he

M<K T- " J.ll"l-llll.l.l _:!-:.I I I'\ I ] H .Ik"L'.lr_:_'Ii

aretaker of Ekur

LUGAL Je-fui-tim mu-fe-er :I';N[:?\'L" the IIIJ'.!|I|:'-' King, restorer of “ridu

on its place, the one who has
purified

LT E.ZU.AB the rituals™ of Eabzu
Codex Ham. 1:60f]

Further, Himmurapi says that he is the who

Yar-bru-u Yar-ru-i

enlarged his kingdom

{whao) fi

fibed

YL PIesd

pure sacrifices

Codex Ham. IV ; 1 9ff

$al 3 g
as caretaker, restorer and organizer of the

1eir cults.™ In principle, the king enables the divine right and

blished in his ki

:_\_Illl.l

overnment

ing sacrifice but he could

I sacrifices in the provinces.™ Moreover, he had

rd to the capital so that they could receive

v be cited. In an inscription
great gods commissioned him to

be noted that the king used the ex-

wrrr (ARM XIVY, Paris
Palace of Mar, 11",
Af 14
1974

B

n dans la soci

v an Won

Marigna, ed. by A. Parrot, |1

Involvernent in t

r. Dossin, “Le l:\\i_-"ill'l':'

, ef. V.H. Matthews,

Religion of the

Assyric du XIVE au

 p- 11 f. AK. G

ples et

* (RAL

I '.'II.II L]




bl THE NATION AS THE GOD'S TERRITORY

sion ‘their country” which is in ;

sment with the political and religious

ideology . Another inscription states that Marduk entrusted Nabu-apla-iddina

L1

When Sennacherib
nized it as

" sacrifices should be

with organization of the cult, its rites a
occupied Hirimmu during his fi
an Assyran |

offered “for the pod:

> NGE III'I!:\ rear

ince but stip

of Afur. n

Esarhaddon did the

same after conquering Egypt in 671 text Sennacherib says

that the god A¥ur will name a descendant of Sennacherib “for the sheph

this future king will ur take some

ship of the land and people™ a

Ll Mg activi 84 Here we should observe that building Projects are con-

nected with the idea of the k
Fr I

arm of the

2 sheph

of his god's people ™

i
TN W

been said ¢

it should be evident that religion was :

| administration. By sending out and placing milita

pers

sonnel and civil servants includi

priests in district capitals, at strat

points, in store cities, and in the national sanctuaries, the central government

saw to it that both civil and cultic laws were upheld and that taxes were

paid. This was extremely important when a conquered area was added to

ation or when a new city was built.* Esp

||1_. instructive is an ex-

1 1. After building Diir-Si

ample from the time of Sarg

rrukin and settling

foreg;

> 1 5
Ners n 15 SUCh as

ew city, Sargon also installed Assyrian offici

overseers (akii)*' to teach the people the ways of Ass to revere (fear,

respect)

d and king™ E;m.‘.:.-'.- ili u Barri)® Bec was steered by the

2 F all ¥ A . . e
s2¢ Of all human and national existe

i was at the Conse-

v, the 5

aods,

quen i1 :|I.--'i.||!' n cannot be limated to refer 1o taxes for “roval

and temple needs” only, as M. Cogan suggests.®* Here the phrase

refers to the national 1E100

These ex;

iples show that the Mesopotamian king was, in pring

orgamzer of the cult, the foundation of the nation's life. As will be shown

45 LW, King ary-Srones and Memortal-Tablets in the Britich
London 1912, pp. 122§, col. I1: 2911 II:10. Sec atso W.G. Lambert (rey
Lossmann, 'Das Era Epos™), AfC) 18/57-58, p. 398

B.Dx, Luckenbill, The

cherth (O I Institute Publications L),
: d p 67, lines 8-9,
wt Assvrien, Graz 1956 PR 45
1, Mew York 1962, p. 242,

sennacherib Inscription™, Af0 20064,

-2y LMEE 1

:'l
rdon, KAS 4, Na, 11,1912, p. 99
p. 119
¥ 08 some government officials as maving bath
T 1% wit the case 1n Epy pt, soe halow, o N

Tl K L= -'I' piar Assvng d and .lI graed i fire B

Missoula, Mont., 1974
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ne principle can be found in other

5 of the ancient Near

as part of the nal § dties. The

cultic calendar provided the framework within w ife for both nation

ture was maintained a

tablished the

" ] 1 4 B
nent contact botween god :|Ii'-| and f

|-:"-."|'-..Ili*;. the '-.!.;'-'II'::.'

order was established and the will of the gods w

v, Cambridge 1976, p. 11

trapology
capital are the pivots and embodiments

nol only phvsi




CHAPTER TWO

BUILDING OF CITIES AND FORTRESSES AS A POLITICAL TOOIL

1 ¥ [ T T  FY T T Y rhs A tiaT el i
In the preceding chapter the phenomenon of urbanization was described

as an ongoing political process. Further examples of this type of activity and

other royal building projects will be discussed in what follows. For instance,

“The Instructions for Merikaré™ (2

st century B.C.) are illustrative in this
nstruct large

fortified cities and fortresses in the eastern Delta. The rationale behind the

cagard 1 artbeard e by e Pl 1} a1 \ iy
regard.” Merikaré was “told™ by the Pharaoh, his father, to co

order was to protect the area from plundering by enemies (the *smw) whe,
according to the text, usually attacked the small, unprotected settlements,
while avoiding the larger fortified cities.2

During the 12th dyn:

fortresses and towns 1

15ty when Egypt occupied Nubia, the Pharachs built

i B I
areas,” butl to bpind

only to stabilize conguered

them securely to the Egyptian administration and to protect trade.” From

an architectural point of view, the fortifications around these towns

to be unmodified copies of a type of temple enclosure wall in E

Fyprice e poditische Schrilfen

des Konigs Amencmhed, Kébenhaven 1945, pp. SO6F.,

of Ancient Egyvpt, ed. by W_K. Bimpson, MNew

I, J.A. Wilson, ANET, pp. -

bschnitt der Le

te der Wissens

pp. 6L, A
I

F Wortaly (transl. by R.LE.

reh, | , Indianapaliz

i and Urban

Yharaals and

and Wew York 1961, p. 65, A. Badav Civic Sense of
Development in Ar [ the American Reses
6/67, p. 105, W, Helck, | Az
tausend v. Chr., Wiesbaden 1971, p. 39. See also Th. L. Thomp=on
the Patrigrohal Narratives (BZAW 133), Beclin 1974, pp. 13961

T. Sive-Saderberg
schrer Aussenpolitik, Lund 1941, pp. 80 f1., cf. also W. A, Ward, "Egypt and East
Larly Sccond Mil 30761, p. 143, k-H,

raxi Befrrdge zur sozialen

S Jairn

Ye Bezielungen ptens zu Vorderasien

Agypren und Nubien. Ein Beitrag zur Ge VLT

Mediterrancan in the
Bern L "Verwaltur
Srurktur desa

ed. by Horst Klengel, Berlin 197
4 8 Clarke, "Anclent |
AH, Gardiner, “An Ancient
pp- EE40d
5 B.J. Kemp, "Fortificd Towns in Nubia,” Man, Sertlement and Urbe
Peter J. Ucka, Ruth Tringham and G.W, Dimbleby, Cambridae, Mass., 1972, p. 653

oriresses,”™ JEA 3/16, pp. 15511, of.

the Fortresses of Nubia,” JEA 3/16,
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Further, t of the New Kingdom |

to “teach™ of the area i

a tortress

and constructed others alone tl Mediterranean
B
Libya.® Behind

they svmbolize the pPOWer

the counitry

quently,

v and cultic personnel should

throughout the god’

25) territory

12 during the penod of

ionin Mubia cannot be

tratve poine

2sponsible

for keeping the area under the n ered Egyptian

military bases did exist in

(s

towns in Car

vhere t
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ian inspired temples have been found at Beth-Shan' and Jaffa."™ In m

other places the Pharaohs erected stelae showing themselves worshipp
Canaanite gods, a phenomenon which cowld point 1o an identification of

Egyptian gods with the Canaanite deities.” In a vassal country the in-

digenous gods had to be worshipped because they “go " the life of

both men and nature, The existence of the Amun te be

le at Laza may

seert as an indication of the area’s status as a dominion. Amun was the over-
lord allowing the other gods to do their usual and necessary work

In the Hittite empire, several of the temples were centers of the “civil
I

EOvVernment and of the economy. As such, they “must have house

WS dn LE

civil functionaries.’ all of whi

very large staff of relig
government appointees. A Hittite text containing instructions for com-
manders in border areas evinces the royal concern for the cult and the main-
tenance of the temples in these areas. The commanders of the border guards
had to inspect the temples and insure not only that the cult of the country

was performed, but that the temples were kept in good condition. If neces-

sary, the commander h
rebuilt, '

In Syria we know that the Hittites built a line of “square-walled fortress.
towns from Qadesh (Tell Nebi Mend) on the Orontes to Jusuf Pa

ke sure that the temples were restored or

on the

Euphrates, with Qatna {ca. 100 ha.) as its best known stronghold,’ [ s

line of fortified towns was not intended solely as protection against Eg

igainst invading tribes

lts purpose was to secure the empire 3

population of the area under Hittite political and religious control, There-

fore, the sanctuaries of these fortress-towns may be seen as part of the royal

povermnment

I3 A Rowe, The Four Canganite Te v of Betle Shan, 11:1, Philadelphia
cf. the discussion in H.O. Thompson, The Crod of RetlShan, 1
pp. 1611, and W, Helck, op. cfr., p. 444
14 H. and I. Kaplan, “Jaffa,” £ Excavafions in i

. 11, Jeruszalem 1976 . 540

15 Coancerning thiese problems, see also A, Alr, “Agyg )
der Philister,” ZDPY 67/44, pp. 1. (= K5 I,
that should be mentioned i3 Byblos. This city considersd

Baal

und die Landnal
One exceptio
Egyptian. Thus, the
goddess Hathor

ied with

2 hiethitische Idealogie von Kdnigtum,” Zf4 69/79, pr
17 O.R. Gurney, The Hireires, London 1952, p
15 Bee A, Goetze, “From the Instructions fo Commander of the

Guards,” ANET, 1950, pp. 2101, of. H.G. Giterback, “The Hit

to Written Sources.” Le Temy f le Culre (RAL 20), Leiden 1975, p. 128

i "II‘ .! van ||.'.-' b B

lationship to Land and Water

ind Citadels of Bronze-lron Age Syris in their Re-

¢ e Swe 13063, pp. 109
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several other examples from the Levant of Kings as city builders should
tue from Lincirli (Bth century B.C.), king
d
number of cities.™ King Zakkur

th and Luash (8th century B.C.) reports in an inscription®!

ioned. On a Hadad s

#
i

Panammu | stated that he was given a comm

oy The gOOs

FeSLOr

1 a prophet) to build

ilt strom

t Hazrak, he b

alter havin
In addition,
('@pét) and

uilt, Afis
the temple [of Huwer] " ** According to
itury B.C.),

d ordered

the text mentions that Zakkur built, or 1

the gods |

a4 Luwian-Phoenician bilingual i epe (Bth ¢

scription from Kar

in the conguered areas

Azitawadda built fortresses and ¢

peof in them.* In one of the cities he built Azitawaddiva, h
installed {2w*) a god, Baal-KENTRYS, and sac the gods.*
Sett
his own subjects to move to the te
stabili

fultilled the same function. Such temples were part of

iced to

rdered 2 oyf
OTRENed 30 E Ol

people in a conquered area implies that the k

y. Their function was to promote

and control. Building temples and

roval adminis-

tration and, were state property since the realm of the king and the

2 m of this 1 N srd the came
realm of the god were one and the same

1 Moabite stone (Yth century B.C.) offers infor

The so-call ation not

ies, but also

iative in buile

mly about king Mesha’s ini and rebutlding

tipasa

3 W
1 Samaf

&8 For
i H.G:
¢ also M
ten wom Kara-

ranslated

discusston of these

kischer Religion in

kischer wmd

i Detitschier CFrer far vorm 2. bis 27 Julf 1948 im Warzhure, Vor

. L {(ZDMG Suppl. 1:1), Wiesk

n 1969, p

or the Luwian text, see

The Hierogly phic

“On the Pr

. Hawkins and A. Mopurg:

inarolian Studies 28/78, pp. 103-119

5 KATIL p. 41
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about an Israelite s activity inthe same sphere. Mesha mentions (11, 9§f.)

that the [sraelite

¢ (Omri or Ahab) built both *Atarot and Jahas.in the

war of liberation against the Israelites, Mesha captured these two cities
among others, As a n™ d Moab, he killed all the

1 brought the S#9% of its pod Dod*

to Chemosh a

to his god Che-
mosh (1. 121.)

namely, Nebo |

wother captured city,

8). The %3 or *2[®7]x of its god Yahweh were

* treatment was accorded to a

dragged before Cl It is possible that both the *72 and the 7RI are

of these two Israelite

i . | e b=
or holy vessels. As such they

it as trophies to Chemosh, the the Moahites, who

these two cities

wis also honored with

Fhe gods of th | people annihilated, and
"Adarot wi
Subsequently, Mesha annexed J;

not told whether th

15 to Dibon (1, 2007 Alt

WS a sanct in Jahas, it is proba

place. This assumptio

h men-

by Josh. : ayim) and [ Chr. 6:78, w

tion that Jahas was gi

3 a5 a Levitical city (as were Bezer

Heshbon and Ked Transiordan).™ Conse

1T 15 PpOSSIDie 1O

8 The wext does not

“The Moahite Stone as a

C.IF. Bur one ot 5 1o it W Dibo i o e
London 313, cf. al he discu

o il note that 1 Omni J the twa LA
21:36 and L. Chre. 6:73 are of no historical value for a e strictror thie
ment of the lsraelites in the 13th and 12t Moreo Nu s 32:3
must | miguest ther i [
Lo, S€ Q/RO, pp. 65T
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associate them with the city’s

It place.™ Just as the priests in Egyptian
(border) temples, or temples in occupied territories officials,™

50 the Levites of I

WEre Toy:

15, like those of other "Levitical eities™. m

have

YOET

an arm of the royal administration. In the case of Jahas, that would be the
northern kingdom, lsrael. If this thesis is correct, the Levites must be seen as
bout this below).*

state :.'I:'I_'I|I!}1'l.':-. [ ore

In order to strenset

Mesha not

v and highways

1 his position in the xd kin

only built or rebuilt cities, he also ordered cisterns to be d

to be construct

. Israelite prisoners of war, among others, were us
these projects (1. 25f). Among the cities (re)built bv Mesha were Baal-
Meon, Qaryaton (1. 9 ff.) and Arcer (1. 263 In addition. he built the
wige of Baal-Meon (11,

ace names may refer 1o the

house of Medeha, the house of Diblaton, and the

30f.). The term n*a, “house™ i

ront of the

temples of these cities (N2 being

I

the common Canaanite and West-Semitic

designation for temple). This

conclusion is supported by the fact that in

line 9, Baal-Meon occurs as the name of the city. Therefor
v of Ba;

mld be understood as royal sanctus;

the phrase beth

Meon is the house (temple) of the Meon.* The temples

built by the ki I

mnt

and, as such, part of the state administration. Such building activity must

n as part licy of incorporating the conquered areas into

his kingdom

Ser Pharaor

[*

spuRre [oriress was uncovered, see

| LI . The fortress was

later by the Nabatean awever, its orgin g

Fa ‘lf.l.. Aceording 1o PLW [
v

11

gstine in the

,The Wars of Mesha, K
Beth-Bamaoth

13:17, KAT 11, p. 178

ldine old ones may have been *

mpressment of prisoners,” Alan D, Crown,

and Urbanization in Ancient Canaan in the Secc

-Nahrain 11/71, p. 38, In additdon to his estate

ensive lots of ternitory in the country where h
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The nnp (garho -:_J'H'r:.'uj mentioned in the Mesha inscription can per-
haps be L'-'!Ihl['L‘I.J with the '.|-.'|'-si.~llh> of the city of Dibon (11, 3.21 ff.). Ac

cording to B. Mazar, girhu, “acropolis,” is an Akkadian loan-word.” How-

ever, A. L. Oppenheim understood the cuneiform &ivfine as “neither Akkadian
nor Semitic,” but maintained that it should be compared with a Hittite
phirase to be read ¥arazz@ gurta¥,®® which means the upper city. In that light,
he saw Kirku as a walled area (cf. OECT IV 150,IV,6 = diru, *wall” 3% } in

the center of a city

W6 14

containing the temple and probably also the palace
If the connection between kirhu and Mesha's 11937 is correct, it means
that the inner walled city of Dibon was this An9p, acropolis, on the 5o ,"
where Mesha built a sanctuary for Moab’s god Chemaosh.*® The phenomenon
is all the more interesting because it affords us a glimpse into Ancient Near
Eastern City |!-J;|Illllllg. In other words, it ey have been common to begin
construction with fortifications, administrative buildings and a temple on
the highest spot of the chosen area surrounded by a wall. The rest of the
city, then, evolved out of, around, or at the side of the acropolis on a lower
level, and was similarly enclosed by a wall, ™

prisoners, businessmen, m and cult personnel, see Julia Zabfocka, “Palast und

i

Kanig. Ein Beitrag zu der coher

suassy rischen Eigentumsverhalinissen,” Altorien

Forschungen 4(76, p. 104
A7 Encyclopawdia Bibfica IV (in Hebrew), Jenssalem 1962, col. 923, cf, Bezold
Goctee, “Bollwerk,” Babvilonische-Assyrisehes Glossar, Heidelberg
 H. Giin
1%

ock (private communication)

I am indebted to M. Weippert Tor this reference
W Ancient Mesop ra, pp. 1311, . H, Gaterbock, JC5 10/56,
The Hittite Temple According to Written Sources,” Le Ter
That the Ugaritic grif¥ was derived from the Hittite kurta¥ (of, W.F. Albricht, “New
Canaanite Historical and My thelogical Data,” BASOR 63/36, p. 27. n. 9) has been
refuted by A, Goetze, “The City Khalbi and the Khapirna People,” BASGR 79/40,
I 33, and also by 1.C. Greenfield, “Some Glosses on ¢ Epic,” Ererz forael
9/69, p. 61
HCf, M. Noth, “Die Wepe der Ph
60/37, p. 49 (= Aufsitze 11, p. 61). Concerning nnayp AL H. va
TR or AmMp, The Moabires, Leiden 1960, p. B0,
41 f 1.C.L. Git
p. T8 I'he term

05 I 3340

125

ef e Culre. p

iraonenhecre in Pa

a und Syrien,” Z0PV
Zijl sug

rsts the reading

Texthook af 5 semitic Inscrip

ang 1, Oxford 1973,

the sons of Qorah™ wo

¢ designation for the

W osueh o fo ':k\:,:_'IIlF"'i\'

Cr. A.L. Oppend

case, for instance, at Khalaje and Khor-

{ancient Arba’ ilu) where the mosqgue is buil

sabad. Compare also th

the center of the ¢ity, as was the

s in ancient times, see H, Frankiort, WL
217500, P QBff., and

cred, Berlin 1959, pp. LIL, and

.Il:'.ll.l. ) Ir'l.'-u.'.'lr .IIIII"I W

F"|.1||||:|1:.: in Afcient :‘tf-.'~-.:-|l-ll._.:'::.-_
fig. 6. See also A, Moort
B. Hrouda, who says that since Old Baby
noch

nian times “wird der lempel zu ebener brde

dtzlich dadurch von seiner i e Umwelt ahpesetzl, das er aut eine Art

Podium gestellt und somit im wahrsten Sinne des Wortes erhdht wird.™ “Le mobilier
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Mesl

preced

s capital ai Dibon appears to have been a new settlement not
ly Iron Age city.” Ac

A.D. Tushingham, the first settlement of the excavated area dates to around

by any Late Bronze Age or E ording to

+ of the ninth century B.C..Y"* which coincides with “the floruit

of Mesha about 840—-30 B.C."* Thus, it is possible to paralle] Mesha's

building of Dibon w the phenomenon of creating cities “on 1
I

new capitals (Kar-Tukulti-Ninurta, Kir-Sulmanafaridu, Ddir-5arrukin.

Omri’s purchase of the hill of Shemer™ for the construction of a cam

Samaria, is ano

oy parallel. Did Omri build a temple there? [ am inclined to

e 3% 3 phenomenon ol énvironmental defense’ EIVINE Protcction
Strug The Legacy of Sumer

y, Pp. 69-77. It should be noted that,

varn Planning and ( 1ur
ica IV), Malibu, Cal,, 1°
25 {V1:2), the Phoeni I
on heghts and ks close 1 i 8 i, M. Noth, “Zum Ursprung der phiinikischen
irehe Polis als

aceardingeg 1o |!.||h:.. an seftlers on Sicily founded their cities

Kilistenstadue,” W 5 o 1/47 21101, Eenst Kirsten, Die grie

am thinks tl
1o the

I 3
aien § 05,

For the probability ntsin the area,

it shiould be mentioned that tl 15 some pottery which may b ted to this pericod

DR 403, A

see, J. AL Shue e Department of Antiguities (1
20075, p. 104, 1 pottery with the so-called Midia

ound at Ti temple bst from the time of R 4
[-b-n-f 1% n and has been identified with Dhbon, see KA. Kitchen, "Some New

' JEA 50/64, pp. 4700, 55, W, Helck, D

al f-b-r-1 with

name fpn in a list of T1 1

“Did Rame

ta-pert | . in an Amenophis 111 Lise
n Alalakh LI | I
included, e (i

Hie

tempel

should

see Edel, p. 24, Thus, one may conclude that

%3 Tushingham, op. cit., p. 15, ¢f. pp. 231
¥ Tushingham, p. 24

AT ALl !.l;'i:':ill._'glil__1."-.'--::' Wi QPafamg hantxca

. e 1 i " TR i i 1 ni tve N
vere carried out on a small area, one cannot, as yet, draw any definitive conclusions

R. Amiran, “A MNew Sche

see Y. Ahar

Falesting
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answer in the aftu Mear Eastern he:

v, Just like any anc

Of state

ion of a

undertaking construct tal, it was one of his duties to plan a

sanctuary or temple within the palace complex. An indication that this was

the case is Hosea's reference to calt of Samana (8:5f.), most .:uu':\. haly

ol Sama

his l_f:."hi:.'ll:lli--

are, the sanctuary of the

call of Samaria was diffe b built for his

from the 1 that king Ah

vife Jezebel, Dedicated to the Tyrian 1 latter should be understood

as a cult place for the queen and entourage. That it became a competitor

of Israel’s official religion is another story. The point being emphasized here

palace complex in the nation's capital required a sanctuary, for

religion and state could not be separated. Indeed, ion was the ideologi-

? s existence an

cal base both for the kin
of view, A. Alt's suy

should

. ndd \ ;
for his pOIICIES. From this ponnt

estion that Omri | 1%

d a sanctuary in his new capita

e taken seriously .

e Acraopolis phenomenon

As mentione ‘¢, the “acropolis” phenomenon wias common in con-

nection v nited

buildin B fortified cities and was, not .'Ii-lft lix
A Prophet s Mistake,” Seriprure in History and
Jed. by A | Mermll and T.W. Owver-

s .‘{.-Jru.;r.':”-

ness to Ah

the Relteton of Teae
Meukirchen 1961, pp
N ':.‘J‘ in v. b

iar. The prophet starts with the idols of the nation Israel, and from

shows that 3%ay in

Lund 1959, p. 91. One cannot sim

twa te

two bull idols (ang

namely, Be
His amm was
deals wi
i K1

W AlAnsncs
at Hos, B:4ff
“they

d gold

(v. 4), and i

In other words, state an

of the Davidic establish
ontains information ab
try — information t
northern king

nv. 6 should be seen as the interrog:

iter of Hosea used in
added that ‘Bingim o8
to H.5. Nyberg, wi

ho translates: “*Denan was hat Isr
1 Ho

 according

ol mit thm (dem Kalb) zu tun
tets Arsskrift 1935:6). U

St che (Uppsala Univer

ppsala 1935, p. 62
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to national capitals. Some of the place names in the Old Testament may
reflect this custom. For instance, the name of the south-Palestinian city
Adoraim may indicate that it consisted of an upper and a lower city or, a
“double™ city built on two geographical “humps™.” As early as 1876,
J. Flirst understood the dual form to refer to a “Doppelstadt™, i.e. an upper
and a lower city; the upper city having been constructed first.*® According

to 2 Chr. 11:9, Adoraim was one of the cities fortified (or built) by king

Rehoboam of Judah. Another city fortified by the same king was Azekah,
usually identified with Tell Zakariva. Excavations at this tell have unearthed
an acropolis with a large fortress, ™

The city of Ramathaim, Samuel’s birth place (1 Sam. 1:1), may be
another example of this phenomenon.” [ts sanctuary could have been
located either on one of its heights or on a hill in the midst of the city and
enclosed by a wall.*® This city seems to be the one to which the narrator
refers in 1 Sam. 9:6. In this text Saul and his na'ar, “knight, attendant,”
come to the land of Zuph where Ramathaim is located. The ma'ar discloses
that a “seer” lives in a nearby town. Although he does not mention his
name, in 9:14, this seer is identified with Samuel. It has often been argued

51 “Der Stadtstaat Samaria,” Kleine Schriften 111, 1959, pp. 27401, G. Wallis con-
siders the “Echtheit™ of Hos 8:5
stadte,” VT 2676, p. 490, Se

52 For a discussion of the 1o

3. 28 dubious
welow, p. bl I
3t TR, see Ahlstrdm, FT 17/67, pp. 1-7. In | Mace.
13:20 the city is called Adora. It has been ide , ca. 8 km. SW of
Hebron, . Simons, The Geographical and .rr:l|r:r.lxr.'.','.l.-'.'r.'|.'|' lexis of the Ofd Testament
Die alten Oris.
namten Paldstings, Hildesheim ‘1968, pp. 35tf,, C. Fontinoy, "Les noms de lieux en
dans 1a Bikle,” 'F 3. 1971, Pp. 39f, M. Gore, Einrerst
ledergabe paldstinischer Orisname
Bonn 1971, pp. 3ff. For variant forms of
“The ['.|II1[!.lij!I1\. of Sargon 1 of Azesir A Chronolos

‘Jerusalem und Samaria als K&nigs

ied with Dur

Leiden 1959, p. 369, For a discussion about the name, see W, Bor

FILFEEERT Jlr rl.l:r'.l'.'.ll_'.!".'lrh;.'.'-
e Studien, N.S. 29},
¢ also H, Tadmaor,
-Historical Study,” JC85 12/58,

SCRER

P 4.

53 Hebrdisches und
1876, &1

ch disches Hondworferbuch zum Alren Testament, Leipzie

53 F.J. Bliss and R.A.S5. Macalister, Excavarfons in Polestine during the vears

JSOS T ENT

L London 1902, pp. 126f. and plate 3, E. Stern dated the fortress of Azekah
" EAEHL 1, Jerusalem 1975, pp.
14111, An inscription most prabably by Sennacherib testifies to the impressive

to no earber than the cight century B.C., “Azekah

fortifications at Azekah, see N, Na'aman, "Sennacherib’s ‘Letter to God" on his Cam
paign to Judah,” BASOR 21774, pp. 250f. The o called Azekah-fragment (BM §2-3.23,
131} has by Ma'aman been seen as being a part of text K 6205. H. Tadmor ascribed o
Azekahdragment to Sargon 1, JOF 12/58, pp. BOf

55 According to Y. Aharoni, this name has a sufformative and not a dual ending,
The Land of the Bible, p. 109.

¢ For the sanctuary, the bamah, being located inside the ¢ ity wi
The Word BMH in the Old Testemenr (Unpubl. Phe D, Diss, 1
1977}, pp. 28711, Note, for instance, that in Am. 7:9 3 it and migd#¥E are parallel
terms

e W.B, Barrick,

speity of ['l':|._._;;-_'-u
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that the narrator of chapter 9 has used folkloristic motifs to tell his story,””
namely, how a young man, Saul, “unsuspectingly™ became king. In a sense
this seems to be correct, but the point to be emphasized is that Saul was
divinely chosen — in accordance with the Near Eastern royal ideology
and appointed ndgfd before he was actually enthroned. ™ The mediator of
the divine choice was to be Samuel, ™

If indeed the name Ramathaim means “the two heights™, the discrep-
ancy™ between 1 Sam. 9:14b and 9:18 disappears (if the text refers to
Ramathaim). In v. 14b, when Saul and his knight enter the city, they see
Samuel coming towards them in order to go to the b@mdh. According to
v. 18, Saul approached Samuel “in the gate.” This may refer not to the city
gate but to the gate leading up to the height where the badmagh was located.
Consequently, all three — Samuel, Saul and his knight — were inside the city
i

wall and met at the gate leading up to the bdmah.® This is also clear from

the following; when the cult feast and its sacrificial meal were over,®? the
participants went down from the bamah but were still within the city limits,
Y, v, 2589

The acropolis phenomenon may also help us to understand 1 Sam. 10
Sff. Here Samuel told Saul that on his way home he would meet ecstatic
prophets in gib*ear ha’&lohim who were descending from the hdmdh, the
sanctuary, of the city. Both this verse and verse 13, suggest that the bamdh

dizs

y L ifterarscie

57 For chapter 9 showing folkloristic mouifs, see H. Gressmann, Die
seiichesschreil r und Prophetic foraels von Samuel bis Amos und Hoge
Alten Testaments 11:1), Gottingen 1921, pp. 2661, of. Ivar Hyland
Samuel-Saul-Komplex (1. Sam. [-15) traditionsgeschichilich untersuehi, Upps
Leipzig 1932, p. 146, Ludwig Schmidt, Menschiicher Erfolg und Jafwes [nirar
(WMANT 38) Nevkirchen 1970, p. 79, B.C. Birch, The Rise of the liraelite Monarch)y
Fhe Growth and Development of | Samuel 7= 15 (SBL Digs, Series 27), Missou
1976, pp. 3341, A.D.H. Mayes, “The Rise of the lsraclite Monarchy,” Z4
pp. 1301,

58 Cf. B.C. Birch, op. cir., p. 38, T. Mettinger, King and Messioh (Coniectanea
Biblica, Old Test, Series £), Lund 1976, pp. THT,

59 That the Degteronomist was “for

ced™ ideologically to accept Sa

election, see R.E. Clements, “The Deuteronomistic Interpretation of the Four
the Monarchy in 1. Sam. VII1," T 24/74, pp. 4071,
&0 Ludwig Schmidi, for example, considers verses 14b and 18 as being written by
different hands, Menschlicher Erfoly und Jahwes Initiative, p. 72, M. Haran, on the
y and
continuity of the narrative in 1 Sam. 9," Temples and Temple Service in Ancient Israel
Oxford 1978, p. 311, n, 35

&1 Verse 13 may also indicate that the bamah was inside the city

other hand, savs that there “is no convincing reason to doubt the homog

62 Called a coronation banguet by L. Schmidt, op. eff., pp. 84
&3 According to M. Haran, the thirty men invited 1o tl
imim,” T 19/69, pp. 170 It is

east were the heads ol

sosstble t

the families of the city, "Zebah hayy

these men were the elders of the town and that Samuel acted as their leader, fa2an i
4

{“'mayor™), to use an Akkadian word, cf. the discussion below, pp. 221
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is inside the city, c¢f. 1 Chr, 16:39, 21:29. When Saul reached this city,

1e town,” he entered its sanctuary 7R3N ®aN .

which was probably his ho

s asked by his dwed where he and his 9521, knight, had been. Saul told
him about the search for the she-asses, revealing only that they had been

found. Who, then, is 1

1is dwd T One must first recognize that, according to

10:5, the \.i':‘_u had a Philistine arrison.”™ I this city is Gibeon, fi

1 for the Philistine

graphical point of view, it would be an ideal locat
1

e of the Philistines whose duty it was

occupation forces to station a commal

imsequently, the dwd

may have been an official in the

to keep an eyve on the goings on there. Indeed, if this is the case, that Saul

did not tell the dwd about his des stand-
As a Philisti
could quickly h:
Here the narrator

ation to kingship is totally un

ahl ¢ official, this ceven if he was one of Saul’s relatives,™

Philistine oceu
appointed to ki

Saul was divinely

nion o show t

pon his military career. To do

4 future

$0 he wrapped his story in the guise of folklore, depicting Saul

savior whose election to kingship, willed by ity, had tc

et

s0 that the oppressors, the Philistines, would not learn of it. In this way, the

composition gives an aura of latent drama

20

family very v

lition is unanimous, Mo MS

s Tar as we Know

w3, cf. L. Sam. 13:3.

8% PR, Ackrovd «
ST The First Book of

Cam Jge 1971, p

: (o which 3aul
, Mew English

1 was a Philis-

‘poverner’ of
be quite natural for Saul to meet him in or at the bdmah since it was
anel, thus, part of the

acropalis of the ¢y ninistrative «
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In discussing the phenomenon of sanctuaries as local centers of adminis.
tration, the information given in 1 Sam, 7:15ff. is important. From this
, Bethel and Mizpah. At the

sanctuaries of these places (nympnm, v. 16)™ he is said to have “judged”,

passage we learn of Samuel’s yearly visits to Gl

uBw, i.e. governed, ruled,™ the people who, in the Hebrew text are called
Israel, S®wrnr.™ Together with Ramah, Samuel’s city of residence, these
three places were probably the important administrative and cult centers of
the area over which Samuel ruled. There he carried out administrative duties
and “reestablished” the religious order of the society year by yvear.™ In all
probability, his area of jurisdiction did not extend beyond these towns and
their immediate surroundings. In other words, his rulership was limited to
the central hill country.

The exercize of power In 4 city (and its surrounding district) was very
much in the hands of the city elders.™ In the garitic rural community, for
example, the most prominent of the elders was the hazannu,™ an Akkadian

1 For gypn as a frequent culi-place de caee FLOF

Background of Gen. -1 VT 10/60, pp. 285100, 8. Talmon

“Synonymous Rea
iz VIII, Jer

cramamic Schood, Oxford

in the Texteal Traditions of the Old Testament,” Ser
lem 1961, pp. 3594, M, Weinf

1972, p. 236, n. 3, It should be add

W v

tes the term in v. 16 with

nyuay

BLE .

d L 15

he term wow refers to all the duties of a ruler, cf. L. Sam. 8: 20 wh
linked with ®¥Y expressing the idea of |

T Cf. C.H.I1. de Geus, TH
Samuel (I Sam. 7:13) was adorned with t me laurels as Saul and David, of, H. Gress

mann, Die FProphetie Tsracls (Die

PEC 1IN War.

we should also note that

ten des Alten

g :
gen *1921, p. 26. In this pass ties ta from lsras]

by the Philistines are snoid to have been restored to her, However, since lsracl as a

nation did

from the

time, no cities could ven back to it. The text is written
his to be the time of David,
ng (FRLANT B1), GG
g, ZThK 56/59, pp. 253ff. 5
Mettinger ves that 1 Sam

v Phikeitn L]
Philistines

ewpoint of a later time. A Weiser

Samuel. Seime geschichiliche Aufeabe und relgi
en 1962, pp. 220, Id. “San
1. Blenkinsopp, Gibeon and forgel, p. 79, 1

aL': b J‘;’! Ii 15LCE

I Sam, 12:11 underscores t completely

L One c3Ln

“savior™ from oppression.

As @ paraliel it should be mentioned that the Hittite )

lestivals a

dmbers of their court journeyed to annual

“Gotterreisen. B ch h LR

asiariscfren Archaolo

rlin 1969, p, 483, DA, MeKenzie assumes that Sa
his YOunger ¥ears, ' had gone on a much more extensive circunt”, “The _|=,i|,I:_-|,- of lsraecl,
FT 1767, p. 121. This is, of course, nothing

T3 O, H. Klengel, *Die Rolle der
Hethiterzeit,” £4 57/65, pp. 235f, The elder
duties, of, G.W. Ahlsiram, Joef and rhe femple Cuilr e Jeris
1971, pp. 35

¢ than pure conjecture,
v (LUMESSU 1y

m o have had bot

1 Klemnasien der

M. Helzer, The Rural Commanity in Ancient CUparir, Wiesbaden 1976, pp. 8017,
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word {cf. CAD) which may be translated *“chief magistrate of & town™; in
other words “mayor” ar “Blrgermeister,”” “Ortsvorsteher.™ ™ This title,
which is identical to rabi*dnum, rabdnufm), “the great one”, is also known
from Mari (ARM I11:73:9) and Alalakh where it occurs, for instance, in

context with the elders.™ In the Amarna letters it is often used 1o refer to
the ruler of a city-state,® This is quite natural, since a city ruler could not

call himself a king when writing to the Pharaoh. It may, perhaps, be possible

to compare hazannufrabdnu with the Canaanite ¥opét or far, both of w
are found in the Old Testament. In Assyria and Babylonia, the hazannu was
a city leader usually appointed by the king. According to H.W.F. Saggs, in
T'his may be ex-
enomenon and, as such,

s 1

Babylonia his status was “as much religiong as civil

plained by the fact that religion was a collective ¢
Was coOmmumy business.

With this as a background, it is tempting to see Samuel as a city leader of

the Syro-Palestinian frazannu/rabinu-$opét type whose influence extended

to other places outside his own city. To judge from the tradition in 1 Sam

12:11, Samuel was an important leader to the residents of the central hill

country. This text states that Samuel was one of the four men of the pre-

monarchic time who saved the people from oppression. The three others

were Jerubbaal, Bedan and Jephtah.™ It appears that certain groups of

prople remembered Samuel as a hero. Later tradition built him up as a

leader of all the Israclites and, as a conse

uence, the biblical historiographer

::.I!,I!';'l'l: him among the I'|I,.'|.1.:.'l.'5-1 and made him ; :":'i.'.‘.'“"ri"-. :-.':'u,:-:-g.-\t_ﬂ:]:i.r; for

Deuteronomistic ideas. If, as the biblical tradition maintains, he was educated

as a priest, he may be characterized as a priest ruler. This may be the basis

ving him as a prophet since priests sometimes fulfilled prophetic

duties.”

Two other examples of local hill country leaders may be mentioned. The

Cl. N.B. Jankowska, “"Communal Self-Government and the King of the State
of Arrapha,” JESHO 12/69, pp. 26511,
B H Klengel, “Fu den ¥
po. 3711
T D1, Wiseman, The 4
50 O, H.). Katzenstein, The H
L | Narions of |
For the
Macalister, The Exi

K

Leit”, Chricmtalia 2960

N Tablets, 1953, texi T.ef.p. 158b (Index)
'3, p. 31. Cf. G. Bucce-
}, Rome 1967, pp. 6561

fan inscription, R.ALS

tory af Tvre, Temn

Syria (Studi Se

aierl of CreZer (oo

Fid

r 1, London 1911, pp. 22ff.}, see, for instanoe,
t Gezer," JEJ 22{72, pp. 1431

A
5

rifons of §
tian Official o
* Crreatmess that was Babylon, New York 1963, i B 25

0, CAn Eiry

82 For this tradition which does not know anything about a Joshua “conguest™
see Ahlstrom, “Another Moses Trad " JINES 39/80, pp. 650, Because
Usaviors', it may originate from a time be
k of Judge

Sthoed. 1974, 5.0

knows of only four leaders oo

ton of the history which occurs in 1

g Hrifarnni: {

Deuteronomic

B3 G.W. Ahlstrém, “Prophecy,” £n

ynafru
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head priest of Shiloh, Eli, should alse be seen as a priest-ruler if the textual

material about him reflects history. Eli was probably of Canaanite origin — a

priest of the god ‘Alu.®™ As a leader of a central Israelite district, he was

included among the "il'n]:_-l_'s' by the later historiographer (I Sam. 4:18)

who, quite possibly, had recourse to traditions about the country’s

herpes, Consequently, the story about Eli and the Israelites worshipping at

Shiloh may provide interesting hints about the real history of thel

| country

in pre-menarchic time. The majority of

ple around Shiloh may have

been of Canaanite arigin. Dwelling close to the Israelites who lived between

Shechen

id Shiloh, they were later counted as belonging to them.* We

L

ik of Samuel.

should also note that Eli is not

En any ancesiry in

However, in [ Chr, 24: 3, like all priests who were “Israelitized™, he was con-

af the line of Ithamar®
1¢ of Eleazar).

nected with the “tribe™ of Levi as an Aaronide

with t!

e5 hum

Judges 17 relates that a man, Mi

(2 Esdr, 1:2f. assoc

h, built a ten made idols tor it

ner since build

ordinary | ig temples and appointing priests were roval
prerogatives. Later Micah is said to have appointed a Levite as the main
| was a city ruler or

petty prince, one should note that when he was robbed of his Levite and

priest in the tem; 1e theory that Mica

':"ll'.IrI!' 1

i v the Darites he miirennad thamn 4 i ¥ 4+ ——
idols by the Danites, he pursued them with his men in order to recover his

property. This is military business. When Micah realized that his troops were
P

not as strong as those of the Danites, he returned hom

Finally, one more observation is necessary. Because Pale

flten Testament,” AR W 35

epithet of Yahweh, of. L. Vigano, Nomi ¢

Yerrd -<ovest (Biblica et Orientalia 31), Rome

the settlement problems of the central hill country, see my article, “Another

Moses Tradition.™ pp. &

eed on a reordenng of the gen
tite Myth and Hebrew Epic, Cam-
the Eli clan as being Mushite, pp. 195171,
siruction af histd

first made his name “dwell™ (Jer, 7:12)

1 Tace valae,” (

PEs and cannol Ge (3K

Mass,, 1973, p. 20
H'.'..l'l"'\.- ||I|I-'.
where Y

0. Cross soes

¥, Shiloh is m

rmatural that the k

87 G.W. Ahlstron
problems of comps
1718, iwra FProp
York 1962, pp. 68f1. Concerming the histe

“Judge" is mentioned (probably because tl

".‘:'||||:|. et ciated with

i Swnerer

As to the

of Judges

see, [or nstance,
FIEiSHmn, MNEw

17-18 wh

Heritage, od. by rzon, and W.

tionms in Judg

K.G. Boling assumes that “by the mid-aley

ably quite
City, MN.Y., 19

raor s hasti

¢ and increasingly cor

o
093, T
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ily “tell minded™, we have rel

ology has been pr

It I,fl:'

tively little knowle
several surveys |
the last decades. We do not know, for instance,

-

arcas aro ind t

HEnle]]

ircient cities even tho

AVE

been undertaken durin
whether the villages, bdnde, governed by a city had any sanctuaries or cult
ce cultic and military personnel
illages, several, if not all of the villages, may have had their own
aritic kin
as harvest rituals were performed. T

places. Althm

It wag not necessary to p

i.‘l these
om.™ There the communal

1ese were probably acted out

1

laces as was the case in the 1

rtes suc

at the site, for e If this was

1 their own cultic functionaries, just as in the ki

at threshing floors and winepresses.

the case, these villages |
dom of Ugarit Such a functionary could have been the leading elder of
the community who, like the fazannu, had o
aking too sharp a distinction |
men. The leader of a community, |

ic duties. How

QONE

should caution against n cen priests and

, Was the leader

it a state or a villa
of the society’s actions

88 M, Hel

} \zer, The Rural Community in Ancient Ugarit, Wiesbaden 1976, pp
89 Of, G.W, J

m, “Der Prog Tempell

1. For winepresses in the area

Culdt af Jersaiem, P
"Winepresses and Cup Marks of the Jenin-Megiddo

19-49, For Greece, see, for instance, M.P. Nilsson

i Tt

cer Bedeurung mit Ausschluss der Attischen, L

[ v powren. threshine floor, as being used for harvest

H.H. Rowlay understood the information in 2 Sam. 24: 25, that David built an a

F i 11 mor=eae il & Tt ke
Araunah, as prool that this was a non-sacral site. 1t became |

: A ladelphiia 1967
AT IL(1974), 1977, cols. 691, On the other
loor had the

it. Had the place not been sax reed

1 iR ferael. P

5 by saying that because Araunah’s threshing

nimbus of ¢h altar could be b

built an altar there. F. M. Cross mis-

would, of course, have been a profanath

inderstood the idea of the gowen as a sometime cultplace when he stated that the “kine

il Jerusalem was not threghing in his sanctuary,” Camosanire Myth and Hebrew Epic,

rass did aotl understand the connection and relationship betweer

vist and ritual. He U prports his opinion by theorizing th 1 E14]

V. Frite, Tempel und Zelt, Neakirchen 1977, pp. 171 However, to use, as Cross does,
s 4005 Xt in order to 1
dubious method, Cf, Cross, “The History of the Biblica
the Judean Desert.”" HTR § .'-F:-1.',-'.'\- 2941 It tha
roblems in 2 Sam. 24 23a. The Masor
it. Rather, the |

21:21) and

Chronicler's version (1 Chr

VIle

he text. Adthe
eshing wh

SITuchion i

wat £l

TRTn; the one who writes #
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Popular refigion

The existence of communal rites and feasts makes it possible to draw a
conclusion which is of some importance for the study of religion in the

ancient Mear East. The rituals ot a vi

ge may be characterized as “popular™
.’!."J:':'il."ll a term often used but never defined with repard to contant in the
cultures of the Near East. These local rituals were nod part of the official,
national religion, which was directed from the capital by the king's adminis-
tration. However, popular and national religion may have mutually influ-
enced each other at certain times and, therefore, ressemblances are to he
1""\_'.'“.'{':’.\]. Indeed, it is |'Irl:!'hl.|.!‘.-|i.' that II.'I!,:'.l actions in !'fli':|_||'\-|i|\' matters re-

sulted in interference in the popular religion. On the other hand, there were

times when the

['u

utional religion received new directives through royal edicts

=5. Whether,

at did not essentially alter the rituals and beliefs of the vill

tor example, King Josiah's reorganization of his administration and national
religion affected communal religion is impossible to determine since no

information about the problem is available. What we do know is that Josiah's

reform was of some consequence for the national sanctuaries, 2 Kings 23: 5,
wome priests, appointed by the kings of Judah, were deposed. Consequently,
d that the Judahite village festivals continued as before.
Because they were, in the main, directed to (the) fertility pods, Josiah’s

it cam be maintaine

order that only in Jerusalem could sacrifice be directed to Yahweh may not

have changed much, if anything, of the rural communities’ religious life. It

should also be remembered that the king could not easilv alter agricultural

CUSTOITIS.



CHAFTER THREI

ADMINISTRATION AND BUILDING ACTIVITIES
IN THE DAVIDIC-SOLOMONIC KINGDOM

Exactly how the nation was administered during the reigns of Saul and

David is not made clear by the texts. It is particularly the administrative

rization under Saul tha

Cscapes Us Of ¢ irse, he could not have ruled

Imimstrative personnel. For ¢

was his R2¥7 W, generalissimus, I Sam

without some

a5." The priest Ahia
14:3, 18, and

L i I Fthia mawr Einsd
may nave been e ciuel priest of the new Kingdom,

the servants of Saul, mentioned in [ Sam. 16:17, 22:6f., 9.14, may have

L 1 It
2 -'|'|'-"':|;:|!"-' ‘nl'.\" COUrt memoers. III.:-‘.'.'I."{-:'I_ DeCaEuse |:|_'

comprised the king

narrators were not interested 1f how :!'-L' country was :l_;i||;ir||\[|_';'._~.'|_ Wi
no more :_1h.||'.f it.
It !\I-':"“il:- ro ."-:.' assumed that the .-,.:.II'|i.'|i_\1:';|['_.'||i af the moi |'.\_;'|:\ of

lsrael emerged in a vacuum. Instead, it must be remembered that Egypt

d an important political role in Palestine.* Consequentlv, it can be

tion and the court system of the Canaa-

maintained that both the adminis
nite city states were partly influenced by the Egyptian system, at least from
the 18th dynasty. From the Tell el-Amarna letters we know that the princes
of the Canaanite city states had to send their sons, the presumptive heirs, to

Pharoah's court to be ‘educated’ and so to become faithful vassals.? In the

Egyptian capital, the Versailles of its time, they learmned how court and

ary personne] in Palestine certainly contri-

administration were organized and function:
buted to the spread of

Consequently, it is

In addition, the presence of

ptian administrators and mi

e Egyptian system.
lik

cluding the Jerusalemite king) organized their own admiinistrations, they

ely that when Syro-Palestinian petty kings (in-

I This term is also u Sisera, Judg. 4:7, and Joab, | Kings
10:18, 2 Kings 5:1

1:19, as well as for two

¢ The biblical writers do 1

spll out the | t the reign of Solomon (for

example) also was a time of Phe ernician-Egyptian influence that was, by and large
foreign to the people of the hill country .

* See, for instance, EA 171:4 and 296 25-28. The latter says that the prince lahtiri

was first sent to the Egyptian court and later was “tested”
a), cf. JLA.Knudtzon, Die Te
I Tepring As

it the Egy ptian base
citet von O, We

[ el-Amarng Tafein 11, b
1 1964, 1275, 1346,

zeitlichen Paliistina,”™ Bef

1 Of, K.-H. Bernhardt, *

frage zur soziglen Strukiur de

."\-.:I:IJII"\:"..\'\.|\ | BB oro

titen Vorderasien, Berlin 1971, pp. 13361
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used the Egyptian system as a model.®* For instance, the mazkir of Jerusa-
lem which ocours in 2 Sam. 8:16 ef passim may have as its counterpart the

Egyptian whm.w, “Sprecher, Mitteiler™, i.e. speaker, spokesman, h

Another title which appears in the abovementioned passage is sdpher. Its
Egyptian parallel is the s¥ msw, “roval scribe™, which seems to have been a
common title referring not only to the Pharoah's chief scribe.’ Another title

for a high official is the ”I‘;lll_l,’\ﬁ friecnd” (nya) of Gen

{3
20

which also is known from the el-Amarma letters, '“."i.'g'!'a Yarrf, EA 228:11

In the case of David, it is highly probable that his military and court system
were fashioned hoth upon the F gyptian example and Jebusite administrative
j:'nl".il_‘['icl.'. His top government officials are listed in 2 Sam. 8:16-18 and 20

2326, cf. [ Chr, 18:15-17, If J. Begrich’s reconstruction of the first list is

correct,'® the high officials in order of rank would be: Joab (over thearmy),
Seraigh (the sdphér), Jehoshaphat (the mazkir), Ben

thites and Pelethites), Zadog {the priest) and David’s sons (priests). In the

ih (over the Chere-

second list, the order is different: Joab (over the army), Benaiah (over the
Cherethites and the Pelethites), Adoram (Adoniram of 1 Kings 4 :6f

over forced labor), Jehoshaphat (mazkir), Sheva (sdpher), Zadog and

5 CI A, Cody, A History of the Old Testament Priesthood (Analecta Biblica
Rome 1969, pp. 961,

& TI. Beprich, ™ '-'|||In'-r und Mazkir. Ein Beitr i@ 2ur inneren Lsesch s dos davidisch-
salomonischen Grossreiches und des Konigreiches Juda,” ZAW 58/40-41, pp. 5f. CF
R, de Vaux, “Titres et functionn: + David et Sa R&
48/39, pp. 3944T., 5. Herrmann, A Hi LELA

Far the translation of whmow, w0 &, Ermg

\I.u"'”"l'.r'\ |.\.|||r Lt

ry of Tsrael in Old

h der eyl
Sprache 1, Leipzig 1926, p. 344, It should be noted that Begrich also saw the “Fron-
v, op, o, p. 11 For o ¢
s plso AL Adt, UINewes b Ll aus dem
buch 20/24, pp. 3400, (K5 111, 1959, pp. 16961,

n—H. Grapow, Warterd

arbeit™ system as being of Egyptian orig ecostion about

Egyptian infleences in these o

Archiv Amenophis IV,"” Palistinaa
J.A. Soggin, “The Period of the Judges a
Judean History, ed. by J.H. Hayes and
Philadelphia 1977, pp. 35611

7 W, Helck co
wnd Newen Reichs, Leide
of LEgypt. An Egyptologst
Wil
ponding title in an Amarnatext (316:16) from Yurza (s5§°r, “wri
Fing as '--..'.'.'f.'.l_.'a?l e W.oF. -"'.I';'-||;'||‘__ *Cuneiform Material for bgy
15001200 B.C.)" JNES 5/46, pp. 200. It also occurs in the
H. Goedicke, The Report of Wenarrtun, Baltimore and London 1975, p

B 2 Sam. 15 37, 16:161., ! Kinps 4:5. 1 Chr. 27:33, of. Gen, 26 26. See H. Don-
ner, "Der "Freund des Kénigs”,” ZAW 73/61, pp. 269-277

# One should note that David did neither destroy Jerusalemn nor did he kil s
inhabitants when he conguered the city

10 ZAWS8/40-41, pp. 51

1 the Rise of the Monarchy,” in feraclite and
I.M. Miller (The Old Testament Library)

ith an "academic” sz, Lur Fen
ogne 1958, p. 61, Cf. R.J, Williar
looks at the Old Te stament,

am s understands the Hebrew mazkir as “chief of |'I-.l:.'.'-.ll."
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thar (priests) and David’s priest Ira from Jair.'' The latter is not given any
Levitical ancestry which indicates that it was not required in the time of
David

It is possible that the text of 2 Sam. 8:17 is corrupt, as has often been

e 12 ' R . " E L
argued.' After £adog the text mentions Ahimelek ben Abiathar instead ol

the expected, Abiathar. First it should be stressed that Abiathar’s position
at David's court is not quite clear, and that perhaps even his name is an
insertion. Moreover, both lists of David's top officials have only one name for
" This
] priest name was added by the

narrator Ahimelek ben Abiathar in the first list and Abiathar in the

each office. but when the priestly office is mentioned we find two.

raises the question of whether the sec

second. Begrich’s reconstruction of the first list, which includes only Zadog's
name, seems correct if the list refers to the top officials. However, from the

narrator's viewpoint it was astonishing that Abiathar was not given the

post as the top ranking official of religious affairs. After all, he was the

ler than

priest of the pre-Jerusalemite time and represented a tradition ol

the Jerusalemite one. From this point of view, Abiathar's inclusion in the

saamid 13 3 % a1 1 = = 2 X . ¥
second list, 2 Sam. 20:23ff., is understandab However, he was never

the head priest of the Jerusalemite religious establishment — a fact that is
not surprising when one considers the possibility that David himself was not
an Israelite. Coming from Bethlehem, a city under Jebusite rule and not part

of Saul®s kingdom,' David was perhaps more familiar with the Jebusite

ministrative apparatus. Consequently, he did not put it out of business

when he became king bt he could, however, have reorgamzed i1, 1t was

:"r..lk.ll'!l.|.-ll’.i' "'|. the l:-|..’-i. als David took over from the Jebus 'i‘il""‘:.‘!l'..

whao held the reins of religious administration during David’s regime. The
idea that Zadog and Abiathar sl
is unrealistic. That Zadoq was the top ranking priest seems evident from t

: = ! y v
ioned first in the texts, ef. 2 Sam. 15:244f.

schi iared the position of chief priest

that he is usually mer

t may indicate that he was not a top official of the

ICE Priest,

afare G

exlly offices 1
Sam. 1661

ave Canaanite names, Moreover, David’s own name ot be

thie

For David as a non-Israclite, see my article, “Was David a Je
Q2/B0, pp. 2B5(T.
15 7, Ah

122, A.R. Carlson mair
1 of prominence in the ‘dew
Abiathar,
1 Chr, 16:3
» Herkunft

aing that “the Jebusite-Jeru-
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to the lsraelite priest from Nob, Abijathar, it is possible that he was given a

ser-

for his e:

prominent and revered position at the court in gratitu
vices to David, and perhaps also in order to appease the people of the north.

I"s officials, it must be stated that

Returning again to the two lists of Davi

it is not necessary to harmonize their differences. Certainly it is conceivable

itive personnel.
ign.

that during David nure as king he replaced some administ

Therefore, the lists may reflect different points in time during his re

One indication that David either reorganized his administration or appointed
erent in the two

additional personnel is the name of the sdphér which is d
lists. In the first his name is Seraigh, but in the second, we find the name
Sheya.!®

[he occurrance of the name Adoram in the second

st, 2 Sam: 20:23

:18) may be another indication of adminis-

(spelled Hadoram in 2 Chr. 1
trative reshuffling. It is possible that he was of Jebusite descent and be-
d .-"n;_:.'-_ll.|_:-' Pr

1 he was appointed as chief over the

1 ¢
e 1n

gious group worshipping Hs

bor and he con-

enschaft des Heil les, Lehrkurs 1956, 2D
suggested that Zadog

Cities 11, JBIL B0/61

Epic, pp. 2140t Cross' argur

LM EWES

1 o, “Studics in th
1d s0 also I°.M. Cro

ton mmcludes & s

cannot understand why Day vould “invite a pagan priest as ¢

the national cults,” p l'o this one

cable 1o the hat time. Mofeover

ints, and he appoints whomeve

priest. A .\1'1 app

i, the establishment of the city beca

e-Davidic Jerusalem continued in

ald also be pointed out that Davids Yahwism iz p

tempted “to draw all the old League traditions to his new establi

¥ 3 1
sich a league is, by the way, an wen hypothesis)

ed to meld

peoples of his kinedom topeths
of the most natural means for this, the diffier

Lanaanite became part of the most of

m were not in harmony with the later historic ipher™s (deas is that, in

utilized viewpoints and ¢ atinns | what

his analysis of the early mona

1l derive Trom a later time,

Yahwism ought to have been thin
A, Cody advocated that Sheva (®BY2), as well as e, | Kings 4: 3. a

1 Chr. 18:16, are corruptions of the

M,

e cgyption et le

Egypt

propre de scribe de David,” B8 er, sHrlamani

e O fficials, pp. 2501, §. Gray, I & IT Ki

idered not only

jan, “Titres et fiu

ol scnbes as Egyy
ns & la cour de David et Salomon,”™ R 48/39 e
any scribal activity in the Jeru
rs from Abdi-Hepa of Jerus:
17 Cf. also the Akkadian name Adduramu. For the form Ad m as being
dentious rewriting of Adoram, see J. A, Montgomery and H. 5. Ge A Critfcal and
Exeretical Comme rr (ICC), | iburg 1951, p. 119, cf. also

Mettinger, op. i, p. 133

However, this denics

. Jebusite or Israclite.

lemmife L]l

Vaux's hypothesis
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tinued in that position throughout Selomon’s tenure. When Rehoboam
attempted to bring Israel under the Jerusalemite king's scepter, he was
stoned to death, | Kings 1 2:18. This is understandable if Adoram is viewed

not c-|!|:-. as a representative of the Jerusalemite administration’s labor

policies but also as a personification of the “Jebusite™ rulership of the
Davidic dynasty which the north had come to distrust and to [eel as foreign.

It should be noted that the corvée system was a well known institution in
the Syro-Palestinian world long before the emergence of the nation Israel, It
iak (Mo. 2, 15th cent. B.C

).
Ricids = ! el S
from Biridiva of Megiddo (Amarna time),"”” in texts from 1

oned in a letter from T: in a letter

15 ment

IR
parit,™ and

from Alalakh.”* From these examples 1. Mendelsohn drew the conclusion

that even if the instances from Ta‘amak and Megiddo show that a foreign

power, Egypt, demanded this kind of work of its vassals, it nevertheless “is

evident that the Egyptians did not initiate this institution in Palestine. The
local Egyptian officials simply continued a practice that had previously been

¢ povermments g

iploved by the ni

Therefore, when David appointed

\ 1 : Al R : : . = =g
Adoram ™ as the chief administrator over foreed labor, 2 Sam. 20:23 he

was |l:||\|'~'\-|l'|:_' a well established pattern.

Sofomonic kingdom

When Solomon took over David’s administration, he must have enlarged

it. Indeed, his district organization, with the building of store cities and

13 W F, Albright, A Prince of Ta'anach in the Fifteenth Century B.C..,"" BASOR
94/44, p. 22
19 |

5 ircau-Danein,
ANET p. 485.
10 1. Mendelsohn, “On Corvée Labor in Ancient Canaan and Jsrael,”” B4 S0OR 167
62, pp. 311
il A F. Rainey, "Ci
Consult also M. Held, *Ti
JA S BRIAR pp. 90 S

2 BASOR 167162

clles letters del-Amarna,” R4 1971922, p. 97. Of

ulsory Labor Crangs in Ancient Israel,” [ES 20070, pp. 1921,
e Root ZBE/SBL in Akkadian, Ugaritic and Biblical Hebrew,'

1 Sam. 8:11-18 can be understood against this back-

1's Denunciation of Kingship™, BASOR 143/ 56, pp

ground, ¢f. 1. Mendelsohn,

L3,

+} The problem of ether Saul and David forced the lsraelites and Judeans as well
1 labor is, for the time, irre-
Evani Her - I am concerned about the existence of -:||:' |:||:'||l:-|||:'||.||'|. However, the

as the gerim and the “subjected” anites 1o do foroe

1in 2 Sam. 12:3] and 1 Ch

kind of duty, may be expressive of a late ideol

rmation 2. excucing the lsraelites from this

acoording to which only captives,

d do the dirty work

8] TETS 1 above all, Canaanites =

J. [ Yy doubts th

as instituted at all un

ever, at the same time he says th
]

Kingdom of

ite cities now incorporated into the
tice," J & [T K 134, Yes,

rael the system had probably

bt what then about Je '

Jderusalem
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fortresses, the reorganization of the army and the introduction of chariotry
required more official personnel than the kingdom had seen thus far. From
this time on we find, for instance, a minister {manager } of the royal palaces
and estates called *#er “al habbayit, 1 Kings 4:6.% This title is the parallel
of the Egyptian fmy+3 pr wr which literally means “overseer of the house
where ‘*house’ has its wide sense of estate,”™ It is commaonly translated
“high, great steward ™% Obviously this office continued through the Judean
monarchy, ™ 1 Kings 16:9, 18:3, 2 Kings 10:5, 15:5,18:18,37,19:2, and
Isa.22:15

It had been maintained that Solomon’s division of lsrael into twelve pro-

™ was inspired by Pharoah Shoshenq's administrative sys-

vinces, | Kings 4,
tem with its levy “arranged in twelve monthly sections.™ Taking into
account the fact that Egypt had long provided the model for the organiz-
ation of the royal courts of Palestine, such influence is not impossible. How-
ever, it is doubtful that the model for the district division was that of
Pharoah Shoshenq (945 —ca. 915/13 B.C.). The biblical text does not state
exactly when Solomon inaugurated this system, but if it was initiated during,
or shortly before he started to build his temple and palace complex (begun
in the 4th vear of his reign, | Kings 6:1),* then his district system was

35 Cf. ). Gray, I & I Kings 133, T.N.D. Mettinger, Solomonic State Officials,
pp. T0ff. See also W. Helck, Zuwr Verwaliune des Mirtleren und Newen Reichs, pp. 10311

6 A H. Gardiner, Ancienr Egyptian Onomastica |, Oxford 1947, pp. 45%01., cf

Helck, “Verwalter,” op. cft., pp. 92f. This kind of title may have been common in the
dian W% wer the

ancient Mear East, cf. the Akk

house (palace),”™ see R.P. Dougherty, “Cunciform Parallels to S 1"s Provisioning
System,” AASOR 5/23-24, p. 31.
Egvpt,” SFT 28, 19]

7 WA, Ward, *The E:_'\. ptian Office of |q|w|l||_".l".‘§.i; 5160, p. 1461

28 O, H.G. May, “The Hebr
5639, pp. 14611

29 M, Noth, The History of lwrael, pp. 2121F,, G_E. Wright, “The Provinces of Solo-
mon,” Ererz ferael /67, pp. SB*I, M. Ottosson maintains that 1| Kings 4:19 refers {o
the time before Solomon, Gilead, Tradition and History, Lund 1969, 2191 If 50,

Creber would be a district governor fr an that there

r Come oul of

. pp. 2360

ew Seals and the Status of Exiled Jehoiakin,” AJSI

the time of David. This would

were other governors in the Davidic k . Considering the fact that several old
Canaanite city-states came under the crown of Jerusalem with David, governors as well
as military and cultic personnel had o be placed in them, lhe report about David's

ization and a basis for

census, 2 Sam. 24, may indicate the beginning of a district orgs
raxation of the population, cf. A. Alt, “The Setttement of the Israclites in Pa
1 M Testament History end Relipion, Garden City, MY, 1967, p. £11. Solo-
mon then reshaped the organization

3 D, B. Redford, “Studies in Relations between Palestine and Egypt during the
First Millennium B.C.." Snedies in the Ancient Palestintan World, ed, by J.W, Wevers
and DB, Redford, Toronto 1972, . 1536f. Cf. also 1. Begrich, ZAW 58/40-41, PR
1-2%.

3O, the discussion by M. Noth, Kdnige
Der Tempel von Jerusalem 1, p. 589, n. 69

lestine,”

(BE 1X), p. 110 and by Th. A. Busink,
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e
i

instituted before the reign of Shosheng.™ The levy mentioned in 1 Kings
5:27Mf. (Engl. transl. 5:13ff.) is said to have started before the work began
on the temple at Jerusalem. It is probable that the levy required the district

Thus, if Egypt contributed the model for this system, it musi
have been the genius of Siamon (979-960) or Psusennes II {960-946).
Unfortunat

Iy, we do not know the regnal years of Solomon (nor those of

David). Although he is said to have ruled for forty years, that length of time

should not be viewed as rel ¢. Rather, it equals the span of a generation.™
lhat Solomon's district organization antedates the conception that the

people were composed of twelve tribes, is highly probat

¢, The trbal sys-
5

tem may represent an historiographical theory about the origin of the dif-
ferent ethnic proups within the united kingdom. As such, it was used to

TR SR ' ¥ Sy
EXPress the :-.*r'.||-.|:-. of the “lsraelite™ peoples,™ and was coupled with the

te promise of the land to Abraham, the twelve tribal ancestors becoming

his grandsons.™ If this is indeed the case, it is incorrect to assert that Solo-
i

mon disregarded the tribal system when he organized his kingdom in districts,

4y o o Ty :
each headed by a povernor.”” The division of the country was made accord-

ing to peographical “units™.™ This becomes clear when examining, for
example, district five which included the southern part of the Jezree] valley
with the cities of Me

iddo, Ta'anak, Dothan, Ibleam, and Beth-Shan, plus
both sides of the Jordan river valley down to Adam. This area consists of
lowlands, plains and valleys which hang together aphically and thus
ed “'the

economically . On the ghdr, or east side of the Jordan, the road call

way of the plain™ (2 Sam. 18:23) met the road from Megiddo opposite

inks that Jeroboam ||:l--!||!:-. il

32 Beec AR, Green, who t
1 shak's Court?". BASOR 2

pEnceEd 1‘~1!|||_~.I|-._'||:; i1 Lhis
matter, “lsraelite Influence at S T

T9. pp. 59462

L
3 According to Y, Aharoni, the purpose of the district organization vwas “‘to im

iency and intensity of tax collection™, The Land of the Bible, p. 277

chronology of the » and Judean Kings, see the discussion by
Judean Histary

fsrael, p. 117, Not

Lypus, The Tr

ns descending [rom

HVE ancestors, Len rabs

his twelve sons), Gen. 25: 2300, and Edom {Esas

and twielve sonsl,
Gen, 36 L0IT. These texts cannot refer to the MB 11 period, Becasue of the inclusion of
s time alter co. 300 B.C., f. 1, van Seters, A braham in

Arabs they may be
History and Tradii i
W.M. Clark, The Origin and Development of
rrrent (Diss. Yale Univ. 19645, 61T, of
¢ the patriarchal

I'. Grrafivey | H," _"l.'l'l-

1 Pron

e in fne

24001, 2

agters, op. cil., pp.

Thomas L. Thompson da

o the Parriare fual

stories to the Iron

The Historiciiy
1335, Berlin 1974,

17 Contra J

Frolegomena 1o phe History af Ancient Isroel (Meridan

1957, p. 456, G.E. Wright, “The Provinces of Solomon
. p- 119
H.J1. de Geus

cand T.MN. I, Mettineer, Solomonic Siate €

cident with peographical areas,’
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Beth-Shan, The road on the eastern side of the river seems to have been

more important than the road on the western because of the larege number

of settlements on the eastern side,™ It should be noted that the river did

not really separate the two sides as did the Jordan plateau since there were
many accessible fords,® In antiquity, it was not rivers and straits that
divided people, but mountains and heavily forrested areas.™

In passing it should be mentioned that it took approximately thirteen
years to complete the palace and seven years to build the temple. That the
royal palace complex took that long reveals something about its size when
compared with the size of the temple. It is no wonder that a district organiz-
ation including the levy and corvée became necessary. If Solomon wanted to
i!-':li.ll.} "il.ll?'l{‘rllillg' oan .'|I|_' :.'.‘.|||-.L| _\'-_'._l_||_' of the E'|1:|[|1_‘|"|\_. ane ._"|_||_1|d. |||' COUrse,

assume his palace and temple complex were Egyptian inspired, How

ever, it has usually been maintained that the temple represented a common

Syrian or Phoenician type of architecture,®™ because of the Tyrian workers

employed by Solomon, | Kings 7:13ff
;

It has been suggested that the palace

was an éxponent of the hildni type™ and that the temple was modelled

t.** However, this temple is later than

on the Svrian tes at Tell Ta*vina
the Solomonic one (9th ¢. B.C.).* Moreover, even though there are simi-

; . . i ; :
larities, there are also notable differences,™ particularly the fact that the

Tell Ta'yindt temple contained only two rooms while Solomon’s had three,
Ihe Late Bronze

asa pr

temple at Hazor (area H) has also been mentioned

totype for the Jerusalem temple.®’ This is, however, incorrect. The
Hazor temple was originally (MB 1IC) a one-room temple of the broad-room
type with an entrance hall each side of which was “flanked by two rooms

(or towers).”™ In the Late Bronze pes

t was extended and so became a

*# Cf, Y. Ahatoni, The Lard of the Bible, p. 53, and map. 3 on p. 40.
f. M. Ottosson, Gilead, p. 217

A Cf. Kenneth H, Waters, Hero:

tiveey (Historia, Zeitsch

1971, p. 97

42 Sen the

I, pp. 33811, and 58201, It should be noted that no Phoenician temple from

sus an Tvrants and Despors, A Study in Obfec-

ft fiir die alte Geschichte, Einzelschriften, Heft 15), Wiesbaden

1 Jervisalem
the 10th

of the discussion in Th. A. Busink, Der Tempe

century B.C, has been found
43 D, Ussishkin, *King Solomon’s Palaces," 84 16/73 pp- 8701
¥ For the report, see C.W, McEvan, “The Syrian Exped
" ASA 41737, PP- Bi
Rligue 11, 1953, p. 443, of. A. Kuschke,
peltvpus”,” BZAW 105, Berlin 1967, pp

f the Oriental Insti-

tute of The University of Chicag:
#3 A.G. Barrois, Manue!
“Der Temp
124141,
A& Of, Th.A. Busink, op
27 Y. Yadin, Mazor i
1972, p. B&

48 Op cit.p. T6

Hréolope f

wche [..u

el Salomos und der ri

pp- 5611

ad of All Those Kingdoms, Joshua 119, London
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three-room temple. One should
one. In Sol

of r.||L' |||!'|'.'-Il'l5-'.l'| :_"Jii| I

: that the middle room at Hazor was the

aITa

maon’s temple the

2 room was the '.i_l.’:"l.'_‘il and was

M. Ottosson recently advocated that the plans o

Solomon's temple and

palaces had Egyptian prototypes.™ He stated that Ama architect

introduced into Palestine in connection with houses as well as temples. For

the latter he

1-Shan. If, however, the Amarna

style influenced

architecture at Beth-Shan, it was certainly not the Aton
of strata VII and VI

as well as that of stratum IX. Ottosson, following A. Rowe, ™ viewed all of

temple whose lavout differed from the two t

FrESCnta

them as rej
2 Ho

were built in the same style

ves of the Amarna style particularly those built close to

the T ver, from Tell el-Amarna we know only that “some small

chapels the above mentioned Beth-Shan

temples.® Moreover, the m these Beth-Shan temples cannot be

12 art of the Al

iractenzed as products of

ra period.”™ The lavout of

strata VIl and V1 at Beth-Shan has a north-south orientation
UNCoOmmon For l.;fl FiF | 53

ite temples of the Late Bronze Age,

VI is from post-

ple of str

il t gity of Beth-!

han was an Egyptian

Bl 15011

so-called Epyptian buildings
were built in the

A i

hitecture ended with

G40, pp. 3 of

L Dittosson considers the “Southern temple™ to be

and Cult PR Lo ] 13 I |

“MNorthern temple,” Tempies

omenpn may show that there i nothing specifically Es

Lagines

FACEEON 1118 ReCes-

house (or temple) type” in

W Egy ptian oflicials 1o the
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was not from Amarna, but may have been from some other place like Thebes
ar Tands.*®

Although there are indications of foreign influence on the Jerusalem
temple, it is also possible that Solomon's architects (or the king himself)
created a temple, the exact parallel of which has not yet been found.®
Consequently, Sclomon’s temple may be an lIsraelite contribution to the
architecture of the ancient Near East.™

From what has been said above about kings as city builders, Solomon’s

large-scale construction endeavors can be put into perspective, His kingdom

was very young and was composed of diverse elements, both Israelite and
Canaanite (included in the term “‘Canaanite™ are all non-Israelites®™ ). The
biblical texts state that Solomon rebuilt and fortified the cities of Gezer,
Hazor, Lower Beth-Horon, Baalath and T

o 'JZILIE|I.1it'||; store-cities® and cities for his chariots and horses (mares). ™

LT . | =1 | %
ar " among others, in addition

8 F. Wachtsmuth has peinted to the fact that many Egyptian temples had "1
raume"” and “Langhallen™ with pillars, cf. those at Luxor and Medinet Habu, Th

fore, a comparison between Solomon's temple and Eg

wilan architeciure would be

more legitimate than a comparison with Assyrian buildings. However, he thinks that

ymena as longrooms ete., could independently have come into existence in
Jerusalem, Der Raum |, Marburg 1929, p. 96§

59 Of. Th.A Busink, Der '.r'r'.'.':'f-ln.'n i Jerusalem 1, p. 617,

90 For the different types of temples, see also D Ussishkin

such ph

“Building IV in Hamath and the Temples of Sclomon and Tell Tayanat,™ FES 16/66,
pp. 10461, ef. pp. 17410, A. Kuschike, "Temple," Bibfisches Reallexikon, ed. by K. Gal
ling, Tibingen 1977, pp. 333, Kuschke maintains that a tvpe that is close 1o the Solo-
monic templ W 105, 1967, p. 132. 1t

should be added .’|I,|’_ |"..-:_1l.' "p'._u:!q. (4]

pe is the “Antentempel™ at Tell Chie

& belioved wasa P

ian, to be the architect of
Toronto (1961), 1965, p. 318

&1 The biblical writer of 1 Kings 9:21 mentions the Amorites, the
Perezzites, the Hivites and the Jebusites, and he states that these were made “‘forced

levy of slaves, and so they are until this day.” This may be an overstatement. From the

viewpoint of the late Judean writer who, in principle, disliked foreigners, no lsraelite

would be made a slave. They were, instead, soldiers and commanders of the chariots

N | g
22, However, in 5: 27, it is said that Solomon's le

ASEE, ¥ vy was made out of “all

", which may be more realistic. It certainly would concern all groups of people
within the country. Mettinger sees this as referring to the northern people, which
Is, p. 136
Ancient Israel,” fES 20070, p. 202

o

T

|J"1'.Ii.}' -.':\i|'-|;||||_\. the iplit of the omonie kingdom, Solomonic Srafe

Cf. also ALF. Rainey, "Compulsory Labor Gangs in
E. Nielsen, Shechem, p. 205

62 According to 5. Mittmann, T
trees, in D, 34:3, “Rii, 16§ und das Siedlungsgeblet der kenitischen Sippe Hobab,”
ZOPV 93]77, pp. 2 2041,

63 The “stone-cities,” MIILPBA VY, are, aceord

cers listed in ch. 4,7 T & If Kings, p. ;

var is identical with (a4 Fa oy i ) the city of palm

ing to J. Gray, probably Solor

provincial capitals, “the seats of the fiscal o

The Hebrew phrase should be compared with the Akkad, matkamur (v, Soden: “Stelle

der Hinlegens™, matkaritum/matkattum, "Depot)

&4 See D_R. Ap-Thomas, “All the Ki

'y Horses,” Proclamation amnd Presence, ed
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| Kings 9:15-19, 10:28, ef, 2 Chr, 8:44f, The fortified cities were not

lds were components of the

rebuilt solely for military purposes. Strongh
administrative system™ and, as such, part of their population was com

posed of civil servants, including priests, This practice may be a continu

ation of the Late Bronze Age admimstrative sys

ymon’s building pro T Was prim

The textual material reveals that Sol

arily carried out in mon-Judean areas, such as in the Galilee, the Jear
d mn l:I:' M :'_l.':'l The kir

valley, the mountains of Ephraim 's policy was,

these huildin

of course, to bind the different areas toge

s extended ti

activities, the arm of the central admuinist

the country making the different groups of people aware t
united.*™ M
reminder of this fact.”

That the tenth ce

ary |:.-|xn|||::.'! and such civil servants as priests, wer

tion of the Is

ntury B.C. was a time of consoli elle

kingdom is testified to by the great building ities of Solomon. In ad

ical evidence from places
]:.'l U::\il'

en labelled a

to textual information, there is archacol

dition

. For instance

not mentioned in the Old Testame
IX, the remains of 2

building were uncovered, According t

. stratum

what has bi

ate wall a

Lt

y the excavator this strat presents

ds upon how one defir

the first Israelite settlement.™ However

the word ‘lsraelite’. On the one hand, if it 1

12V !]1|E""

If, on the other, it

Israelite, settled in the town, more proof is s

v entered the sphere of lsraelite dominance, then the population

that the ¢

ials of the new povern-

have remained non-lsraelite, a

ar who maintains that “the

ment. This seems to be the conclusion of

Iraditions

the I

tion did not chan

popul:

by 1.1, Durham & 1. R

holds ne-

descent, o

5 Of. K .-H
Berlin 1971, pp
areas which, of
Formation of the Israclit
, Garden €
th and on Let

Hama

B 1t is this

| te and Judahite peoples. Here de Gews” opinion

history of the Isracli

tains that the “system ol tribes was ore

should be consider
artificial frame

groups that Tormerly we nolitically

Fhie Tribes af

p. 118, For “die gross-ar
(BZAW 3E)
For the lsraelite and Judeagn kKings bu
cf. 2 Kings 23
tions at Tell Cas

dent of each o

K. Galling, e Erwahlungsoradie P bl
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were kept.™™ From a religi Ences.

us point of view this had certain conseq

That the temple from stratum X was rebuilt in stratum X may indicate that
the cult continued as before, l"\'k':1|'\||||;:'=- the lsraelite officials and mer-

chants who settled in the city also worshippe this temple in conformance

with the law, mi¥pde, of religion in that part of the world. One worshipped

the gods of the place. Moreover, it is probable that a priest was sent out

from Jerusalem to *

the people the religion of the new nation. Asa
result, Yahwistic rituals were integrated into the temple practice.

Remains of fortresses were also excavated at Tell Arad.™ Horvat Ritma,™

Beer-Sheba,™ Tel ‘Amal,™ and ‘En Gev. Al the latter. located ca. 5 km

from the eastern shore of Lake Tiberias, a citadel with 3 casemate wall

ascribed to the time of Solomon was found . ™ Tell ed-Duw eir should also be

mentioned since excavations there have revealed a sanctuary from the tenth

century B.C.™ From Trans-Jordan excavations at Tell er-Rumeith unearthed

a small citadel “with the east fort wall under 40 meters long.” In its earliest

period. stratum VIII (10th ¢. B.C.), “its dimensions were rouchlv 37 by

32 m." ™ This place has (te

ntatively ) been identified with Ramoth-Gilead ™
which is listed as one of the *

5 in Josh, 21:38. ™ and as the

seat of one of Solomon's governors, ben Geber, in 1 Kings 4:13.™ If this

information is reliable, it may be posited tl
Is.™ Beea

found at Tell

Levites were stationed there

ient olficia

10th century w

use no remains from the time before the
¢r-Rum

fication is correct, it means that the passage in Josh. 21 cannot refer to a

45 fPOVErn

eith, if the v mentioned i

time hefore the united monarchy

In the new kingdom of David and Solomon the security of the |'.|;_'i

and of the trade routes thr

h the more sparsely P

paramount impariance. solomon ook specia

o¥ “Excavations at Tell Qasile, 19731974, fEJ 25175 p. BB
See below
1 £, Meshel, " i Ritma An Iron Age Fortress in the Negev Highilands ' Tel

> 5 |."|:| and G, Edelstein, "Cing années de for

les & Tell *Amal (Mir David),™

pp. 325-367

A, Biran-M. Dot

n-I. Dunayevsky. IEF 14 &4, pp. 111

ir Shrine” at I

ni, Exc

in the "Sol

pp. 157, “Lachish,” FEJ 18/68, p. 255

" IES 18/6R,
and “"The Solomonic Temple, The Taber-

nacle and the A

d Sanciudary,” Orlenr and Occidenr (ADAT 229, 1973 p. 6, Invests

g af Lachish. The Sanctugry gnd the Residency {(Lachish V1, Tel Aviv 1975
pp. 3-11
LU R Lapp, Thi

Mancy Lapp, Pittsburgh 1975, pp. 1 131,
¢ {AASOR 25-28), Cambridge, Mass

Jand RE 75/68, pp. 981

M. Glueck, Explorations in Fi rin
1951, pp. 98iT., P.W. Lapp, RF 70/63, pp. 4061
T Cf, | Chr. 6: 80

" CL M. Ottosson, Gifead, p. 220 O Sop

further below, pp. 4711
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access to the Gull of "\.-.!Zil'l.'! |

and the Red Sea be-

al

g O 6H |r| |_~1|J¢-| t

came one of his main arteries of trade, ef. 1

secure the trade from the Gulf of Agaba to Jerusalem and other places in

his kingdom, it was necessary to build *a network of fortresses™ along the

& Ol lilih

s at Arad mav be one exarn

v

way, saw an increase in

noL mean 1 oneé can jump Lo e \_l.:-l'|;_'|l,.'-.':-:'l|: that ._.|_ e5e

L : e L
settlements were Israelite, as does Y. Aharoni.™ Nor can one conclude

il:\.

that some of the sett , such as lel Masos, were bu
( A, Ker Ihe latter maintains that
Masos and those of Tel Sippor (in the Shephelah)

ors.”" Indeed

SETN N

h the settlers of

f their Canaanite ne

were “wall inteprated into the cultur

1sion that Canas lah moved to the
ve moved there for the same

"JQR 50/55
also Y. Aharoni

al Mepeb north of Kadesh-

It beed the time of the mona

e ol these were bud

5/75, p. 170, cf. "Nothing Early and Nothing Late: Re-

39770 P datl. Concerning the settlement problems in
. 1, 161 I der kenitischen 5i
Hobab,” Z0PF 93 pp. 21335
BE FET D i P omA 308 &1
TES 25 ) " BA 19 o

npinski-V. Fritz bet el-Meshash),

wrt of the Third Se

Kempinsk

vpes show “close

vet possible to

case, how can one be so cp

. iz i h ¢
5 faying is that the ma

» under the s

bered that different ethnic groups like the Ken

, Lalel s and other Edomites settled this aren and part of what later

gouth of the Judean hirhlands was

i the dis

which David carried out his plundering campaigns during his “Philistine”
tian of some of the Negel

Ine could thus view

Voas the result of David'™s raids. Concerning the

mitisches Sied

that "ein sim:

p. 218
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le of the

'he fortress of Arad in the Negeb provides an excellent ex

relationship between royal administration and national religion. It is possible

Accd 1n an are

that this fortress was a that had recently been claimed by

the Israelite

vernment (by David). Its location is on the so-called “way to

Edom™, ef. 2 Kings 3: 20, which connects the Beer-Sheba-Hebron-Jerusalem

highway with the Arabah and the Gulf of Aqaba. The fortress evidences the

royal policy of protecting the area and, in particular, this trade route.™ The

5 i I & | 1 i # - 4 9
ing of the fortress has been attributed to Solomon (stratum XI0.%* A
temple was included in the complex and represents the official state cult

Priests and the

itary were the extended arms of

e government, the reins
by which the king kept his subjects within the law. A temple included as

part of a fortress can per

ps be labelled a 7951 N3, “a temple of the

. !

kingdom," ™ a phrase which oceurs in Amos 7:13. The Arad temple cannot
'

be call

da i'lillli|':'l'[l.'|.|_.:il.' because its location was it least 40 km {ca. 25

miles) away from the nearest bi

B. Mazar advocated that the Arad temple was the successor of a Kenite

cultplace taken over by the invading Israelites who built the temple but let

e [sraelites [he basis for his dis-

the Kenites continue as priests serving

cussion is that the excavators found “a small open---village™ with a cull
place (stratum XII). This settles as been dated to the 1 1th century B.C.

i r 4 y - i - = i SR F i
and both Y. Aharoni™ and B. Mazar™ identified its setilers az Kenites, of

Judges 1:16. However, their hypothesis is unrealistic sinee it is more prob
able that a ki

g would appoint his own men (representing the Jerusalem
line) as priests in a royal temple rather than use personnel from the local

1 was not a city. It was a fortress

population. It should be added that Arg

compound and its small area, 50 x 50 m.* could accommodate few more

wvernment employees.

ostraca and seals (of a later e) found within its walls also

E LD

For a short report about the exes

won and its Ninds, see Y. Abarond, "Arad: Jts
Temple,” 84 31/68, pp. 201, a “The Megev,” in Archaeology and
ment Study, ed. by D, Win

LH

Inscriptions
the Old T

no detailed excavation report has been published, it is impossible to discuss the stratifi

1 Thomas, Oxford 1967, pp, 3921 Because
I

cabion ol the datings given by Aharoni
*1 For a somewhat lnter dating of the temple, see Y. Yadin, “A Note on the Strasi-
eraphy of Arad,” JES 15/65, p. 180

g the term 308 being wsed about Kings or royalty, see, for instance,

(e )]}

W.L. Moran, “A Kingdom of Priests,” The 8ible in Current Catholis Thought, ed. by

1. L. McKenzie, 1963

4867, p. 426, A, O
#3 “The Sanct

pp. 29700, G, Boling

(Qenite?) high place,
74 BA 31/68,p. 4
¥5 Op
T

1511, M. Dahood, “Hebrew-Ug i Lexic

raphy V."" Biblica

y of Arad and the Famil
ollows Ma

v of Hol
rand assumes that Arad was used “only as a secasonal
fudges (Anchor Bible 6A), Garden City, N.Y ., 1975, pp. 571

30211
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licate Ar vie

orders to the commanding officer of the fortress.” The opening formulae

letters.™®

d’s status as a government compound. Some of the ostraca |

« writings have been seen as echoing those of the Amar

r in Palestine was influenced by the

e Writi
is highly probable if one takes into consideration the
s . L ey
tically dominated Palestine from the 18th Dynasty

admunsira

s gecurrence of |‘“--.':m~."|:5| names found on the ostraca supports the opin-
it Arad was not only part of the royal administration as 3 military
g the

but was also an arm of the national cultic establishment. A

ith (Arad no. 50) and Pashur (no. 54), and the phrase the

names are Me:

One of the ostraca, addressed to the com
to Ezra 2:44

“sons of Qorah™ (no. 49).

mander Elyashib, mentions the Qerosite (no. 18). Accordi
and Neh. 7
(the o3vni). C
existence as a class of cultic employees in pre-exilic time.

dnistrator), Elyashib, is of certain

' the family of Qeros belonged to a class of temple servants
nsequently, it is possible that this ostracon reveals their
192 Moreover, the

name of the commandant (or chief ad

interest. The name is known in the Old Testament from priestly circles, cf

| Chr. 24:12, Neh. 3:1, 20f., 12:10,22[., 13:4, 28. Therefore, it is not

1 ! ¥} I i al « - z
le that he had Levitical ancestry

haroni, “Seals and Royal
{Hebrew), Arad fnseriy

Le 5 from Tel A

e F 1078, pp. 289-336, A. Lemaire, fnscriptions

e, SO0 .II'\.:!

13. For the types of introductory formiu
efe von A T

wtion to parallels with Phoenician and Aramaic (1 lephan

M. Weipport t der hebriiischen Hr pp. 202-
4

212, Weif ilso d

tine) texts. Consuli also D, Pardes, “An Overview of Ancient Hebrew Epistolography,”™

JBL 97/78, pp. 32111

e of A Rcient Ir'\url'u'i'nll ar a

ton, solomon’s New Men, [he G

» numerals were used in Palesting both
, Y. Aharoni, "The Use of
1 5, BASOR 18466, p. 19,

¢ from Tell Halif,” BASOR 232/78,

riod as well as in thi
1 Hehrew (st
seribed Late Bronze Jar

pp. 10T, For the term grfe as referring to an “acropolis™

T it has any

ce. From the

1 the phrase bénégoreh one could ask whet

r whether it implies a certain temple y
i 3 il their hair, Lev
Egyptian n ,5ee M. Moth, Die

sefren Namengebung. Stutt

11: 5, Ezek 44
fischen Personer
gart 1928 p. 63
102 See |
3

TES 1969, PP 49.51,. The ostraca with the name [ |_-. ashib are, according to Aharom

e

wmen der g
e discussion by B.A. Levine, “MNotes on a Hebrew Ostracon from Arad,”

from 598/97 B.C., IEJ 16166, pp

103 1t showld be added that the “Kittim" mentioned in some of the ostraca from
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Another place to be considered in this conn

Sheba in southern Judah, No buildine remains from the Bronze |
14

been found on the tell,™ and the first fortified city is dated to the 10th

century B.C. Because of the planning of the city, Y. Ahar

it was not only a roval citadel but was also a district capit Thus, Beer-

activity of the new nation

2t builc

sheba too, is an example of

that rase 1o power in Canaan ca. 1000 B.C. Its location in the southern part

of Judah, north of the Sir

desert, may have made it an important military

base. If that is true, its cultic establishime it was part of the Jerusalem-cen-

tered national religion. From the textual material we know that the eity was

i famous pi
it had more than one cult place a

the city not far from the ¢

rimage place, cf. Am.

found in

. belonged not only to the official Yahweh

cult place, but to another cult plage as well. T1 ation of the
! Lk

sanctuary to which this altar belonged is not yet known

Recently, another Judean fortress was found. 1 amely. Kuntillet ‘Ajrud,

located in the northern Sinai ca. 50 km. south of Kadesh-Bar on 2 hill

close 10 the highway Darb el-Ghazze, “‘the way of Gaza."'%" Even if it is

#
I

o @ later time, it demonstr rad fortress, the intimate

. Crap
th thi
Tell Mith south of
Ruk

Wik

e Mt

ihvwisthic sanctuary, "“On the Use and M

i

fisuse of

Acgdemy for Jewish Research, Pro-

Ihe mention of the “sons of Qorah™ and the above men
dat A
or net is impossible to decide, of. Y. Yadin, “Four Ejp J 24774
30fF. Ostracon no. 4 may indicate that the Kittim were stationed in the viginity
1 gy 1 1th cemd

tell, see Y

| Aviv Institute of Archaeology,

i names may contrad Yeivin, Whether the Kittim were st

rraphical Querie

rds from the Chaleol thic penod and fros

provide some interesting hints =t

Beer-Sheba I Excavations at Tel Beer-Sheba
Avy
105 (3n, eft., pp
III.I i LR RE ]
Becrshe “IET 24174, pp. 27101, Y. Yadin, *
by King Josiah,” BASOR 222/76, pp. 50T, Yadir

[

cations L),

261, and “Tel
¢ Destroved
améth

x5 the altar with a bama were not guide

ns i the Mosaic bw and

he bamot-cult was dedicated to

I1. % il not substanti this accusation. The Mosaic law ma

exist 1 time. Indeed, it scems to be a law for the

ol post-exilic so

i critique of Yadin's theories about the lo
ol Heer-Sheba, see 7. Her #-A.F. Rainey <8h. Moshkovitz, *
cation of the Sanctuary," 84508 2257

It should be added that from what is

!, pp. 49-51

v at Beer-sheba and the L

iluan,

&0y
3 - 1

MName of God in the Wilderness of Zin," 84 39
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j;.‘|:|ti-:::|'—~i.':|1 between mulitary defense The pottery

f builé turies B.C.

One of the rooms inside the entrance « he western building has beer

) r " . i 3108
characterized as a bench-room ““where

This re could, th

+ finds, the stone ve

cir olfenngs

reiore, bpe seen as

and wall plaster with inscriptions sl

tione 10§ with drawings of deities (i.e. the Egypt
with the phrase brktk vhwh. .

I
ind to his Asherah”' "' This shows

irt, a paredros, at his side, 1 \gherah.!

the fact that tl

It 15 ong more

blishment was expressed i yvus forms. It also
e information about the ext

es the dimensions of

ol mention the Asherah OMenon in

Religious Inscriptions from

object to this by saving

mt from what could be called also, for instance, th

of the kingdon

Mesha inscription)

of David and Solomon. The Jud;

1 To be excused

Tipton {rom Kuntilles *Ajrud in te religon. Indesd

nician seals

] i Missoula, Mont., 1978




CHAPTER FOUR

ROYAL PRIESTHOOD

Exactly how Solomon's district organization affected the cultic establish-

ment and its priesthood is not known, However. since military and civil

administrative posts were increased, it may be assumed that posts for re-
ligious personnel also multiplied. (This is applicable if civil and cultic
personnel were two distinet groups which was not always the case.) Al-
though the textual material does not disclose whether there was a EOVEM-
ment sanctuary in every district capital, if the close ties between adminis-
tration, military and cult are taken into account, it is verv likely, Presums
ably, taxes and tithes that were consigned the sacral sphere were stored in a
special place — a sanctuary, chapel, or *eult room'™ — in the goveérnment

complex.” Il the districts were divided into smaller areas. each having its

own subcenter, then there were many such places to deposit taxes and sacri-
ficial gifts.*

Districts capitals like Ramoth-Gilead ® Taanak* Beth-Shan 5 probably
Mahanaim { Eshba'al's l.,';,'.!!-:[;3| ), and Shechem appear Lo havel

ad @ cult place ®
Beth-Shemesh may be added to these, especially since its name refers to a
site well-known for its sun worship. Because nothing ind

tes that this cult
ceased when the city became part of the Israelite kingdom, it may be
assumed that rituals dedicated to Yahweh were incorporated into it.

Among other district capitals, Dor is worth mentioning. A seal found
near samaria-Sebastive had led to speculation about whether Yahweh was
worshipped there.” According to N. Avigad’s reconstruction the seal bears

Cf. Am. 4:4
* E. Stern identified the house found at Tel Mevorakh (stratum VI, t nth century
B.C.} as an administ
Tel Mevorakh 19731976, Parr One: From
9}, Jerusalem 1978, p. 77
]

ive building of one of the sub-districis of Dor, Evoovations af

e front Age to the Roman Period {Cedem

Accarding to G, E. Wright, Ramoth-Gilead “was founded
district administrative center,”™ **1

by man to be the

he Provinces of Soloman,” Eretz fsrael /67, p. 67"
For the “cultic structure™ (tenth century B.C.) at Ta‘anak, see P.W Lapp
1963 Excavations at Taannek™, BASOR 173/64, pp. 261 . The Tale of the Tell, |

5 The bulldings of stratum V (cf. | Sam. 31:10, | Chr. 10:10) may '
use during the time of Solomon. F.W. James dates the lower stratum V 1o the period
ca, 11 =900 B.C., The fron Age ai Beth-Shan, Philadelphin 1966, pp. 3046T., 140§
fons in the Holv Land 1y

% G.E. Wright, Encyclopaedia of Archaeological Excava
Jerusalem 1978, p. 1093
M. Haran, “A Temple at Dor,” FES 27/77, pp. 12-15
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the inscription 9RT 172 1773 5], "[belonging to Ze]charvahu, priest of

Dor.”™ Even if this seal is dated to the mid-eighth century B.C., it may still
indicate that Dor long had a sanctuary since it seems to have been one of

the very old cities (citystates) of (

. Its existence is attested by the

recently found tablets from Tell Mardikh (ancient E'.!"IE.J’.I In avria which are

he Amarna tablets we know
istration.'” According to the Wen-Amun

dated to about the 24th century B.C. From

that Dor was under l'-_:}'.'-"..nl' admir

tha e o i :
report, at the time of the raids of the S«
i1

1-peoples, Dor and its surroundings

were populated by the thr

In the Old Testament Dor is mentio
participant in a Canaanite coalition against the [sraclites at the battle of
Meron, Josh, 11:2. In Jash, 12:23 the king of Nephat-Dor is listed as one of

the defeated Canaanite kings., This indicates that the biblical writer did not

he Canaanites; all enemies were labelled
P

Canaanites. According to F.I-.l:. 1:27 the “tnbe"” of Manasseh was unable to

distinguizsh between the Tieker ar

conquer Dor, Beth-Shan, Ta‘anak, Ibleam, and Megiddo. This means that
those areas later considered to be the Manasseh territory were not so during
the pre-monarchic period. Moreover, it indicates that the city-state Mephat-

Dor' was incorporated into the Israelite nation under Dav

Cif not later
According to V. Fritz, Josh. 12:9-24 contains a list of cities (some of which
did not exist in the Early Iron Age 1) all of which were fortified h:,' Solomon
Because this list includes Dor, Fritz maintains that it became Israelite d uring
Solomon’s reign (Iron [1A).? Be that as it may, when Dor, an important

& “The: Pricst of Dor,”™ TES 25/75, pp s the Egyptian uracus

which was g divine and roval symbo cultaral influence

in Palestine. Here one should also note Avi a1 Israel
was roval appoimmtment,” p. 104

¥ Cf. G. Pettinato, *“The Royal Ar
of . Orientelia 44775 pp. I61MF, I i
Ibla: A Preliminary Evaluation, March 1977." Svre

10 1A, Knudizon, Die miaror Tafeln miff e rd
1915, p. 289, Cf, A, A1, “Agy
I, Mimchen 1953, p. 227, n. 3, and “Zur Ge-

schichte von Beth-Sean.” K8 1 pp. 24601, S rmann, A History af forael fn Old

art Studies 1177, p. 5

dureringen (VAB

2:1-2), Leipzig

¥ o sl LY i A e |
itische Temple in Palistine und die Land-

nahme der Philister,” Kleine Schrifi

ament Times, p. 90 W, Hel

Zieh 1 p. 2291

Me Repart of Wen

ticke the thkr were Semites P 182
than the city itself, of. 1 Kings 4:11. It is pos
hilistine territory. Thus,

and London 1975
11 For Mephat

"
sible that the arca of this city kingdom extended as far as 1

it was about the same size as the later Assyrian provinoe Du'ru established by Tigla
Pilgser 111, cf. A. Ale, K8 [I, pp. 188(f. For B2 a5 a Sca peaple's

HTCH b o &

s T

or “wooded

. the discussion by M. Ben-Dov,” nba
People® Origin,” Tel Awiv 3/76 !
13

maphical Term of Possible “Sea
10-73

i esitgten Konige in Jos, 12,7 Z0PY B5/69,

“[Ne sopenannte Lige
M. Noth maintained that Solomon only took the “Hinterland® of Dor a
s district division, Kdnige . <16 (BK X:1), Neukir

However, 1| Kings 4:11 seems 1o contradict this.

at the time
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port city, became a city or a district capj of lsrael, Sok

on dispatched

prof

officials {som

strict know

bly called levites) to let the people of the

how to “revere god and king.” This d

s ol

elite sanctuan

was built in the citv. A

>-Israclite sanctuary may h rt of

En used as p

the new governi

t's administrative center. Therefore, we cannot assume.

as does M. Haran, that there was no temple in Dor in which to worship

o

Yahweh of

Taki

ig into consider: ¢ huilders, it

on that kis

Solomon's district capitals

- T 3. o 1 1 =
ASSLITE e5%es (cl. Arad) had a

cult place or a cult room which served as the sanctuary of th

ofi, That sanctuaries were int

evident from 1 Kings 12:3] and 2 Kir
12:31, king Jeroboam I built fm3 N2, sanct
2 Kings 23:19

Josiah of ] h destroyed

country

the 1I-"\-::~' 13N province of Samennd

Hrs - [’
1e NTR3N N3 that

northern :\'ili‘i'l.jl.llil:l had built. Because these sar

state and were p

f the royal adminisira

the supervision of the QISTrich g

wWere un

The |

superintendents (“*Tempelkuratoren™) at the m

illustrati

vt ar

yptian district governors functioned as temple

temple of the district

= It should be noted

ests and other

capit:

officials of the e

EXi

T Was nol as

-.i-l" a5 Nas usi

le, it was not unknown for a high priest to be ag

the other

1d, a Pharaoh might appoint a favorite ¢i
of high priest.”

q
HHI'.i | 1]

1’5 servamt, T3V, Doep tl

It is possible tha a system was oj

P i =
example, according

¢ Edomite, who

1. 19 y - r T il 75
TS, was X1 | detached ['C‘Zi.i"-l'.'- i}

Thutmaosis 1
phis II1." C4 i Poll

: l,p. 327, MLF.{
£24 B.C. (The James Sprunt Studics in History and Poalitical Scence 41)

v and Administration, 663 fo

M.C., 1939, gives other exampd
! COf P.R. Ackrovd, T

tary of the
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of NMob. Although we do not know the significance of Doeg’
|
]

y have been acting in a supervisory capacity . li

: ¢ templ

presence at Mob's temple, as the chief officer of the shepherds and tl

i
ThOCKs, he m
|

the temple of Nob was under the direction of Saul’s administration.*’ The

8 .

same would then have been the case for other sanctuar

When David became king in Jerusalem he appointed members of Hebro-
nite “levitical™ families as his officials in Transjordan, 1| Chr 261 3011, The
text states that they were sent out “for all the work of Yahweh and the
%, that the

service of the king,” From this one can conclude with R. de V

Levites not only officiated as priests but as civil servants, judges and as a

“nolice force” (nTpe) “who supervised all the affairs of Yahweh and the

king on both sides of the Jordan.”** Thus, 5 newly |:|~.n|§’ur::!ml by the
king were administered by faithful personnel from his old court and capital,

Hebron. Not only did he know and trust these men but they, in turn, prob-

ably knew his approach to and system of governance. This was important

o be made known and followed,

wernment nad

since the laws of the new g
2 Sam. 8115, ¢f. 1 Sam. 10:25,
".I ! 1

ther passage should he
king Jehoshaphat of Ju

noted in this connection. In 2 Chr. 17:71

ave placed chief officials and Levites

e peaple] the law of

in the eities of his kingdom

Yahweh."” This may be the Chronic

r's way of referring to the old custom

of placing government officials including priests in different cities through-

: I ) ek = )=
out the nation to instruct the people and to collect taxes, cf. 2 Chr. 24:11.

wernment's law er

part ol the

Priests and Levites were, therefo

ment personnel — law here taken in its wider meaning of both civil and
I..
tary and/or gpuarding duties. The
h David’s placing

1 be translated

t 15 natural to

law. i.e. the of the nation. Consequent

suppase that priests and Levites had m

Hebrew word 1778, which is mentioned in connection wit

¢n

of Levites in Transjordan, 1 Chr. 26:30ff., and wi
155 of officers.” ."'u.'l.'l.ll'.||||§.' to Jer

“adminisirat O mean g

10+ 26 the head der of the temy

In Jer. 20:1

_'-:'i\.'}-! was the supervisor ar o

1 } . 1 J . - - L
3, the priest Pashur was designated as 7721 720 ,

pp. ST, G.W. Ahlstrém, B2 13/69, pp. 96 . H. Seebass, “Traditton und Interpretation

bei Jehu ben Chanani und Ahia von Silo," FT' 25/75, pp. 18201

15 within his rights to p h the priesthood of Nob

T SUppOTting

<4 This negates Haran"s thesis that the Levites only “resded the “Levitical

: gnd Temple-Service in Ancient fsrael

5, “they did not officiate in them.” Temy

the “Levitical™ cities, see below

1965, p. 133,

phras 1o revere, worsk

r | in con wn I b
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37:

man.” The title nTpo 5¥a, “commander of the guard,” occurs in Jer
13. Ezechiel calls the guardsmen Levites, 44:11, a designation that may be
part of the prophet’s “degrading™ of the Levites because they had led the
people in idol worship. In connection with the Levites one should also note
the terms ®2¥ and npw, which, likewise, seem to indicate *

5

‘military™ con-
cerns These may signify that the Levites were used as a police force to
guard the deity and his sanctuaries, and perhaps also to guard the royal
estates,®® cf. | Chr. 26:30/T. Indeed, it is possible that the men Jehoiadah
(the first priest of the Jerusalem temple) posted at the temple in connection

with the coup o Efar

at culminated in Queen Athaliah's death, constituted
a priestly guard under his command, 2 Kings 11:18.

1 tradition that is also
found in Anatolia. As mentioned above, a Hittite text, “Instructions for

These examples may reveal an old Syro-Palesti

Temple Officials,”*” not only states that priests were responsible for guard
ing the temple but that during the night one of the high-priests was in
charge of the night patrols.®

It is possible that Dt. 33:11 reflects the police-force function of priests
and Levites; they were soldiers for god and king. According to this text,
Yahwel is called on to bless the 51 of the Levites and smite “the loins of
his enemies.”*® The term %n may be translated “army, police force™ or
the like. It is, therefore, quite in harmony with an old tradition when
Nehemizh used Levites as “security ™ guards at the gates of Jerusalem during
the sabbath, Neh. 13:22,

It may be posited that the label “Levite™ was a technical term for priests
and government officials stationed at different locations in the kingdom.
This supports a derivation of the word from m1% (l@wdh), “to accompany,”

in niph. “to attach oneself to,” or “to be Bound."* These persons were,

35 ). Milgrom, Studies in Levitical Terminology 1, Berkeley . Cal., 1970, pp. 81T, of.
LR, Spencer, The Levitical Cities: A Study of the Role and Function of the Levites in
of Chicago), Chicago 1980,

the Hisrary of fsrgel (Unpubl. PhD. diss., Umive

15 B, Mazar, "The Cities of the Priests and Levites," SVT 7, 1960, p. 202
4T Of. above, p. 12, and E.H. Sturtevant and G. Bechtel, A Hirtite Chrestomathy
Philadelphia 1933, pp. 12711, A, Goetze, in ANET, pp. 20711

# Goetze, ANET, p. 209. Cf. the discussion by 1, Milgrom, op. cit., pp. S00T

#* Concerning the date of Di. 33, C.H.J. de Geus has maintained that “for lin-
gUislic reasons we may nof give it a very early date,” The Tribes of fsrael, p. 99

A. Cody sees the uttérance about Levi in verses 9h-10 as sten
century B.C, A H
1969, p 120

0 oy

nr from the eighth

ta Biblica 35), Rome

ry af (Nd Tesramenr Priesthood (Anale

, for instance, K. Budde, Die altisraelitfzeche on, Gicssen 1912, p. 137,
| . L '#vedution religieuse o Tsrael, Bru 227, G. Widengren, "What
do we know about Moses? ™ Prodla fon and Presence. Old Testament Essavs in
Honowr of Gwynne Henvon Davies, ed by J.1. Durham and J.R. Porter, Richmond
Ying., 1970, pp. 370, n. 58, cf. also W, von Soden, Akis

ieches Handwdrterbuch,
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thus, associated with, or attached, bound, to the central povernment as its

n of the social class of Levites, two things must

employees. If this is the ori
be stressed. In the first place, the Levites never constituted a tribe before

the artificial systematization-of Yahweh's people into tv

elve such “tribes.”

[hiz 15 supported by the fact that some Levitical families, for instance the
Hebronites and the Libnites, came from different goegraphical areas. More-
over, as . Holscher maintained, their names are gl:lznllﬁu.'“ Consequently,
whether or not the Levites were originally a secular tribe is a moot point.

Second, any royal appointee, either in Israel or in Judah, may have been

called a Levite. They were not a special clan or priest family during the time
of the monarchy, This is supported by the fact that in the biblical texts

referring to the premonarchic period Levites are rarely mentioned as priests.

In connection with the temple of Dan we learn that its priesthood was
“mosaic” and “levitical”™, Judg. 17-18. The concern of this text was ariginal-
Iy to advocate a Yahwistic legitimacy of Dan's priesthood — a legitimacy
which must have been questioned, thus, the tradition is rather late. The final
commentator hasused this to critize the Levites of Dan for worshipping idols
Judg. 18:31,* an accusation levelled against them also in Ezek . 44:10,

In times of

religious diversity and assimilation such as marked the period
of the united Israelite monarchy, it would seem, as a matter of course, that

wherever priests/levites served, they were acquainted with idol worship.

“excort” is AM7 . For the stem cf. also

-fif), “the chient of E1,"™ I. Simons, Handbook
ting to Western Asiz, Leiden 1937,

p. 43, n. 139

&n A |'.’r'r.rr.r.'.'."- WERC L f

p- 165, W, Helck wert, The Settlement,

X1:2, Swiggart 1924, pp.

!

I ol Aa. Bentzen, Studier over der sadokidiske
Praesteskaby Hisrorie, Kdébenhavn 1931, p 59_J. Liver, “Korah, Datha
Scripta Hierosalyvmitang Bi61, p. 213, A Cody, 4 Histary e (id T

hood, p. 161. It is pro the Mushites belong to the same cati

d Abiram
mt Priest
gory. In Nu

nected with the Hebronites and the Libnites, of. also Nu. 26:58.

3: 1711, they are ¢

ut whether or not
r, op. cif., Chap. 1l

on with Moses i3, thus, secondary, For a discussion ab
r tribe, consult 1R, Spen

Ihe associa

the Levites originally co ted a sec

{with lit.). [
1o demonstrate that it had anything o do

M. Weippert who maintiins that that “the so-ca

the |:!'-[-|..:.!' termi rae’ it is :||||:|,:xx|f'|_'
als0
[ Levi originally had
nothing to do with the Levitical priesthood: the two entities were not l.'||'.I:|'..'|i until a

ble time arance of the tribe from history,” The Serrle

p. 43

after the disap 1R

E.G. Boling
p. 266, Gne
should, however, first demonstrate that an imphictyony ever existed before any litera-

tened m Ju

secs the text’s “complete formation in the amphictyonic period,” Jud)

is ascribed to its time. Besides Micha®s Levite, another «

201, This Levite was living in Ephraim. Although
i, he and his concubine are said 1o have hee

jaminites and the 1

15 known abowut

wiar between the Ben-

raimites
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Indeed, the ['IIII:.Ilh"Ii-' po mic against idols |-|':-'.||‘i-._"_\ a graphic picture of
Israelite religion in the pre-exilic period. For example, the above-mentioned
> in Ezek. 44:10f.

lation they served worsh

s that not only |||-.' |._".'|_ch |'l|,|:! the popu-

Ya

[RER

13

in the form of

VEN and omher goas

1 PR M 7 | i
idols, oY9y5a From thas and fr

Tudg, 17-18 mentioning the | ;1'r||':|l|'1|1¢

petty ruler, Micah, having installed a **Levite™ to serve his idol, it may be

concluded that the Levites of that time were representatives of a religion

that still had no commands it idol worship.

v | lasad ithae 1 - 1
Acknowledging that the Levites w government officials solves the
: P L S ]
ce Nl

2t had no “inhe

problem of why they were called a “tribe™ y
(1. a geographical area where they settled), in the land.”™ As officials at

shrines they could not. Their emplover, the state or state sanctuary,

national

I"t\EI\.'-.l E:LI:I.E. outside the cities where |i!|.':‘| |;'.';_'|,]_ ||| |;1'_|_'_' L|-_-;-,'|'|:'|1'i-;1;|-. N 1-|':L.'

TTT e

Levites and their rights this land is called w=an, “the land w

1 is separated,

Viewing the land as part of the payment given to sacral

parcelled off.”

epomenon in the

and civil servants it is possible to further elucidate the pl

f the fields of the

of an Egyptian parallel. In Egypt the priests lived

¥

e fields were exempt Irom |_'|||'||E\'|,:u[|_|:||-__'.'e: I'he

temples. Moreover, th

s may have been similar. I too much land had become

position of the

why King Josiah's :

tax exempt and revenue was needed it is el

nnlasal of. J.P. Wainhare

rhitl tnisse midenzeit,” Acra
pua 22/74, pp. 47341

e AR

who had broken off from a tribe and 1

They
Tonp, 8 relislous

er (FRLANT B9,

is, see C.H.J. de Geus,

wee hy pothoesizes

dedicated to preserve the amphictyony, Lew

ingen 1 265, pp. 3311 Fora cr

123. L. Delekat

m hebriischen Worter-

word with land “die
fidd 17. For

, sce also H, 51

er vorexilisehren Leviten, 1960, p. 136

.'.'.II'I'I.' FOM e .'. meEnen .r'.'.-': |!. i IIEI hle me .l.
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trative reorganization had the potential to become a financial disaster for
the Levites.™

From the above it is possible to explain why the Levites were “asso-

ciated™ with the category of o™a, “aliens, clients, newcomers.”"® The
word Mwy itself meant a client. As government appointees they were not

nbers of the clans of the district where they lived: they were the clients

of the government. Ranking the Levites as

“tribe” is, as already indicated,

struction made to suit the later idea that Israel was composed of
lity ). When a

s (Israelites and Judahites) was constructed from

ve “tribes” (the number twelve expressing the ideal of tot

'Il\Z-'l.-"T:-.' of the two P

the Judean viev ants of Lewi

»oant, Levites were considered to be descend

y linking them to

ben Ya'acob, and all priest classes were rmeal

Lewi.™ In the Judean construction of the “settlement™ in C:

evites were relipiously k ited as the puardians of the Yahweh cult by

stating that, vpon a command from Yahweh, Moses the later historio-

grapher’s great ity gave certain cities to the Levites in lieu of part

. MNu

priests ap the national sanctuaries outside the ﬁl|1|'::|| remade

of the country, « 35:1-7, Josh. 14:4, 21:1. Thus was the phenomenon

of appointing

int inted out that

1 institution and projected back in time. It

it is historically impossible to enact legslation making Canaanite cities part

an lsrs

te institution long before they were built or became part of the

nation lsrael. As will be shown below, some of them did not exist before the

tenth-ninth centuries B.C. The “institution" iz, in all likelihood, a construe-

its pur

S z : . :
tion.™ Althoug e is never mentioned, it may perhaps be seen as

an attempt to expl

1in why the Levites as a “tribe” did not have a part of the

country as their inheritance

Levitical cities

A list of “Levitical™ cities can be found
In the f

woth in Josh. 21 and in 1 Chr. 6.

all these cities are said to have existed during the time of

tor king

L me
1 1 5 i
18: 21f. mention t

Mothing is said a

FREmne, p |jl' e

when they collect

Wask MonN<CXISIent in ear

** For information th

time, cf. E. Auwerbach, “Der Aufstice der Priesterschalt zur Macht im Al
SHT 9, 1963, p. 237
41 Independently, 1. R, Spencer arrived at a simtlar concluson. see his concluding

chapter in his dissertation The Levitical Clries
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Joshua, However, because the author of the “Conguest™ theme was con-
cerned about the country, its future and the people of his own time, the
past became very important. In his historiography, the “beginning"” was
willed and created by his god, a common Near Eastern feature, In this begin-
ning present knowledge about history and people, etc., played a part and
was projected back into time. In this respect, the purpose of the “Levitical™

cities was to show that they existed before the people came into the light of

history. Of course, the “Levitical” cities could not have come into existence
at the same time as did the |‘L'!JP|L" since, according to the historical construc-
1 17

tion, the land that was promised to Abraham, Gen. 15 and 17:8, had to be

a suitable period

conquered first.** The time of the “Conguest” was, thus

for the literal inauguration of the system of the “Levitical™ cities.™ How-
ever that may be, if the “Levitical™ cities were places where Levites as
government agents were stationed, they could not have come into existence
as an institution before the monarchy, When there was no nation, there was
similarly no need for cities, fortresses and sanctuaries to serve as govern-
ment agencies.™

Ewvidence from :irch:!un}n;__'_\ supports the statement that all the “Levitical™
cities were not instituted at one and the same point in time. All these cities
did not exist in the pre-monarchic time nor in the time of the united Israelite
monarchy. Archaeological remains from the tenth century B.C. have been
found at Beth-Shemesh, Gezer. Gibeon, Ramoth-Gilead (if that is Tell er-
Rumeith), Shechem, and Ta‘anak, From the list of Pharaoh Shoshenqg con-
cerning his campaign in Palestine we know of the existence of Beth-Horon

43

logical purposes to legitimize the possession

wd Promise Then

“The Land Promise is used for etio

of the land,” W.M. Qlark, The Orizin and
the g Tezi

Land Promise Theme is not originally a |

Theve :'-'l.r-rrn Fif af rthe L

lend (Unpubl, Ph D}, diss., Yale University ), Mew Haven

wart of the patriarchal trad
Clark, pp. 55T, For a discussion about Gen. 15 and 17, see also J. van Seters, »

it flistory and Tradition, New Haven and London 1975, pp. 27941

49 It should be noted that A.G. Auld considers the list of JTogh. 21 1o be you

than that of 1 Chr. 6, “The "Levitical Cities”: Text and History," Z4W 91/79, pp. 14

red the idea of Levitical cities as a “physical impracticability ™

159(

1. Wellhausen consid

and, therefore, as o late phenomenon, Frolegome

45 In theory it may be concluded that if the

cal” cities were part of g

itution under Saul. (

wvitical™ cities, see, for instance, J. Wellhausen

ment system, they coubd have come into existence as a
cerning the discussion about the I

Prolegomena, pp. 159, W.F. Albright, “The List of Levitic Citles,” L. Gif
Ju Folume, New York 1945, pp. 4900, A, Alt, "Festungen und Levitenaorte im
Lande Juda,” K5 I, Minchen 1953, pp. 3060T., B. Mazar, “The Cities
and Levites,” SFT 7, 1960, pp. 19561, Y. Aharoni, The Land of the Bible, pp
! Survey of the |
les 6 Studies on the Levites in foraelite Life and Religion (Unpubl, Th.D

1eol. Seminary ), Evanston, 0., 1979, LR, Spencer, The

2

I.L., Peterson, A Topographic tical "'Cities”" af Joshue 27 and

! Chrom
dizs., Se
Levitical Citfes, 1980

wury  Western
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T 1
Mahanaim.™ Regarding Heshbon in Transjordan the archaeolo

al pic-

ture 15 still uncle

r. Because only a lew pottery sherds have been found it

appears that no major settlement existed there between ca. 1050-900 B (

The fact that more pottery has been found from the ninth century B.C. may

licate a settlement

It Ramoth-Gilead is identified with Tell er-Rumeith it came into exist-

ence during the tenth century B.C. As méntioned above, no remains dated
I8

to the time before the tenth century have been uncovered there.

should be mentioned is

Another “Levitical™ city in Trans |
Jahag. It has tentatively been identified with Khirbet el-Medeivineh™ or
Khirbet Zibb.”™ A recent survey showed that there was no pottery from the

eleventh or tenth centuries at these places. Even though a survey cannot give

a complete picture of a site’s history, it does give an indication what is

probable, The results of the survey of the “Levitical Cities” should be com-
bined with what we know from the Mesha inscription, mid-ninth century
B.C. Lines 18f. mention that the Israelite king (probably Omri) built (732
Jahas. Because the verb 7133, “to build", is used,”’ it may mean that this
was @ new city constructed by the lsraelites 2 Therefore, it can be con-
s and the

united monarchy. The building of the city of Jahas can, thus, be seen as an

cluded that Jahas did not exist during the period of the Juds

example of urbanization as a pn|||i._'~|| tool
Other cities labelled “‘Levitical™ include Jutta, Eshtemoa, and Jattir.

These three cities were located south of Hebron and may have been part of

a defense line. The above me

iioned survey of “Levitical Cities™ turned up

no tenth century pottery there. The earliest settlement at Jattir {probably

. M. Noth, “Die Wepe der

, 2T, K. AL Kitchen,

Amdrew's Universiry bee

i so Geraty, “The 1974

m of Exc Department of Antiguities

ordan) 20/75,

47 Y. Al
et Iskander
30 J.L. Pe
tive place. l'o get ]
M. Ibhrahim—J.A. Sauer--K Yoassine, “The |
222iTh, pp. 4166, According
1 1 and 11
" and some «

M. Abel identified it witl
[

ETE0N

el-Medeivineh as an
an settlement problems, consult
v Valley Survey, 1975, BASOR

alterna-

a ||!i.".II!.' LA IR

Iron | period, p. 56
1 Cf KA, p. 169, 177

¥ 1.C.L. Gibson Texthook of Syrign Semitic fnscriptions

I Oxford 1971, p. 76




34 ROYAL PRIESTHOOD

maodern Attir), for example, seems to be from the late Iron I1 peric

one sherd from the eighth century B.C. was found, The picture aj

Contrary to Aharoni, this indicates
irt of Rehol

be the same at Jutta and Esht

Yo duf
M S el

15¢ line, 2 Chr. 11

I||.|I I|'-'."-|_' ||!I|.'-.,' cities were not
5-12.%* The text of the Chronic
three cities really were a part of a defense line they may have come into
todunr 17

ened his defenses

ion them ether. If these

¥
QOES NOL TNET

aphat who, ac

existence during the time of king Jeh

ik,

1nd stren;

BAITIS0NS 1N tne cities of .
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2. 12, statione

5":‘\. "II.'i | "I.l

ils and store cities

It 18 doubtful whether one can conclude from 2 Chr, 17:2 that |
Simply because

new

b= i 0 b divded b i sliid ol o ko BB
phat of Judah divided his kingdom into twelve districts.

he built store cities and fortresses, 2 Chr. |

I

does not 1

1:4ff, may indicate that

district divisions wer ited. However, 2 Chr. |

il 1 £ »
e Xing did reo 1 ,|-;,'|'_|_:|-

ize his administration,”™ This text mentions t

that appointed judges in all the fortified cities of Judah {from Beer-Sheba

estahbli I

hed what could be called

to the hill cou

try of Ephrmaim)® and
m. Religious matters, “all matters of Y h* (=at 535

I 'I'-'Il Matiers or

tribunals in Jerus

I'Illll.
under Ze
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the scribes,
EOVETIOT .,

“Levitical” cities during the

the Chronicler does not mention
icant. If the king
|
I

inized his

Jehoshaphat is sigr
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in of the povernor,

the Jerusalem temple and others under the supervisic

Y I,il;'_'. Wenrt
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ference 1o Levites of the “1 evitical™ i
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affected by the new or ave been expect
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\hilstrom,
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possible that the new organization did not aftect the Levites outside Jerusa

e “Levitical™

lem. Un the other hand, the Chronicler's complete

exXIst as an institutior

here may indicate that they did not 3

This is supported by 2 Chr, 1% /11, which states that Jehoshaphat sent

Levites to all the cities of Ju in order to

high officials (*princes”) a
i : the la

:
H the 14 rre rig
with them. The narrator reported

targh, of Yahweh from the lawbook they carried

H" the peop

common phenomenon but Edve 1O 1t i3
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. Just as every government had to spread its ofl

haphat. Hows
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Davidic rule played an important role; it was according to the will of
Yahweh. The “Levitical” cities phenomenaon is to be seen as one expression
of this i|,||_'-;:||;'|::_r_l_.

Turning to the reign of Jeroboam I it should be noted that his first
n, | KIII;'-\. |,'!'._-":-",': It ap

n to rebuild and fortified it immediately (here the verb

choice as capital was the ancient city of Shecher

pears that he he
313 is used). It may be assumed that the choice of Shechem was made be-
cause it was known as having been an old royal city, and because it had once
been a center for the béné yisrd "¢l However, Jeroboam’s intentjon to make
Shechem the capital of Israel never materialized. The excavations at Tell

Balata (ancient Shechem) show that the place was an insignificant village

before Jeroboam's time. There are no remains of a fortified town from the
tenth century B.C.** Thus, when 1 Kings 12:25 continues by saying that
Jeroboam marched from | kY1) Shechem to Penuel in ||;=r'|-;';-:1|'d:5|[| and built
p and fortify
shechem. Because of the political situation Penuel may have been a tem-
g to 1 Kings 15:6,

it (rebuilt?), it may mean that there was no time to build

porary place of refuge for the new government. Accord
there was an almost permanent state of warfare between Judah and lsrac) as
long as Rehoboam of Judah lived. At a more secure and distant place from
the battles with Judah, Jeroboam could better organize his army and govern-
ment apparatus,” Moreover, Penuel was not too far from the Transiordanian
sites of iron ore,*

A second and perhaps more decisive reason behind the move to Penuel®

was Pharaoh Shosheng's camp

ign in Palestine. This may have posed a threat
to all Palestinian states and their independence. It is most probable that

Jeroboam did not have time 1o make Shechem a real stronghold or to build

up his war machine becavse of the advance of the Egyptian army. Thus, in

order to avoid a battle with the Egyptians, he left for Penuel and Mahanaim 7

Sl 10 throne, 15 used

pp. 1441, L.E. Toombs, “The Stratigraphy at

G99-110, of. Toombs, BASOR 223/76, pp. 580

¢ Era," Sypm g, ed. by F.M. Cross, Car

ms of the Early

p. b8

bridge, Mass., 1979, p

Thus B, Otzen, fraefiterne | Polaesting, Copenhag 1977, p. 212. Cf, the

kel with Eshbaal, Saul's son, making Mahanaim in Transjordan his capital, 2 Sam

&5

Penuel “was the only mining town™ within Jerob
“The Valley of the Craftsmen (ge' h m)," PEQ 109
66 M “*Die Schoschenkliste,” ZDPV 61/38,

87 Kitchen s ef. W, Hel L35 iesrrgrerr, p. 239, It has been

suggested that the name -rd’ (or -ru-5¢") in the Shoesheng lst (no. 59) be ntified

with Tirzah, Thus, this city was taken before Jeroboam moved there, so, for instance
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As far as we know, the Es fand

ptian campaign did not result in any lasting
possessions. No texts tell us whether the Palestinian states were reduced or

became vassal states. [t is possible, tho that the territory of Judah was

t Rehoboam did not rebuild Arad may indicate that it was

diminished. T

no longer within the borders of Judah.”™ Whether the Pharach wished only

ind reclaim respect for Egyptian power™ or whe r he

; ; . : : L
dominated parts of Palestine for a short time is not known. What is clear is

result of Solomon’s death and Shoshenag's invasion, the Palestinian

that as a

n reduced to nations of Little importance. Consequently,

his residence to Tir I Kings 14:7, a city more easily
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the capital, Bethel, a prestigivos cult place in the hill country,™ wi

tural choice for Jeroboam.™ Because it hai n an Israelite cull §

long before Jerusalem came into the picture (ef. Gen. 28:10ff.) Jeroboam

could advocs

e that it was closer to the mainstream ol Israelite relipion than

was Jerusalem with its new temple and Zadogite, non-Israelite priesthood.

I'herefore, Bethel did not become a national sanctuary because it was cloge

. ; e )
o the as has been maintained i three old sanctuaries to

which Samuel went or

, Bethel was the most northern. OF the other

tweo, Mispah was too close to the border with Judah and Gilgal was locat

y far to the east of the classical Israelite territory.™ However, also Bethel

was located in the southern region of the new kingdom and, thus, danger

ously close to Jug

tance of

The textual material is of no help in trying to assess the imp

the city of Bethel under David and Solomon. Unfortunately, there are no

time of the united monarchy. However,

rerérenceés 1o the city

from archaeolo thel (if it is identified

mnclusion may be drawn that Be

with mode

| Beitin) ™ was a prosperous city in the beginning of the Iron II

period. ™ further induced Jeroboam to make the citv a

national re

om, onc

could ask whether it was the official cult place of the national religion and
its administration. In other words, should Bethel's cult place be compared
with Jerusalem's temple? Again the historical texts do not give us an exact
answer. However, it is clear that Bet
palace sanctuary. Here «

to make the new

L 5 SancIUary never became a KINg 5

should remember that Jeroboam®s first task was

viable one, and for that purpose he required an

fer i thre (Nd Testament, Leiden and
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efficient administration. From 1 Kings 11:28 we learn that Jeroboam had

:f

&
seph,” and occupi

been one of Solomon’s administrators. As such, he was in charge of

I one of the most prominent

the levy of “house of

¢ nation, i.¢. the part which later be

positions in the northern part of tl

with the districts, their

lom, onsequently, he was well acquainte

functions and the religious duties of their of

d not be assumed

1|:\. It _l.-'ll

that the district ore: ation ceased to function when Solomon died and

united monarchy Thus, Jeroboam had an oreanization to fall back

Y ,
the forced labor system continued ¢

on. This does not mean

k]

s re-

before. The new king must certainly have made some changes in

Id have meant running the risk of

S0 o R | Foda e
SpEct Indeed, not to have done so w

1at Jeroboam had to de

olution. One

quickly was where to

locate an official er for the new nation’s « | religion and cult admin-

istration i s duties

Al

porary is unknown. In

it to be tem-

! ! a y P
ugh he chose Bethel, v

is reorganization of the new nation’ - calendar

nself was to

the king had to institute a royal festival at Bethel in which

s naturally tterned after the roval festival of

officiate. This festival ws

m imtended

| Kings 12:32.%" Itis, thus, a possibility that Jer

5 capital but 00n found 1L stratl

Y unsuit

however, kept its status as a roval temple place. This is clear from

Amaos 7:13 where the (chief) priest, Amaziah, tells the Jude rophet Amos

to deliver his “dangerous™ oracles at Bethel because it

i1 ! % e b T ke e o | &+l — = [* -
ctuary, 778 T2 i nNI780 N3,

a temple of the kingdor

Amos, 1

threatened

he life of the king and

9. To do so on royal prope was understood as instigating

2] him

his d

nation it was natural to ex

a revolt, 7:100. As a citizen of an

and order him back to

onyms. 5

king himself could

-
(L

e two above mentioned p

de ¢s both royval property a
offic ] Kings 12
may refer to any other sancty

ligion and wa

rase, a%nn na

e, as did Jerobo:

ged to the nation’s official re-

Mminists
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tuaries mentioned in 1 Kings 12:31 and 2 Kings 23 :19 may be exan

the second category (they are called bamdr by the later historiographer). It
should be noted that the latter passape mentions that the kines of Israel
built nm2an N3 in their kingdom.™ These, then, were sanctuaries of the
kingdom, nia%an

The characterization given to Bethel in Am. 7:13 shows that it still was
a temple of higher rank than an ordinary 73%nan na. How its status com
pared with the sanctuary ol the royal establishment in Samaria is unknown
As usual the narrators do not tell us the whole story. Their interest in lsrael
is doctrinal throughout, not historical.®® Thus, neither Tirzah nor Samaria
are pietured as religious centers. However, because every capital was the cen-

ter for the government’s religious affairs, the narrators did not need to

m
phasize this phenomenon. It was natural to expect a temple or a royal chapel

within the palace complexes of these two cities. Even if the leadership of

the national religion was centered in the capitals, Bethel's importance as a
national cult place was very strong and continued to be so even after the
collapse of the kingdom of Israel. This js shown by the fact that the Assyrian
king (which one is not said) sent one of the exiled priests back to Bethel and
not to Samaria to epsure that the rn.']ig!ll.:-‘.| of the country was carricd out
efficiently, according to its norms, mipdr, 2 Kings 17 2647,

It should be noted that Bethel’s temple is called a nna in 2 Kings 23:15 %
This text states that king Josiah of Judah broke down the ba@mgh and burned
it together with the Asherah. The RSV translation of this verse is note-

worthy; the “altars with the high place he pulled down and he broke in
pieces its stones, crushing them to dust; also he burned the Asherah.” The

Hebrew text, however, says something else. It has nnan-ng e which can

only be translated “he burned the bamegh. " Thus, bamdh cannot possibly

85 1 :
1an,” but must be understood as
something made of wood or partly of wood, probably a building. The

reason why the word bdmah is used for the temple of Bethel ig that the

mean the altar, as proposed by P.H. Vauy

writer, who favored Josiah's religious and political activities, regarded only

diss., University of Chicago), Chicage 1977. P.H

rhe €4d Testament, Camby : 1972, is not fully

832 Of. Barrick; op. cir., pp. 326f. H. Torzyner

show that “bamot” are not ‘high places’, but sacred buil

places,” Lachish I The Lachich Letpers, Oxford 1938, p. 30, 0. 3

5 H. Tadmor prefers to sce Sa 15 4 secular city and not as a center for the
nation’s religion. "On the History of Samaria in the Biblical Period,™ Eret Iy,
Jerusalem 1972, pp. 6700, (Hebrew). However, the narrators have played de ol
of Samaria as an official Yahweh cult place because of their princi [l th

existence of Israel as a nation. Because the archaeobogical material thus Far available is

incomplete, o tree picture of the city 's religious establishment cannot be drawn
8% I, E. Nielsen, Shechernt, p. 197

86 The Meaning of ‘hama" in phe O Testament, p. 320
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1]
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lic dynasty, the northern

away from Yahweh of Jerusalem and the D

from the narrator's

kingdom should not have existed, Inde itage point

a northern king 1 could do only what “'was evil in the eyes of Yahweh.”
One may assume, however, that the district organization Jeroboam 1 in-
have instituted con-

nnection with Ahab,

and
hmued with pe

for example, we learn about the governors of the districts, 1 Kings 20 :14f

Iministrative apparatus he n

ps some necessary adjustments. In co

nation’s cultic affairs is evident from

That the kings were the masters of the
g others, Ahab and Joram.™ Not only did Aha
above mentioned temple built for his queen, but he also erected a
Baal in Samaria, 2 Ki

ainst a god who was not orig

¢ the

|
3:2. That his son Joram ejected it may be seen as

the reigns of, am

& 1)

L

a reaction nally part of the national religion

tor the Tyrian

of the country If s0, this Baal st
r
Baal.** Jor

traditior

ably a symbol

removal of this stele may indicate that he was more of a

t and, thus, did not strongly support the queen mother's activi-

ties in religous matiers.

Jehus slaughter of Yahweh priests and the priests of the Tyrian Baal
cult, 2 Kir
reflect any religious disaffection. To firmly establish his position he killed

5 10:11, reveals t

t his revolt was basically political and did not

not only the whole he

¢ of the Omrdes but all who were i

Iy allied

th it as well. In this way the anti-Assyrian politics of lsmael were ter-

minated. The pro-Egyvptian party was put out of function.®® Jehu's revoli

-

2 Kings who gave to it a SPEeCIIC e

suited the narrator of gious color, as if it

g5, he com-

were in harmony with his time's concept of Yahwizm. Neverthel
hu, 2 Ki

They followed in the footsteps of Jeroboam 1. How Jehu's administration

5 10:291T., as he does about all the kings of lsrael.

pliins

dealt with religious matters is noi really known. It may be concluded, how-

ever, that the offi gion of lsrael continued in its traditional forms
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i, 50T dMmong

“The Date and Significance
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the imporiance al
h Evidence,” PEQ
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ideals, | Kings 15, 22:41, 2 Chr. 14-17."" Both Kings attempted to put an

5 } § ; i i Tias : 98 ) 5
end to cultic prostitution in the country and in Jerusalem However, be-

cause they are blamed for not having stopped the cult of the Admde, their
“reforms™ cannot be seen as part of a contemporary movement desirous of
reforming the national cult of Judah. No thought had yet been given to the
idea of cult centralization in Jerusalem. The conclusion one can draw from
the biblical texts is that both kings certainly made changes in cultic affairs,
and because the later writers appreciated these actions they were seen as
examples of “righteous™ rulers.

According to 2 Kings 12:5-17 12 Chr, 24:4-11, king Joash of Judah,
who ascended the throne after the coup against queen Athaliah, tried to col-
lect money in order to restore the temple of Selomon. Although he ordered
the first priest, Jehoiadah, to send priests and Levites to the cities of the
nation to collect money for the work, 2 Chr. 24:4ff,, the project was
Jehoiadah for 22 years, 2 Kings 12:6. After a rebuke

by the king, however, he made a chest into which all the money brought to

:l|!-‘.'1n'.15|j.' hindered |

the temple was deposited, and work began. The reign of queen Athaliah is
viewed as a time of neglect of the Solomonic temple and in some ways it
was. Naturally, she was more interested in her own newly built temple for
to 2 Chr. 24: 7, the sons of Athaliah
(which may refer to her servants as well) are said to have broken into the

the Tyrian Baal. For example,accordin

temple of Yahweh and taken vessels from it for use in the new Baal temple.

I'wo things should be notec

here. First, that the chief priest showed such
great reluctance to collect money for the temple indicates that it was not in
a bad state of repair, Second, as long as the priest lived, the king did “what
was right in the eyes of Yahweh.” When the priest died, however, Joash is
said to have followed other :_-.:ni.'H.. He is also accused of '|;-_L|'||:,- money from
the temple in order to pay tribute to the Arames
excuse for his murder, 2 Chr, 24:17-25.%

ins. This is given as an

5

According to the Chronicler’s

theological ideal, the Priest is the one who should lead the king, not vice

versa! Thus, only when Jehoiadah was alive could Joash have done anything

praiseworthy This is adapted historiography, i.e. information is dis-

7T From the time of kill:' Asa we hear about o levy on the whole population of
Judah, “none was exempt,” 1 Kings 15:22. Whether or not this gave Asa the appor
tumty 1o start his religious “reform” is not known, but it should not be considered
im possible

"3 For Asa demoting Maa

from her oflicial position as kingmother, gébirgh,

and destroving the cult symbol she had made for Asherah, see my book, Aspeces of
S¥Rcrerism
9% rf

ram, pp. 5763

which does not have the information about Jehoiadah's
death
00 CF, R, Mosis, Untersiichungen #iir Theolopie des ehronisticchen Geschichis

werkes (Freiburger Theologische Studien 29), Freiburg-Basel-Wien 1973, p. 181
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torted to reflect writer' s preconceived idea of what should have taken

place

[he Chromicler’s version of the reign of king Uzziah of Judah should be

noted. It is the positive aspects of a king's reign that determine how he is

Thus, the Chronicler hails

evaluated and how the material is ar

Uzziah as one of the most successful king h. He was both-a warrior

“ According to the narrator, however, because he became

leprous he must have done something wrong. Therefore, it is said that “his

heart grew high to destruction™ and that he was false to Yahweh. The only

“sin'' the narrator can pin on the king is that he burned incense to Yahweh

on the altar of incense, 26:16. However, that may be, the Chron r is

writing in a time when there was no king in Judah and when the tensions

15t. Since the Chry

hetween Kingship priesthood were a thing of the |

icler lized kimgship, his report

, ideologically, is a representative of a desacr:

I-5 :\il.ik-

of Uszziah's “sin™, i.e. his sacrifice, is but a poor excuse for the kir

raders of the

Kings were heads of state and,

as such, they were

reli cultic duties (cf. Saul, David,

on and they could fulfill s«

leroboam, Ahaz). They could also make changes in the cultic

as the

onal s tuaries. Uzziah,

and

wint the priests of

icial of his nation’s religi

he was cultically unclean

Administrative and cultic reforms

e he made in cultic

King Hezekiah is well known for th

matters.'™ According to 2 Kings 18:4, he “removed” the himor of the

ki

bronze serpent, MNehushtan, another divine symbol. In connec

of Judah, broke the massébar, cut the "@érim, and smashed the
- with

iz a festival of such dimensions that it 15 said
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that “there had been nothing like this in Jerusalem™ since Solomon’s time,
2 Chr. 30: 26,/

The bgmdi are the national shrines of the country. Just as king Josiah

i M = § 5 v - S i BT YT - v i
later *removed”™, 7on, the minan *na which were in the province of
2 B i

Samerna and which 2 Kin 23:19 states were built in the cities by the

kings of Israel, so too the 'Ii'ul'"|-'? removed™ by Hezekiah were state sanc-
tuarieés. They should not be placed in the same category as the cult places
the people made for themselves under every green tree and in the valleys,
cult places the prophets complain about

What happened to 1

the cult

» Bdmmdhr, sanctuanes” Accordirn 2 Kings 158:4,

sehat, "|1i|':.|:\”. and "d¥érim, i.e. the svmbol

ess Asherah, were broken (¥br), cut down or cut to pieces (krt).

raphernalia called m
i

The hamdar, however, were not destroved, :ii-."-. were “removed” (swr in

for the podd

hiph.), abandoned. It may be that Hezekiah changed the function of these
sanctuaries; they ceased to be part of the royal ud:lnl:lsl:ulin.ln and its juris-
diction. In other words, they ceased (o exist as national sanctuaries. That

Hezekiah did not remove the priests from these cult ces may mean that

they had to rely on other means to earn their living. Even if the sanctuaries
were cut off from being part of the royal administration they were |1|L:i'.|.1|‘~i'-.
not destroyed;'™ the text of 2 Kings 18:4 does not say anything to that
effect. In 2 Kings 21:3 it is, however, said that Manasseh (re)built (1271) the
hdmdr

his father had given up (TaR in pi., a term which does not

always mean “destrov™). The use of the verb dnf in this connection may

refer either to Manasseh having rebuilt the sanctuaries or to the narrator’s
interpretation of the event. ||l.' may have seen the reinstitution of the
Judahite cult not only as a reconsecration but also as referring to building
activities. Thus, when 2 Chr. 33: 17 mentions that during the time of Manas-
seh the people again sacrificed at the bamdr it means that the official
Yahweh cult of Judah was once again administered all over the nation.

What led Hezekiah to undertake his reorganization is not known, but
L

108

political and economic réasons may have played some role in his decision,

ld perhaps be seen as part of his fortification program and part of his
foreign policy reversal.’’® With the support of Egypt, he worked for an
alliance against the Assyrians. In centralizing every '

thing to the capital,

% One may conclude that the passover had not been an important festival during
chic time.

:.:"L [111e])
197 The Chronicler has here used the verb mrs, ¥

down, break down,” which is
rmony with his conceptions and interpretation of hi
See below, O NRlLC y

For cult re
Welten, Grecefiiefine o

e O M. Wein

L Eelg

109

rpanizanions in connection with roval bui

sECRIchE

irsdelinng i den Chi -.lr.lk."-lu Er,

“Cult Centralization in Israel in the Light of 5 Neo-Bak k
Analogy,” JNES 23/64, pp. 2024]




ROYAL PRIESTHOOD 6/

2 Chr. 31:10ff, he got all the taxes sent directly to Jerusalem. From there
he distributed the goods to the priests and the Levites of the cities of Judal
2 Chr. 31:14ff. One should, thus, not underestimate the role economy played
in Hezekiah’s reform program. In order to efficiently stop the cult at the
national sanctuaries and their economic importance the king
cate their divine symbals, the magséhdr and the ‘@%érim. In this way he made
it impossible to carry out further rituals as well as collecting tithes at these
P|3L;E5 111

From a religio-political point of view several of Herekiah's contemporaries
could maintain that the E-.'rmiuuzinn of the official cult at the bdmds was a
disastrous move "' since t decreased the power of the god of the nation,
Yahweh, and thus the power of the nation itself. According to Semitic
thinking, the king’s action undermined his own position. This should be
kept in mind when dealing with the reign of king Manasseh who reversed his
father’s policies.'’® This interpretation is supported by the informati

10 errach

given in 2 Kings 18:22 and lsa. 36:7. Here, in a speech directed to the
people of Jerusalem™® (most of them were undoubtedly soldi
Assyrian official, rab¥dgéh, mentions that Hezekiah's abandonment of the
bamot and altars of Yahweh had a negative effect. It became dangerous to
ely upon Yahweh since his power had been frightfully diminished
we know, Hezekiah's policies also led the country to the brink of disaster.
Most of the territory of Judah was given over to the Philistines by Senna

111 The phrase pm bun nrs Amay, The work of the house of God," which occurs
in the short evaluation statement about Hezekiah, 2 Chr. 31: 21, may refer to the cult
of the temple, the Hiurgy. It is found in parallelism with 790 .
mandments. Concerning the reasons for ¢
Prism Col. II1: 381, mention that 'Perk

Hezekiah. The damgaii refers to soldiers and

irregular soldiers, see the discussion by 1.
cemtury B.C.." JAOS 94/74, p, 110. One m
who were “drafted™ in order to strenghthen the def
meant that all activities outside the capital almost
ties. If so, the biblical narrato
“reform,”™ thus giving a tendentious picture of it

112 For g possible prophetic opposition to Hezekiah's reform We
pp. 208ff

113 See further below, Chapter V

119 H. Wildberger maintains that the tradition in 2 Kings 18 is taken over by
writer of Isa. 36-39 who revised it, “Die Rede des Rabsake vor Jerusalem,”™ Th? 35779,
pp. 3547,

115 1t may be maintained that the rob¥ge
as 1= the Cyvrus eylinder’s reference to Nabunaid™ transfer of Bah
lon shortly befare Cyruz took the city. Still, there may be a kerne truth in both
stories, ¢f. the discussion by M. Weinfeld, JNES 23/64, pp. 20201, For an Assy
parallel to the rebfigéh™s negotiations with the people of a besieged city, see H.W. I
Sagps, “"The Mimrud Letters, 1952 — Part 1" frag 17/55, pp. 23T,

ay have used and

&l speech is 2 literar

rian
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cherib. Only Jerusalem was left (perhaps also the Judean desert ) for Hezekiah
to rule.

11&

In reality the kingdom of Judah had been reduced to a city state.

The fact that the rab¥dgeh spoke Hebrew may indicate that he was an
Israelite by birth.!'” The aim of his words was to encourage criticism and
opposition to Hezekiah's actions. Indeed, to a great many people Hezekiah's
actions against their cult places may have been impossible to comprehend
From the rab¥fgéh’s specch it is evident that the bdmdr and altars idled by
the reform were seen as legitimate Yahweh cult places."'™ Further, they
were not identical phenomena. Oppesition to these arose at a later time and
came from a group that had accepted and also propagated the idea of only
one Yahweh cult place

The reforms of Hezekiah seem to have been repeated by king Josiah
Both did something to the bdmor, both destroyed magsébdr and "d%érim,
and both inaugurated a new festival in the spring, Josiah is said to have
made a passover, the likes of which had not been celebrated since the days
of the Judges. It was held for the first time in the king’s | 8th year, 2 Kings
23:22.""" Because the namatives in 2 Kings 18 and 23 are similar, it is diffi-
cult to establish what exactly happened

One difference should, however, be pointed out immediately, Josiah is

not said to have “removed” the bdmdr of Judah. He is said to have “defiled”’

(wnwum) the bamdt of the cities, 23:9, because incense was burned there to

Baal and the constellations, i.e. the heavenly host."™ Moreover, he deposed
those priests who fulfilled this function, namely the 8™n3."*" Thus, a cer-
tain class of priests was dismissed.'™ 2 Kings 23:9 reveals that other priests
were not completely put out of business. This verse states that the hamde-
priests could mot go up *to the altar of Y:

had eaten unleavened bread among their breathren.” The phrase Wharor 3

hweh in Jerusalem unless they
rives the condition'*® under which the e phb S Y e i
gives the condition under which they were permitted to officiate at the

r '\

See Chap
117 H, Tadmos
army, as did many other m
Chicago, June 1977).
LIS OF M. Weinfeld, op. oif., P 202, W.B. Barrick, The Word BME in the ONd
Festament, p. 325.

et him ag an exiled Israelite who made o career in the Assvrian

ated peoples (in a lecture at the Unjversity of

BLE 1 B
VY Either this means that the festival was a new one, or that the old spring fe

was Yrevized.™ It could alto mean that the narfatof consdered the Joman festival to be

in ||:|r|||l:-||:. with his own time’

5 PASSOVED.
120 One wonders how this affected the concept of Yahweh as Zeb:
of Hosts.™

“Yahweh
This word does not mean “idolatrous™ priests, as the Engl. transkation renders
it. The stem kmr means 1o be hot, to burn.” These priests are said to have been ap-
pointed by the kings of Judah, 2 Kings 23: 5. Their cultic duties were thus part of the
official Judahite religion il the time of Josiah,

122 See W.B. Barrick, The Word BMH, pp. 332f

133 C, Brockelmann, Hebraische Synrax, Meukirchen 1956, 8 168, pp. 1591., Bar-
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altar of the temple of Jerusal From this W.B. Barrick concluded that the

Dugrrichi-

sts were put “‘under the control of the Temple priesthood™ at

Jerusalem.

Ropind S i’ i o A Jarn A1 |
By changing the status of the national cult places, HOF, By Qs

sing priests, and by subjecting the rest of the priesthood to more direct

Jerusaler

ite temple control™* the supervision of cultic affairs was tight-

ened, If this story is aceurate, the Jerusalemite priesthood gained the upper-

hand in the str

e between the different priest classes. This may be what
started the so called Levitical problem.
Mot only did Josial

made for Asherah, Baal, and the constellations (the |

remove from the Jerus: e vessels

n temple all tl

venly host), 2 Kings

23:4, but he also removed the horses which the king

105 B |

burned the chariots of the sun, v.11. Further, he

made for the sun, and

stopped the sacral prostitution at the Solomonic temple, v. 7. Here the nar-
tor has |
m of Judah. In addition to the
Asherah, and Baal the peoy

official religion of the
xs Yahweh Zebaoth,

2d the heavenly

a clear but short review of the

nree main d

e has, thus, also worshipp lies.

The logic of this is, of course, that there was no monotheism. This isa later

9
fa

jdea.

Manasseh introduced fore

ide, as is usually done, that king

cult phenomena and foreign gods some of which are said to have been elim-

v 1o textual informa

tion. The phrase “the kings

wrses for the sun) reveals the status of the offi

> kin

e cult the content of the pl

adom. When Yahweh alone remair

Josiah’s pu trase ““Yahweh

Zebaoth

(Ya

least for the time beir

hweh of Hosts) must have sounded somewhat empty at

If one considers Ezekiel’s vision of the t

sun on the inner court of the wemple, it appears

by assiEnmas
tic kegislator

et

combined ancient civil and cultic regulations with in
teaching, etc., see the well arpumented article by 5. A. K
Deuteronomic Law,™
L2¢ 35 @ PTOgram

127 Ha
disappe
happened

et} - - +h
138 A later time gave the

IN%5-158 { guoie

post-exilic society
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that the worship of the sun was reinstated after Josiah's death, Ezek.

8:16."% On the other hand it may be maintained that, even if Josiah re-

ve included

jected all the symbols of the sun, the temple rituals may stil

a proskyvn
Yahweh.!

As was mentioned a

is for the sun which the prophet tells us was identified with

ave, Josiah did noi lestroy the bamdr of Judah nor

ion's cultic establishment.

13 Certain ity

did he “remove” (abandon) them from the

lhey were perhaps more closely supervised from now on.

them, the knirn were dismussed.

were apandonegd and the priests performing

Fhere were, however, certain bdmdr (here one should perhaps read the

singular bmi or bt '**) which the king did pull down, yna, This was the
3

bmt of the oy '

| at “the entrance of the gate of
't of the city pate, 2 Kings
entified as

l'iaI!-C.l he :".I,J“l:l,i. |.i|'|'nr|

which was loca

Joshua, the commander of the city™ to the

23:8. To what city this refers is debated. It has usually bee

Jerusalem, '™ However, the sentence RMIR3 DK PRI,

135

the bmi ", may refer to Beer-Sheba his is supported by 2 Chr. 24:6.

rted to have included “the cities of Manasseh,

Here Josiah's reform is re

Ephraim, and Simeon, and as far as Naphtali.”" Beer-Sheba was in the terrd-
tory of Simeon, the o

i h - i » - e
v area of Judah which is mentioned in this passage.

From Am. 5:5 we know that Beer-Sheba was a renowned pilgrin
for the people of the northern kingdom, lsrael. Connecting this with the

fact that Josial

e place

gdom of Israel

destroyed the sanctuaries of the former

(now the Assyrian province Samerina), it may be concluded that everything

associated with the religious customs of

¢ TOTMEr ||;.~rli|:-r:| k'l[l:,:_i_!l.'-'lll WS

ves of Josi

suspect in the e 1d to be uprooted. The gods of the

mentioned cult place at Beer-Sheba were not ¢ associated with Yahv

and sunshine connected witl
. B5IT, For Yahweh's horses,

Ihis - may suit the theory

Fiscal Basis of Josiah's Reforms,"” JBL 9 i.pp. 11
arrick, The World BMH, p. 351

133 1, Gray prefers to read ¥o'arim,

miainly & frscal one

f. W.0.E. Oesterly and Th

it, London 1930 (1952), p. 112, W. B, Barrick, op. cit., pp. 3511,

nstance, N, Avigad, "The Governor of the City," IEJ &, pp. 178

B2.
Lt - | h,"” BASOR
222176, pp he Hebrew

and Cult
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Accordingto 2 Chr. 11:15,

rthern kingdom. The

because they were o™ [+] wiw,

these deities were part of the offi

question this raises is whether the Beer-Sheba cult place ag an

indication that down 1o the time of king Josiah these pods had been part of

or tolerated by — the official Judahite cult.

changes in

In principle a king can, of course, only or

territories under his command. His god is the " the nation and not of

oblem of

5 and their gods. This leads to the p

people ruled by other kin

how to explain Jos in the Assyrian province of Sam

ve advocated that Josia
y to Judah. '™

Instead is should be

the former king

wedition to the north indicates that he anne

lom of lsrael. Many schola

ex
Unfortunately there is no
noted that 2 K

(rzba in the north

e For
nce k] |

ons that Josiah's territory streched from
in the south. It could, of course, be main-
I
racter of the text one should view the

rJo

gainst Israel in the Old Testa-

tained that this

ore Josiah marched nor ds. How

ever, because of the chronistic o

greatness™ un

the polem

Josiah's actions in the north, it must be ren

bered that the offi
the national god of Israel was not the Yahweh of Jerusalem. In
it was the Ya

at Bethel and its cultic establishment in Sam

its famous shrine

lom wi

weh of the northern kir

The official religion of the

1ed from Jerusalem. From a

L2 %%
L .||i.'l Wds not at

home in or sover

of view, Israel was a break-away kir
Dhri

the most important holy place in the north,

the time of

i1s cu It were “wro

ons of the former nation, cf. 2 Kings 17: 28

it should be evident that Yahweh of Jerusalemn had no

province of Samerina. Josiah's action in this pro-

¢ were more of a hostile nature than anything else. He is said to have

TUanaes

burned the temple of Bethel and defiled the altars of the other sa

} O B ! P . - 3 i -
y massacring the priests and burning their bones on the altars thus making

1% . ikl 4 " T har - - o I . 5
it Impossible to use them Io burn the bones of human beings was

=

considered a punishment, cf. Lev, 20:14, 21:9, Josh. 7:25. In effect, what

. 266, AD al Ja

450K 200 /71, pp. 3300 F.M. Cross goes so far as to mainfain that

attempted to restore the kingdom or empire of David in all detail,” Conaanite

ehrew Epfe, p. 283, How can anvbody [ine !
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Josiah did was to attempt to stop a rival Yahweh cult over which Jerusa-
lem had neither power nor influence. His expedition to the north was

= ix 1 s
punitive.’ No text mentions that Josiah reo

inized the province as a part
of his nation. Indeed, the historian would not have forgotten to record such
an event which, had it happened, would have been completely in line with
his goals. If Josiah ever contemplated annexing the territory it never came
about. His untimely death put an end to any such plan, There is, perhaps,
one indication that Josiah tried to extend his territory. If the fortress of
Mesad Hashavyahu (Minet Rubin), ca. 1.5 km south of Yavne Yam, was part
of Josiah's defense system, as has been maintained, then the king was suc-

cessful in extending Judah’s territory to the west at least, '™

The Old Testament presentation of the literary phenomenon of the

written document, “the law book,” found in the temple, 2 Kings 228,
should be seen as a narrator’s construction that conceals the fact that the

killy‘ himsell took the initiative for the reorganization. Indeed, r_h:u|:5]| his

temple restoration, he instigated the discovery of the “law book™; he is the
one who gave instructions about what steps should be taken 0 In principle,
any king could claim that his god had directed him to take certain actions
As the god's viceroy and administrator, he was the one who revealed the
will of his pod."™ Newvertheles

against any close relationship between god and king that was not mediated

%, because the narrator of 2 J\'.ill:_'n-. 22 was

by a priest or a prophet, it was necessary 1o give the reorganization divine
authority via a prophetic utterance. This is the role that the prophetess
Huldah fills, 2 Kings 22:14ff, In the spirit of the Deuteronomist she is said
1o have piven the king absolution because he humbled himsalf, Therefore, he
will die in peace(!) and not see the disaster that will come over Judah and its

capital (the later is certainly a post eventu oracle), 22 :18fF. This permits the

138 Bee my
139 For a le

ticks, “King Josiah

r in Hebrew |

nd the DWD of Amos 6: 10 J55 2681, pp. 79
. J. Naveh, "A Hebrew Letter
1 "Maore Hebrew Inserip

al

from the Seventh Century B.CY IES 10/60

tions from Mesad Hashavyahu," fES 12/62, pp. 2707, A. Lemaire, “Lostracon de

Hashavyahu (Yavmeh-Yam) replacé dans son contexte," Semitica 21 T1 pp

D. Pardec, “An Owe ography,” JBL 97778,

¢s such as Obadyahu, Hoshayahu, and Hashavyahu it may be con

3258, From na

cluded that the fortfess was under the Judean king. This is, for instance, the apinion of
H. Tadmor. He maintains that the Greek pottery found at the place indicates that
Josiah had Greek mercenaries in his army, “Philistiz under Assyrian Rule,” 84 2966,
p. 102, n. 59. For the text, se¢ Donner—Rallig, KAS, text 200, 1.C. L. Gibson, Texs
hook af Sy Semitic fnscriptions 1, pp. 26f1, It could be added that the script seems

Yalestinian, not exactly Jerusalemite.
M. Lohfink who points out that everything centers around the king, “Die
Bundesurkunde des Konigs Josias,™ Bif
191 Far the king i “Cifenbarungshringe
f e, Berlin 1969, pp. 54617

Thron," sec G.°
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some cultic and administrative

| .|I I |_';|\_| v be

t Josiah h

assumption t
reforms.

Contentwise the “law book™ seems to have been a scroll comtaining

divine commands. In other words, the will of the deity was revealed through
T A. Berthole ntained that the phrase “I have found the
law book in the temple of Yahweh,” 2 Kin
give the highest authority to an undertaking. He
the feet of the god Thot in his tem-

these writin

22:8."" iz a formula used to

points to the Egyptian

of a newly written text found a

: g
ple at Hermopolis. The text acquired the character of divine revelation,

par

S. Morenz pointed out that in instances like this one the writing was usually
45

n an archaic ¢

As to the authenticity of the “law book”, the opinions of A.R. Siebens

should be noted. He states that nowhere in the textual material are there

tate of repair that it

any hints that the temple was in such a deplora
needed to be renovated at that point in time."™ Further, he opines that

ous laws disappeared, it is certainly strange

even ‘book” containing rel

that its content and main tende

ies were forpotten, especially those dealing

rned that type of material

Priests usually les

with cultic rules and practice

by rote since it was impractical to carry a maruagle while sacrificing or while

ult symbols in a festival procession. This indicates that if there ever

d been such law book which had disappeared, it would not have been dif-

Ficitl ; 148
ficult 1o reproduce it.

are valid. He seems to have grasped the reality behind

the story. It is highly probable, therefore, that Josiah's so called law book

was a product of his own time and probably also of his own chancellery, a

book made in order to the king divine authorization for his reorganiz-
] R 1 [

The narrator used it to suit his own “historiographic™ pattern

yout the administration «

Very little is known he kings who followed

192 Far the divine will

. Widengr

ind, as

could suspect

v which

Ay i

in 1949, pp. 42

the early Roman king Mu

. the Koman us faw 15 said L  based oF

1, see Edna M. |

cocdines) of Num

" Numen 10
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ation may have changed and the religious life

Iosiah, After his death the
to 115 old forms. This can be concluded from the state-

it Josiah’s two sons, Jehoahaz and Jehoiakim. The narrator’s
two kings is negative. They did what was “evil” in the
Yahweh, exactly as their forefathers had done, 2 Kings 23:32, 37
embrace the ideology or

!4 :19. In reality this means that they

ustoms that the narrator was in favor of, namely the reforms of
aa

Folbmar ths
OLOW LIE ©

Hezekiah and Josiah

nt fsrael
n 2ur deuteronomischen Kult
'LE T ORI irg

perd e Temple erusafernt (SVT XXI), Leiden 1971,
i, Ezechiel (BK XIII:1), p. 151

."-'.lru. PR
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CHAPTER FIVI

KING MANASSEH AND THE REVIVAL OF THI
TRADITIONAL RELIGION OF JUDAH®*

Specizl attention should be paid to the information given in 2 Chr, 33:
14-17, a

nation and its

Cs CONCErn FLRe argamzaton of a

a5 well as from most of the

||:I\i:

ut the M

does not rate very highly in the eyes of the narrators, ¢f. 2 Kings 21

rlical traditions ab

that king Manasseh

155e0 re 18, WE 18arm

5

2 Chr. 33 :2. As a matter of fact, he is said te done more evil t
others, 2 Kings 21:11ff. and 2 Chr. 33:1ff. Taking into account the re

ligious zeal of the narrators and tl

Manas-

gals. it is not astoni

pictured as one of the worst kings of Judah. What

seh 1 i5 remarh

is that most modern scholars have uncritically accepted as historical

the biblical opinion about Manasseh. Consequently, they accuse him of

introducing foreign gods and religious phenomena into Judah and of inaug

urating a period of rampant syncretism.' It is a misleading picture, to say

the least

A more realistic portrayal of Manasseh can be found thr

of 2 Chr. 33:14-17. Tl

och Rikel 38, 1979, pp

1 Ses. for examph
H. Ringgren, [orae
, Philadelphia 1972, p. 291, M. Coj
8811, B, Oded, ") sh and the Exile,” in fsraedir
Haves and J.M, Miller, London 1977, p. 453, P.D. Hanson,
of Jewish Apocalyptic,” in el, p. 398, M. Haran, Te
vice in A mi fsrael, Uxlord
Jewish Th t. The Je
p. 103. R.K. Harrison, for
people of Judah sank to new d
rrernt Timmbes, Grand Bap

verify such a

| |,|.'i|:i|: 1 1%hG

fsrgel, Ind

}TRIE., R.M. Selizer,

1061, Sewish |

MWew York and London 1980,

time of Manass¢h

RSP

idation,” CNd Tes

WIrces, howe

ds, Mie 1970, ¢

rs50n mistakcnly

wics with the aciual

lewel of popular ethics i maorals, somethine texts do not analvee. The nar

ratorg are more concerned with the king's doings than with describing the morals ol
the population of Judah

I W, Rud
with the uprising af
652648 B.C.,

s that Manasseh rebelled against Ashurbanipal in conn

imash-shum-ukin of Bal
r {HAT 21), Tubing




T6H KING MANASSEH AND THE RELIGION OF JUDAH

the capital and put “commanders ul the army in all fortified cities of
Judah.” The Chronicler adds that he “took away the foreign gods™ and the
idol, 0" (a Judahite god image).* from the Solomonic temple, and he
removed all the altars Solomon had built “on the mountain of the temple of
Yahweh and in Jerusalem,”

v. 15. Although the Chronicler complains that

the people were still sacrificing in the sanctuaries, bamdt, of the country, he
adds the gualifier that they now only worshipped Yahweh there

From this report, which cannot be a complete invention,® it is evident
not only that Manasseh rebuilt and strengthened his defenses, but that he

E. Ehrlich, “Der Aufenthalt des Kdnips Manasse in Babylon,™ ThZ 2 . pp. 28100
Sce also M. Elat, who refers to the striking parallel of Ashurbanipal®s treatment of the
rebellious king Necho of Sais in Egypt, thus main ng that Manasseh and Mecho
were probably part of the same wprising and dealt with in the same manner, *“The
Political Statusof the Kingdom of Judah within the Assyrian Empire in the Tth Century
BCE.,” in Y. Aharoni, frvertications af Lachick: The Saneruary g rhie Residency
(Lachizh V), Tel Aviv 1975, pp. 66fT. Cf. also E. Nielsen, "Palitical Conditions and
Cultural Development in Isracl and Judah during the Reign of Manasseh,”
Congress of Sewith Studier 1, Jerusalem 1967, pp. 103fF, As fo Assyria's tre
also H.W.F, Saggs, The Greatness that was Babvlon, p. 242, It should
be added that Ehrlich points to the fact that M
parallel in Ahaz’ sacrifice during a |1|'-|||E|.-_l_'||-. dang
o Isa. 7MY, ThE 21065, p. 283, It is possible
2 Kings 21: 6, 2 Chr. 33:6, was a -'-'.'ln'.R--.L----I-..-- which was usually performed in situ-
ations of grave danger, cf. Mesha of Moab, and the Py
to Tanit and Baal Hammo politically troubled times. The Jerusalemites seem to
have done the same in the 'r-llr.:f-'-"' mn the

deh World

5 tres

ent of

'h:h:u:! king LT

sasseh’'s sacrifice of his son
2 Kin

1at Manasseh's sacr

¢ of his sor

¢ custom of sacrificing children

lley af Hinnom, 2 King:
32: 340, Ezek. 16:20. If Manassch was threatened by the Assyrians, it is pos
the sactifice of his son ac red in this connection. With A.T. Olmstead the .-....'.l

sacrifices dhould be viewed as having been directed to Yuhweh, History of Assyria,
['|||._.|_-;::| 1923 (1 9&0), . 379, S0 alse 1. 1 indblom, I
fid, 2nd ed., Stockholm 1953, n. 155

* The phrase Smen Yoo nr in v. 7 clearly indicates that we are dealing with a
, a5 W.F. Albright concluded with the helpof 8:3 5, By rendering

g Fedigrons | parminaltes o I

statue and not a %
Inn . “niche™
nlche and thues view the phenomenon as Syro-Assyrian, Archacology
af fsrael, ed., Baltimore 1946, pp. 1651, It should be noted that the tradition in
2 Kings 21:7 has @R S0b. Knowing that Asherah was an lsg
Ahlstram, Aspects of Synoretd
2 Chr, 33:7, 15 may be a
where tor Asherah’ idol. H

instead of seaf, place, postament, he was able 1o place a dab

e poddess {cf

in Iwaelite Religion, 1963, pp. 50T.), the semel of
h. However, th
we should add that in |Il| 'H- the word semef refers 1o

term is mever used else-

ference to Ashe

a deity statue, mabe or f ale, It should alse be noted that in the Phoen
of Cyprus semel never refers to a statue of a goddess, of. Z.5. Harris, 4 Gre
FPhoenician Language (AOS 8), New Haven, Conn., 1936, p. 60, 518:1. For sml as
relerring to a god statue, see also the Azitawadda text from Karatepe, KA 26: 1V 140
and 18f

4 H.D, Preuss does not belicve that two deity categories are mentioned here, Vi
spertung fremder Religionen im Alten Testament (BWANT 92), Stutigart 1971, p. 174

¥ See, for instance, W. Rudeolph, Chronikbecher, pp. 3150, K. Norh, "Docs
Archap Prove Chronicles Sources™,” 4 Light Unto My Path (04 Testarment

1an language

rar af the
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carried out a cultic reorganization around the same time, Here one could ask

whether a connection exists between strengtheming the defense system a

reforming or reorganizing cult and administr n. Before atter

answer, it should be noted that Asa (2 Chr

J, Hezekiah, and Jos

also seem to have undertaken a reorganization of the religious sy

connection with building activities, fense mprovemenits or m connection

with a change in foreign policy.” The soluti

n to this question must i

somewhere within lerrite

L.:ll:'li.:il.'?‘- ea ol di d I

phenomenon, for, as we have seen, politics and 1

Therefore, a change in either foreign policy or

consequent changes in military and cultic personnel. Wi

mentions t
| lom, it dx

before. The fact is that the army comman

not mean that they d

crc

e changed! This text

had inherited a city state, obviously recovered
Sennacherib had added to the Philistine holdings dividing it up be-
Mitinti of Ashdod.” With the

Manasseh, who

:.|':-.l.'. A |

some, if not all, of the territory that his fa
|

tween Sillibel of Gaza, Padi of Ekron, an

, Hezek lost; " territory

Wi

M. Myers), ed. by N.H. Bre
B. Oded, “Judah and th
Manassch, togetl

& CTOWN prince inst

A, Mooare, Philadel

(ern History

1
nken s iher vassal

el as Ashu
6 £, twenty-two vassal kings are mentionsd in
(Min. Vi35
Manaszseh is call
Vaszal Treaties of Esarhaddon and the Dating of Deuteronomy,”™ O

was still a oty state an

) et having delivered buldding 1

i the for “THIa Gdi, “kir

pp. 1506, This shows that at thi

1S prior

1
trme. Because Manasseh s son and successor |"i.||| name Amon, AT

Olmst oncluded I's revolution

| smaller

where, “Judah and the Transj
e Jubilce Volime, Mew York

dem, " Oudiestamrientizche Studi

s of Sepnacheribh (CHP 11)

20, lines 18ft

Akkodian texis mentions besides these three cities also Ashkalon

(ARAB 11 83

Luckenbill, ap. cir., p. 71

"BA 29/66, p. 9

YESY TN F
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return of these territories, or a part of them, Philistine rule ended. Therefore,

25en 5 '.I-.J:'I'Ir'll'ilr.|||||,'| had to be extended in order to re-incorporate

these cities territorially and religiously into the kingdom of Judah. This was

-.IL'a.'-E-‘-I'il'llihl':CLl I'-".- \'l.'.'ll.“ll;' out Judahite commanders, troops, and civil ser

vants, including priests. Only when the official religion of Judah was estab-

lished according to its m@pdr (rule, and norms)
I

ould Yahweh's rule be

re-¢stablished, The sanctuaries, bdmde, of these cities again became sanctu-

al religion.” Tl

aries of the mation of Judah and its offic

weretore, th

Purpose

of both the ary and the cultic reorganization that Manasseh undertook

Was

same: (o incorporate the regained territory into his kin

i, amone otl

tary defense m 1

and building new fortifications and walls
outer wall for Jerusalem encircling the Ophel, “i

2 | i | My | RTectl T o S | ey . e i
i) in the valley™ and éxtending to the entrance o

north, 2 Chr. 33:14. It not only provided an extra defense wall for t
Ophel, |
added proteciion for the |

since it seems to have extended west of

1al city, it g

of the Western

ter the time o

pulation seems to have increased af

city’s p
nost of the newcomers could not have moved into
¢ Western H

area of settlement. Archaecologic

proper b

of lack of space. Thus, t ill became a “suburb™ provid

ins support such an hy

the city of Jerusalem

L"-i.l'.li|1-!-'. M. Broshi maintained

three to four times its former size" around { B.C.

ise was due to immi ion from the o

INCTEs

collapse and from form

Judahite towns and di

territory of Philistine king

added 1o th

may provide T ¢ answer to Jerus

{l:l'l-:||"'|}. the 701 B.C

HISTING ROVEIMIMENts

' _-:-._':_||'l'.'|.i from the

i unsubstant

. Moréover, it is doubtful that t

permitted any kind of exodus. These governments werd

NOoW resp nsible to

1or the i"-CI"..-'.IE:I‘. 10

the Assyrians ut under their supeérvision. The fact that

le the walls of Jerusalem after 701 B.C. can par

ained by recalling that

people settled outsic

1
i

exp the area of Jud;

period was no

than Jerusalem and its closest surr i the country side

sundings.

cult organization undertaoken

hus, also its cult.

A NEYW K

This may be an exag
17 “*The Exj m in the Reign of Hezekiah and Manasseh " FES 24

T4, pp. 21-26. For a discussion ahout Manasseh s wall, see also 1. Simons, ™

15sion of

and the ‘Mishneh",”™ Oudtesiamentizehe Studién 7]5(0 ! 17

Manasse

Busink, Der Tempel von Jerusalem 1, pp. 1024
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who escaped the war may have settled close to the city of Jerusalem, thus
lal of
the mishneh, “the second city,” that is mentioned in 2 Kings 22:14 and in
Zech, 1:10

It is possible that Manasseh's wall joined up with the one that his father,

Hezekiah, had built outside, n¥n%, the old city wall, 2 Chr. 32: 5. Heze-

remaining subjects of the King of Judah. This may then be the beginning

kiah's wall may be the great wall (up to 7m wide) that was unearthed on the
Western Hill in the Jewish Quarter of the Old City of modern Jerusalem.'?

It is conceivable that this wall encircled the above mentioned suburbh. the
mishneh,'* Thus the Jerusalem of Hezekiah’s time may have been a double
city (cf. the dual form “¥Y*ridgalavim™). If Manasseh’s wall was connected
with this wall of Hezekiah it would have made the city one apain.

OFf other fortifications associated with king Manasseh the so-called Manas-

seh wall on the acropolis of Tell el-Hesi should be mentioned. This is an
identification made ||:.. F. Patrie.* If this 15 correct, |_||_-5,| {Eelon?) may have

been one of the cities Manasseh retrieved. The defense activities of this king

may very well have been directed apainst Ezypt ' Having become a faithful

Assyrian vassal his b

ing activities may be seen as a result of this policy.
In making Manassch the scape goat for the disaster of the country, the

Chronicler appears as an exponent of the ancient Near Eastern concept

whereby a deity's displeasure with his people forces him to destroy the

nation.”” It must be asked . however. '.'.I|f., the hlame was |\!u,_-|_‘|'; on Manasseh,

13N i
19691970, |

was loca north. Therefore, Manasseh’s

west the Kedron valley encircling the Ophel. Unf dy we do not

Emow wh t 1t started. Consequently, the connection with Hezekiah's wall

1% This has been discussed in my

F up Jeri-

salemn in the Journal W Near Eastern Stu w | expressed

the ~.':'|I|i:'|| that the wall did not encircle o s 1tle he south and that it was not

nnected with the already existing wall of Jerusalem. This seems now to have been

¢ “The Western Hill (of Jerusalem) under the Monarch
the “Broad Wall™ of Nehemiah 3:8, see
S 2474, pp. S0, G.W. Ahlstram, Joel o

supporied by A D, Tushing]
ZDPV 95/79, pp. 39-55. F
“Mehemiah's ‘Broad Wall®,"

Cult of Jerusals 5

13 Tell ef Hesy (Lachith), London 1891, pp. 32f., and plates 11, 111, See also K. G

ombs, “Tell el-Hesi,” TEF 27/77, p. 248

i 1,

O'Connell, D.G, Rose, L.

+ . 281, Here

been returned

€ deg iwraslitsch-udiscfen

one could ask whether th
to Manassch or was it first taken back by Josiah? Did the the Philistines, or Manasseh,
or Jos m VII?

17 S.N. Krz g tion over the Destruction of Sumer and Us,™ The
caf East (Suppl. to ANET), ed. by 1. B, Pritchard, Princeton 1969, pp. 1
{611 ff.). Consult also B Albrekizon, Hivrory and
Series 1), Lund 1967, pp. 276,

il &

Taf

Craxdls (Coniectanea Biblica, OT
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who, atter all, **converted”™ to Yahweh, according to the Chronicler, 2 Chr
33:12-13. Indeed, one may ask why the blame was not levelled against
Iehoiakim or Zedekiah,

We can attribute the unflattering evalvation of Manasseh given by the
narrators of 2 Kings and 2 Chronicles to the fact that he abandoned the
policies of his father, Hezekiah, a king whose works harmonized well with
the narrator’s own theology. According to the standards of their time,
Hezekiah's reform was the ideal against which the religious customs of the
;Hl_'-l_‘hiH-.' era were to be evaluated. In Manasseh's eves, however, the pi licies
of Hezekiah had led the country to the brink of disaster. Therefore, Mana-
sseh's cultic reform may have been nothing more than a return to the re-
ligious situation that existed before Hezekiah's innovations, 2 Hiuj_'s 213
may, thus, be the narrator's personal view of Manasseh’s cultic restoration
program,'® If the above interpretation is correct, Manasseh cannot be called
an ":t|:l-::-,~=i:11r:“, as may scholars prefer to label him." He was rather a tra-
ditionalist in religious matters, and as such he came into conflict with those
groups still advocating the religious ideas and the radical, utopian innovations
of his “unorthodox™ father, Therefore, Manasseh had to neutralize those
elements;*® they may be seen as enemies of the state.

This example from Manasseh's reign shows how intimately interwoven
religion and state were. The king, as head of state, was also the head of the

s

national religion as his god’s viceroy.*' Fortress cities, fortresses, store cities

I8 B, Oded assumes that Manasseh “seems to intended the creation of a

genuine syneretism of Yahwistic and poagan cults,” in fzrgelite and Judean History,

p. 453. This is, however, more conjecture than history because it is unknown whether

Manasseh had any s ins. Oded builds solely upon the Chronicler's theological
construction and his hatred for Manassch. What we know is that the narrator liked to
put his own Yahwistic ideals into the time of Manasseh and use them as a yardstick for

his evaluations of the king. Thus, he imes Manasseh for the old Judshite relipious

phenomena he did not like. B. Peckham's suggestion that the “sanctuary " from ca. 700
B.C. found in the excavations by K. M. Ken

i

in Jerusalem (see Digring up Jerusalem,

p. 143) wag a “répresentative of the Phoenic cults introduced by Manasseh™ (“lsrael

and Phoenicia,”™ in Magn , p. 238) i3 nothing more than a guess, We do not even
know whether this buildine was a sanctuary

19 From a methodological viewpoint the term apostate should not be used because

1t 15 a subjective evaluation, cf. Morton Smith, “The Yers

T p. 12. W.F

Mamnassch, and Jeremiah 44 : 18, ZAW 87,7
i I,!l._l'.'. i

about M

vasseh s feligions aclions 15 ||-.-I||||:-_

Chronicler’s evaluation Temple, Jerusalem,” DR IV, p. 539, He is followed by,
among others, P.D. Hanson, “Prolcgomena to the Study of Jewish Apocalyptic,” in
Wagnalia i, p, 398,
W Cf. Morton Smith, Paless
Mew York and London 1971, p. 40
11 1

i Parties and Politics that Shaped the (id Testament

Texts such as these about king Manasseh, as well as others which -'E=.._|||l|'. cHilcize

the kings, cannot possibly have been written or made public during the time of the
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sanctuaries were the visible arms of the cer

d government in its

administration the different areas of the nation, all of which comprised

the temitory of the nation's pod,

maonarchy. That would have been understood as host

such, close 1o treason. Thus, they maost prol

who could sentence the writers, | v, concerning the Hist
E_H. Carr: "' Chus

accident as by people who

Judahite king
and I

fallow

pckah «

maingd 0T us,

ught the facts, which supporte
1961, p. 13




APPENDIX

[t has been advocated on textual prounds, that sanctuaries called bdmids

existed in many, if not most, of the Israelite and Judahite cities. That so few

of these sanctuaries from the monarchic time have been uncovered .Ju|-i|;:4

excavations in Palestine may be due to the Fact tha

a tell i5 seldom com-

pletely excavated and many have not been dug at all. Moreover, some buil-

dings may have been incorrectly identified. The number of
h

and Kuntillet ‘Ajrud are taken into account, and there may have been more

sanctuarnes may,

r, be increased if the so-called bench-rooms found at Tell ed-Duweir

of this kind. Such a conclusion could also be drawn from 2 Kings 23:8.

L
Indeed, a cult room may have existed inside the entrance of a fortress or in

close connection with a city gate. In this connection the structure in the
gate of Israelite Dan is illustrative. It has been identified as 3 “base for a
throne™ or for an idol." Perhaps this place served the dual purpose of cult

room and meeting place for the elders of the city, a place where both re-

d tithes were depogited

ligious and civil duties were performed. Offering

i

in the bench-rooms where povernment of Is called Levites may have
collected and accounted for them. Thus, separate sanctuary buildings were
not necessary everywhere, Whether these cult rooms were put out of business
with the reform of king Josiah is impossible to determine. Taking into con-

sideration the fact that tithes had to be collected throughout the countr

One may conclude that these bench-rooms still fulfilled a |'||_|_'|‘.._‘;-:,.;‘;_"

One more observation about the religious situation must be made. If one
considers all the human and animal figurines that have been found in the
SR

of Iron Age Palestine, one is struck by the great amount found in Jeru-
salem as compared with other sites. Thus far Jerusalem |

- contributed (up

5 ey : ey
to 1975) a total of 597 |

rines. These include 149 “pillar” fipurines, 119

horse and rider figurines, and 258 animal figurines. Samaria has a total of
159 (39-25-21), Bethel (Beitin) 28 (7-2-10), Dan accounis for only one

(a ar” ligurine), Shechem 22 (4-1-3), Gibeon 64 (27-13-15), Hazor

44 (7-3-5)." Jerusalem's religious attachment to the symbols of horses

* A, Biran, "Tel Dan,” B4 37/74, pp. 45, 47, For a possible “cult-installation™
K (LB II} at Hazor, see Y. Yadin, Hazor. London 1972, p. 63,

¢ Because of the gods w ped at the cult place inside t te mentioned in

insicle the g

2 Kings 23:8 it was destroyed by king Josiah. Thus, it must be considered a special
L L}

Can i

he statistics in T.A. Holland, *A Study of Palestinian lron

=

Figurines, with Special Reference 1o Jerusalem: Cave | St Levant 9

T.pp. 1 . Con
1es found in Jerusalem it should be noted that Cave 1 (on the castern

cerning the fi
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Jerusalen

ship of the

W15

nave ¢ "'.i‘ull.'l:

uld certainly be an over-

'k
an 15 scant. 1n

it 15 almost 1m
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