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FOREWORD

lhe intimate relationship between state and reli

rion has been the purpose
of this investi

ion. The religions of the ancient Near East have too often

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

comprehend that private relig
Religion was an expression of
tuted a part of

had little place in these oriental societies.

te life of a community, and therefore consti-

mise being that of the god

the political system,

the basic |

as the ruler of the nation.

is inquiry has grown out of a paper, “Sanct

n, which was delivered as a presidential adds

and Roval Adminis-

trat ess at the joint annual
meetings of the Mid-West section of the Society of Biblical Literature and
the Middle West Branch of the Americ

Indiz

Oriental Society, Blooming

lomn,

1a, on Febr

1978, It is quite natur

positional nature have arisen and it is only to be hoped that the reader

indulgent towards those which have not been perfectly solved

irue Professo

| wish to express my gratitude to my colles r 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
improving my kEnglish, Without her generous help this book would never

have been published.

Chicago in May 1980 L WY, Ahlstrdm
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CHAPTER QNI

THE NATION AS THE GOD'S TERRITORY

The Cit)

The pheno ion is usually re a process whose

riod or periods, the onset of which varied

evolution is lin

wrect if one takes into

from one area to another. Wi this view may be ¢

account sole 1eless, another

Y the |"x‘5.l!l of the process, there is, new

aspect to be considered. With the rise of nations that were geographically

more dispersed than city -states, the fou r of mew cities was often

dministrative :'fl.l!’.i':'\.. “Forced urbanization of outlying

ions resulted in a pacification of the country”

enabling pressure to

be exerted upon unstable population elements and by securing the trade

founded new cities and

route For instance, Assvrian kings “constan

peopled them with prisoners of war.”? Moreover, new cities could also be

built in order to ':;-|1|:!\._" alri exi

ting ones that opposed the roval
policy. Such was the case, for example, in Mesopotamia where there was a

class of privi 1
tax-exempt and whose people could not be used for the corvé

eged cities (thought of as having divine protection) which were

From this

perspective, the process of urbanization can be understood as | a political

tool and asan «

OCess.

The Kings as builder

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

tamia, for instance, canals. In the case of administr

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

& centers it was neces-

I A L. Oppenheim, .
ind London 1964, p.

1940) 1953, p. 64,

. Portrait of a Dead Civi
r

, Tsrgel M-IV, London and Copent

otamian Economic Histary™, in Trade
v K |"l|.|l|:-|. C.M. Arensbere, H.W Pearson,
.

v called ki

H, Kraeling and R .M. Adams, Chicaro 1960

Lry status, sce |::l: 1|

Pp. 120 1., f, also H. Vanstiph out, “Political I

@ Lovaniensia Periodica |,




2 THE NATION A% THE GOD'S TERRITORY

sary {0 build a house for the prefect or governor and a house for tl

god, i.e

a temple. These two bui

s were the physical expressions of the national

government representing king : od. Temples built by the king were state

administrative places which became the financial 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 idea of the king as ter iple builder.® By con-
structing cities and temples the king acted as the protector and organizer of

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

judge, portifex maximus and supreme commander. A not uncommon epithet

of ancient Near Eastern kings was “the good shepherd™.” a title which is

often found in Assyrian building inscriptions. In addition,
frequently called i¥¥iak A%ur, Assi
ideology of the king's position: h

the king was

v 3 8 R cetme tha bl
s viddr, 4 |'l|.I:'..\l.' EXpressing '_!IL Dasic

 ruled over the country of the god.” Other

5 lIra M. Price, “Som
the 1'st Dynasty of Ba
Tempetwirischaft (Ar
Assyrer (Instittutet for sammenlignende Kulturforskning. Serie A XVID, Oslo 1936,
p. 10, A L. Op I f., 1.1, Gelb,
“The A nstitution™, &4 66/72, pp. 10 T, Kilian Butz, “Konzentrationen wirt
s haftl Macht im Kéanigreich Larsa: Der Nanna-Nineal Tempelkomplex in Ur™
Wiener Zeitsehrift fur dic Ki

Falkenstein, “La cité-emple sumérienne®, CHM |, 1954, rp. 784 ff. (Engl. ed.. The

¢ Observations on the Financial Importance of the temple in

AJSL 32, 191516, pp. 250 f¥., A. Deimel, Sumerische

lecta Orientalia 2), 1931, A. Goetze, Hethiter, Chtirriter und

eim, “The Mesopotamian lemple™, BA 7/d4, pp. 54

Morgenlandes 6566, 197374, pp. 1 1, A

* Cary, transl. by Maria de 1. Ellis, [Sources and Monographs; Mono-
- Ancient Near East 1/1], Los An s 1974). Cf. also H.G. Gilter
1o Written So (Al

book. “The Hittite Temple Acco urces”, Le Temple et e O
200 Leiden, 1975, pp. 128

&

It has been maintained that from a religious point of view building ;.,-"-!nl.t--. Can
n, fsrael -1V,
JBEIL 6T/48,

A5, Kapelrud, “Temple Building, a Task for Gods and Kings™, Orientalia

ness of the nation, J. Peder

be seen as increasing and securing the ho
e

p. 238, Aa. Bentzen, "The Cultic Use of the Story of the Ark in Samuel

. SGOIT.

A Badaway, op. it p- 108, A, Falkenstein, The
Cr. J.A, Wilson, “The Function the X
Frankfort, 1. A. Wilson and T. Jacobsen. Chicago (| Q46), 1972, pp. BB

5 M. Trolle Larsen, “The City and its King. On the Old Assvrian Notion of
rovauwre (RAL XIX, Paris 1971), Paris 1974, p. 288. For

i royales akkadicnnes ef sumrériennes, Paris 1967, pp. 110 fi

see M_J

narach could be called “deputy reger

en Roval Ffy Ramesside Period

alogische Studien 37), Minchen 1978
1dn, ¥, see A, Gardiner, “The Core
fEA 39, 1953, p. 18, note v, cf. J.

al), Chicago 1977, p. 59

BOVOTn us

# For example, according to 5. M, Kramer, the ruler of Lagash was the repre 14
tive of the god who was the real ruber of the city of Lagash. “Sumerian Histor y*
TE4 353, p. 227. Similarly, the Israclite king can be seen as the vice regent of LT




THE NATION AS THE GOD'S TERRITORY 3

descriptive epithets for the king were akiufm), “overseer™" and the priest
title 3amgit, “administrator™, The king administered the god’
1 11
ple.

s territory and

his peo Consequently, the people of the nation were the subjects of

13

the god ** and lived in his ba’filatum , “dominion.”

The cosmological aspect of the 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,
as the visible expression of his domain,'® was, at the same time, the king's
property, the capital was the ruling center of both the god and his vice regent

(Akkad. Sakkanaklu),* the king.'

Therefore, '.-.'.'T'.|‘:-'.¢_' and palace should be

. “the annointed ome™, may designate the king's
sintment ritual he is commissioned
ns of Kingship™', M)
. R. de Vaux ir
“Le roj d'Iscaél, vassal
1964, pp. 119 f. (Engl.
transl, in The Bible amd the Ancient Near East, Garden City, N.Y ., 1971, pp. 152 ff.).
For T. Metti
Biblica. Old 1T

“Hebrew Conce
d 1958, pp. 20

|r\.. I |I

this relationship as the having become a vassal of

de Yahwe, Mélanres E. Tizserant, | (Studi ¢ Testi 231,

tionship, King and Messiah (Conicctanesa

ind 1976, pp. 208 11, For th

a contractual rel

e Psalmist it is one of

1% E, Weidner, “Hof- und Harems-Erlasse assyrischer Kénige aus dem 2. Jahrtausend

XIVE au VIIT® &

. pp. 116 fF, For Yanetd see N

laus
m Heiche der

W Hard

ritten Dy nastie von Ur™, JOS 17477, pp 122 1f,, and W, von Soden, Akk
Lieferung 13, 1976, s#

12 Of., for instance, D.D. Luc
1924, p. 103, line 37. One & I

Iz of S
3 |.:'|L'

: divine ruler, rebellion is not simply described as a

& (OIF 11}, Chicago

dsa

human master but is regarded as insubordination against the god

Albrektson,
e Dieine Marifes-

Histary and the i An Esay an the [
rations in the Ancient Near Fast and in fsrael |
1967, p. 49,

13 LI (

Chicago 1957, p. 90.

{ilossary af

14

“"endowed with divine attributes’ and identified with the god, see,
. K. Yaron, ]
For the te
at Hazor and Ars
1975, pp. 67

For the city

Terwsalem 1969, p. 73

ce, G.W. Ahlstrém, “Heaven on Earth

we far ine

¢ Svncretism fn Amnith

'ed. by BLA. Pearson, Missoula,

For

¢ temple as the god's estate, see E. Sollberger, “The
in Babylonia® in Le Temple ef e Culre (RAI 2

100, Leiden 1975, pp. 31 01,
Takka ple, W.W, Hallo,
0

tarndan Roval Tirles:

A Phile

pp. 100

, Mew Haven 1957,
7, pp. 123 ff., and B,

5 £l I'.'u'.-c .3 I'.'.'!.'.':. aaiennes

Albrektson, Histon,

el S

19 Cf. Eric Uphill, “The Concept of the Egyptian Palace as a “Ruling Machine’,”
Man, Settlement and Urbanizm, ed. by Peter 1. Ucko, Ruth Tringham and G.W. Dim-

bley, Cambridge, Mass., 1972, pp




4 THE MATION AS THE GOD'S TERRITORY
seen as two aspects of the same phenomenon; together they constituted tl
essence of the state!®

What has been said above he

1€

Ips 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 acro|
center composed of a palace and temple complex and a lower city built in
gates in the city wall.*

four quarters, each of which could be entered throu;

[t is possible that this city plan was inspired by a similar Sumerian layout.*
The city plan of Hittite Carchemish shows a citadel mound with temples

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

18 With this understanding of the temple it should be quite clear that the *

tion of a Sumerian temple was the most disastrous calamity that could Iy
and its people”, 5. M. Kramer, The Sumerans, Their History, |
o » Jerusalem temple ar
is another example of the nation, the god’s territory, being era
mandatory to bujld a new temple when people returned from
The god’s domain had to be rebuilt

1? Foar the te “acropolis™ in tts Greek & ne, see Astrid Wokalek, Crriech
Stadthe festigu
{Abhandlungen ur Kunst-, Musik- und Liter:
13-24

i

a 1963, p. 142, The destruction of vd the Judean nation

cated. It was, therefore
the Babylonian Exile

ren. Studien zur Geschichre der frisheriechischen Befestigung 1

iturwissenschaft 136), Bonn 1973, pp

2 See M. Liverani, “Memorandum on the 'A.|':'-.'|'-.||,i| 1o |I|x!_-.|:|:|-'|._||'|||: Texis™

Orientalia 42{73, pp. 189 [f. See also B. Alster who refers to the wellknown fact that

in heaven, “Early Pat

one thought of both city and tem a5 having their protot
terns in "|1:'\.-.||:|:[._;||||;||| Literature®, Kramer Arniversary Volume (AQAT 173, 1976,
p. 19

21 G, Pett and P. Matthiae, “"Aspetti amministrativi ¢ topogralici di Ebla nc
I meillennio Av. Cr.”, Rivista degli Studi Orienrali 50076, pp. 1 1T,
Cf. G. Pettinato, “The Royal Archives of Tell Mardikh-Ebla”, BA
Matthiae, “Ebla in the Late Early Syriam Period: The Royval Palace
Archives', B4 39/76, p. 29 For the excavations, see now P. Matthiose, Ebla. An Em
Rediscovered, Garden City, N.Y_, 1981, For the
about Ibla: A Preliminary Evaluation, March 1977
pp. 3-30.

22 Of, M. Haommond, assisted by L.J. Barton, The City in the Ancient World
Cambridee, Mass., 1972
Planning in the Amncient Near Fasi, |
n in Ancient Mesopotamia®, The Town Planning Re
Csallary, "Town Plan » and Community Structure™, The [
Dienize Schmandt-Besserat (Bibliotheca :"\.1:'\::||'l-:|‘.:|ll'|:|._| 1V, Malib

23 L. Woolley —R.D. Barnett, Carchi 1
and the Hittite Inscriprions, London 1952, of. H. Giiterbock, “The Deeds of Suppilu
liuma as told by his son, Mursili I[I7, JCS 10756, p. 95, ALLL: 33, id., “"The Hittite Tem
ple”, Le Temple et fe Culre (RAI 20), Leiden 1975, p. 125, Of, also K.M. Ke
Amorites and Canganiies, PP T0 1., K.-H. Bernhardt, DHe Umwelr des Alren Tesramenis
2d ed. Berlin 1968, pp. 1901

wd p. 28, [ig
16, p. 47, P.

d the State

g Ibla, see L1, Gelb, “Tho

-Mesopotarian Studies 1

T and

F

pp. 37 [, For the planning of cities, see Paul Lampl, (

ew York 1968, and H. Frankfort, “Town Plan
21/50, pp. 98 1. J.A.
v of Su
1976, Pp

R inner Town

wer. ed. hy

L9 it

ish fff. The exca




the 1‘-”5[ |': ACTON

precinet (Area A)*" Israel's last capi

T Was 1n !|'.:_' _\:l:.l,i: W

an (assurmed) |~:||:|-u; a
, TN
although we do not know of any temple on its acropolis due to the incom-
I 1. When
lomon built his palace and temple complex, he followed the Syro-Pales-
tindan | {

The

| d, SNowid aiso be menhoneéd

te excavations there. Anotl

er site to be considered is Jerusale

¢ royal buildings from the rest of the city.*

graphy also invited such a separation

the acropolis phenomenon was very commaon in Syria Palestine

BN

15 €%

ent from Early Bronze Age I sites in

southwestern Palestine had an acropolis surrounded by a wall. The rest of

the city was constructed on a lower I

&5 trom the
Levant one can mention Zincirli (Sam'al) w
hill in the center of the

ed-Duweir*® and p

Asg mentioned apove, 1

territory of the god)

such, provided the basis for
down even farther, i

the “nucleus of

of the British Aca
b | Busink, e

with which
A KW 9280

el v Ii.': i I‘-‘I I ATEO N (i !.-' FRERT ."'.l L rrern # .|':.: TEIFRE '.:Il"l'ii ! ..".'.: |I:--" HZE .'.nl..'.

(Unpubl, diss, Univ. of Chicago), Chicago 1979, pp. BB |
47 Of, H, Klengel, (rese v und Kelrur
28 R, Naumann, Archiirektur Kleinasie
[Yer T
Iufnell e
Dibons grid, sed

moan., &AF5 1

those of

been Tound at Jawa, sec 5

T'he the build

what is known from Edom at this ime. The

Siructune

“retlect Assyrian influences™ and, thus,
Edom s

Jordan 1972 Preliminary Report™, Levanr 674, pp. 1 01

5 a vassal to Assyria, Chrystal-M, Be

The Sumeriarn T i le City, p




[ THE NATION AS THE GOD'S TERRITORY

city-state was the ‘father’ of the king™ who reigned on his behalf 2 f. Pss.
2:7; 89:27. This intimate relationship between god and king is expressed,

for example, in the Sumerian epic of “Enmerkar and the Lord of Aratta,”*
Both were said to live in the same building complex and, moreover, seem
to have shared the same throneroom.* The inference is, therefore, that the
royal throne was divine. ™

The King as the administrator of the God's territory

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 gods 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

god made the king, the labarna, the governor of the land of Hatti.*® In Egypt

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

ttliche Abstammu
ccana 2172, pp. 87-112. Cf. also 1. Engnell
Kingship in it Near Fast, Uppsala 1943, p. 16, G.W. “Sol
the Chosen One ory of R ns /68, p. 94, M, Weinfeld, Dewteronomy ¢
Depteronomic School, Oxford 1972, p. B0

L]

s1r

The king can be seen as the personification of the state, of. J. A. Wilson, Before

rophy, p. 98, Concerning the

viewpoints. It would be impossible to

Israclite kingship it must be scen

as does the tendenti
» kingship meant that the king usurped
Yahweh's position. A nation without a king was, properly speaking, an unthinkable
entity.

M4 S N. Kramer,

ann s writer ol

| Sam ] that the “inauguration” of 1

werkar and the Lord of Argrie, Philadelphia 195

% Cf. A. Falkenstein, op. cit., p. 12

This is the ideological background for Ps. 45:7, and also for Solomon having
been chosen to sit on Yahweh's throne, 1 Chr. 28: 5, 29:23, 2 Chr. 9: 8. According to
and G, Pettinato, king Solomon’s throne was (in some way) patte

I-. Canc
the types known from Ugarit and Phoenicia which had their prototypes in Egypt,
“Salomos Throne, Philol n,” ZDPV B1/635, pp.
88 ff. Compare also R.J. Williams, “A People Come out of Egypt™, VT 28, 1974,
p. 243, . .

ST “Responsib

who, as owner ;

atter

e und archaologische Erwagun

as for domestic policy rested ultimately with the god

vd ruler of the state, made his commands known to the k ing, his earthly

delegate, by ans of omens.” J.M. Munn-Rankin, "Diplomacy in Western Asia in the
Early Second Millennium B.C.", frag 18/56, p. 70
38 Far the text see A, Goetze (in a review of H. Bozkurt, M. Cig, H.G. Giiterbock,
Tsranbul Arkeolofi Mizelerinde Bulungn Rogazkdy Tableterinden Secme Metinler.
1944, JO5 1/47, pp. 90 1. '
B 1AW son, “The Functlon of the Stage,
H.A. Frankfort, J.A. Wilson, and T. Jacobsen, Chi

by H, and
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proflogue to his law code, Hammurapi of Babylon emphasizes that it is he
who is the
za-nf-nu-um na-"-du-um Yo EKUR devoted caretaker of Ekur

LUGAL Je-fu-um mu-fe-er YWUNTNK the mighty king, restorer of Eridu

a=na a¥-ri-Fu mu-ub- on its place, the one who has

) purified
fu-luly EZU.AB the rituals®® of Eabzu

Codex Ham. [:60ff

Further, Hammurapi says that he is the one who

mu-Far-bu-u Sar-ru-ti-$u enlarged his kingdom

{who) forever prescribed

pure sacrifices

Codex Ham. IV ; 1 9ff

Here the king describes himself

temples and their cults.™ In principle, t

justice to be established in his kKingdom

, restorer and organizer of the

he I\'.II:-__= enahles the divine right and

wernment regulated re
not only could the king sacrifice but he -_'m.ll.
the provinces.*® Moreover, he had
ds transported to the capital so that they could receiv

The Mari documeénts also illustrate how roya

ligious practice. For examp

decide dates for and sacrifices in t

a number of g

I-_. =g a3

1C1a1 SCIVLCE
From Mesopotamia a few other examples may be cited. In an inscription
Tiglath-Pileser [ relates that A¥ur and the great gods commissioned him to

enlarge their country, Asgyria.™ It should be noted that the king used the ex-

{or, ca
st, Uppsala

ri nee, also .\.:.-..l‘!..:-l'-. inscription about his rise to power (FAR 4

17, cf. ANET, pp. 308 1.) where he m

i SaT n destroyed by th N

i Ne , pp- 209 fi |1w'f[ XXXVI:T).

M. Birot, fFets :|'< 'I:.'.;:;.U' Addu, go rgtum (ARM XIV), Paris

1974, texts B and 9. Cf. A L. *The Archivez of the Palace of Man, 1™,
; 1 dans la société de Mari", R4S 14,

JVES 13/54, p. 142, A, Finet, "L
is 1966, p. 92, See also B.F dies on Women at Mari, Baltimore 1974,

glissar’s restoration of

cluaries -.l.||| h had be . Cf. also the

relr de Sag

%3 G, Dossing, “Le panthéon de Mani", Studia Mariana, ed. by A, Parrot, Leiden

44 [, of. V.H. Matthews, “"Government Involvement in the Religion of the

voir royal en Assyrie du XIV® au VIII®
200, Leiden 1975, P 117, ef. A.K f'r'.:lj. SO,
g 2 Wieshaden 1976, p. 6
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pression “their country” which is in agreement with the political and religious
ideology . Another inscription states that Marduk entrusted Nabu-apla-iddina
When Sennacherib
st campaign, he not only reorganized it as

with organization of the cult, its rites ;
I
ated that the “choig

occupied Hirimmu during his fi

an Assyrian province but stip est”’ sacrifices should be

Esarhaddon did the

her text Sennacherib savs

the gods of ASur, my lords. .. forever
same after conquering | 71 B.C.Y" In:
that the god A%ur will name a descendant of Sennacherib “for the shepherd-
ship of the land and people™ and that this future king

oftered “f

SEY Pl an

| undertake some

building activities.*® Here we should observe that building projects are con-

nected with the idea of the king as the shepherd of his god’s people ™

From what has been said above, it should be evident that religion was an
arm of the royal administration. By sending out and placing military per-
sonnel and civil servants including priests in district capitals, at strategic

TEmNT

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

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
i i = < " 50 | i s ATy B
the nation or when a new city was built.*® Especially instructive is an ex-

ample from the time of Sargon II. After building Diir-Sharrukin and settling

fo

gners in the new city, Sargon also installed Assyrian officials such as

(s

overseers (aklit)*! to teach the people the ways of Assyria, “to revere (fear,

S s :
Wi u Sarri )" Because life was steered by the

respect) god and king” (palah

existence. Conse-

gods, religion was at the base of all human and natio

quently, the Sargon quotation cannot be limited to refer to taxes for “royal

and ten

n suggests.® Here the |

& Meeds

, a5 M. Coga -+ paldh ili

tional religion

refers to the n

These examples show that the Mesopotamian king was, in principle, the

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

45 LW

Musewm, Laond

and Memaorial-Tablers in the British
» PP 122 1., cal. 11: 29 §¥ HI:10. See also WG, Lambert (res
7-58, p- 398

of F, Gdsmann, *
2% D.D. Luc 1 of Senngcherih (Oriental Institute Publications L),

1y 1924, p. 57, lines 1B-19, cf. p. 55, lines 58-59, and p. 67, lines B-9.

Ch

| serfraddons, Konies von Assvrien, Graz 1956, pp. 45
ylomn, Mew York 1

Sennacherib Inscription™, Af0 20/64,

27 R. Borger, Die fnsch
f., HW.F OAEES The Crregineis [

48 A K. Grayson, “The Walter
p. 96

*% Cf. Nebukadressar's “Bavinschrift”, 5. Langdon, V48 4, No. 11, 1912, p. 99

0 ClL AL Op n

It would perhiaps, be p

nofaria, p. 119

¢ some government officials as having baoth

religious and non-religious dut 15 was the case in Egypt, see | p. 15,
51 CAD L AL, 5w, p. 278
53 [mperialism end R Ag Terael in the Eighth and Seventh

Centuries B.C.E., Missoula, Mont., 197
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below, the same principle can be found

" the ancient Near

East*® where

cultic calendar provid

as part of the nment's activities. The

the framework within which life for both nation

¢ was maintained and 1 ed. Indeed, the cult established the

ht contact between god and 1

1zh 1

festivals, the divine
E

was established and the will of the gods was made known,

levels of heavens o

World Comguerer and Wo

Studd




CHAPTER TWQ

BUILDING OF CITIES AND FORTREESSES AS A POLITICAL TOOIL

In the preceding chapter the phenomenon of urbanization was described
as an ongoing political process. Further examples of this tvpe of activity and
other royal building projects will be discussed in what follows. For instance,

“The Instructions for Merikaré™ (21st century B.C.) are illustrative in this

regard.! Merikaré was “‘to by the Pharaoh, his father, to construct large
fortified cities and fortresses in the eastern Delta. The rationale behind the

order was to protect the a

1 from plundering by enemies (the *amw) whe,

according to the text, usually attacked the small, unprotected settlements,
while avoiding the larger fortified cities.

During the 12th dynasty when Egypt occupied Nubia, the Pharachs built

' 1 1 N 3
fortresses and towns not only to stabilize conquered areas,” but to bind

tect trade.” From
an architectural point of view, the fortifications around these towns “appear

itself.’

them securely to the ptian administration and to pr

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

I A, Volten, Zwei aftdgyprische politische Schriften. Die Lehre fir Kdnig Merikari
Fap. Carlsherg V1) un
of. R.O. Faulk e O ; )
Haven and London 1977, pp. VB0 (., 1. A. Wilson, ANET, pp. 414 If
ct by Menkaré himself, see E. Otte,
Agypien Der Wer der Phargone res, St [195K), P. 101, A. Sch
‘Der historische Abschnitt der Lehire fiar Konig R TT F T T

schen Akademie der Wissenschaften 8, 1936, pp. 6 f., A. Yolten, ¢

e Lehre des Konigs Amenemher, K¢benhaven 1945, pp. 5041,

ot in The Li re of Ancieni pt, ed. by W.K. S5impson, New

rstood as:

i This text was ue

der Bayeri-

I. Save-Saderbergh, Pharaohs and Mortals (transl. by R.E. Ole
and New York 1961, p. 65, A. Badaway, "The Civic Sense of P
Development in Anci
W, Helek
Chr., Wiesbaden 1971, p. 39. See also Th.L. Thompson, The Historicity of
the Patrigrehal Narratives (BZAW 133), Berlin 1974, pp. 13961

3 T, Sive-Stderbergh, Agvpten und Nubien. Ein Beitrap zur Geschichie altagypii
itik, Lund 1941, pp. 80 1., cf. also W, A. Ward, “Egypt ar
Mediterranean in the Early Second Millenn T Orfentalia 3061, p-
Bernhardt, *Verwaltung
Sturkrur des alten Vord

1d Urban
fer in

Egvpt

en Agvptens zi Vorderasien im 3. und 2. Jahr

schrer Aussenp

the East

ed. by Horst Klengel, Berlin 1971, p. 135,

4 8, Clarke, "Anclent Egyptian Frontier Fortresses,” JEA 3/16, pp. 1556f, of.
A.H. Gardiner, “An Ancient Egyptan List of the Fortresses of MNubda,” JEA 3/16,
pp- I 411,

i B.J. Kemp, “"Forti
Peter J. Ucko, Ruth T

ied Towns in Mubia,” Man, Settlement and Urbanism, ed. by

ringham and G.W, Dimbleby, Cambridge, Mass., 1972, p. 653
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» Pharaohs of the New Kingdon ples in Nubia in order

the people of the area the |

Further, t

DUt e

way of life.® Ramses II built
west of Mersa Matruh,

a fortress temple at Zaweit Umm el- 1ami,

d constructed others along the Mediterranean

Libya.® Behin nomenon of establishing

ey \:-Ll‘:lljl_:l:.-'-_' the power of t country, namely,

and cultic personnel should

2's) territory

ughout the god’s (and k

Althow

ninated Palestine

luring the perod of the King-

ith the situation in Nubia cannot be dr

incorporated as a province of the Egyptian

the military. Thus, from an ad

IMmIsirative P

tine’s status was different from that of N ibia. Indeed . in or

1L
“do

together w

status was not that of a provine, it is
s

| ek Its kings or pe

nees were t I

zsponsible

1 an Egyptian official (a native or ar

for keeping the area under the rule of ered Egyptian

military bases did exist in frative centér was at

(s

towns in Canaan that bel

us mentions ning

where there was an

vpt

Warminster |

According to W.C. Haves, the temples functioned as dep

admin Affaars from Thutmosis [ to the de

1% DG, Hoparth distinguished three degrees of uzerainify in the Egvptian de

“and did ne
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ian inspired temples have been found at Beth-Shan ' In most

other places the Pharaohs erected stelae showing themselves worshipping

Canaanite gods, a phenomenon which cowld point to an identification of

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

digenous gods had to be worshipped because they “governed™ the life of

both men and nature. The existence of the Amun ter at aza may be

seen 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
government” '® and of the economy. As such, they “must have housed a
very large staff of religious and civil functionaries,”'” all of whom were
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
wis performed, but that the temples were kept in good condition. If neces-
sary, the commander had to make sure that the temples were restored o
rebuilt.'®

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

Euphrates, with Qatna (ca. 100 ha.) as its best known stronghold.”

1 On the

line of fortified towns was not intended solely as protection against Egypt
Its purpose was to secure the empire against invading tribes and to keep the
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

é"i)'l'ﬂflill'l-.?.'l'!

13 A Rowe, The Four Canaanite Fentples of Beth Shan, 11:1, Philadel
cl. the discussion in H.Q. Thompson, Mekal, The God of Beth-Shan, den 1970,
pp- 16t and W, Helck, op. cft., p. 444

1% H. and J. Kaplan, “Jaffa,” Encyclopedia of Archacological Excavations in ihe
Haly Land, 111, Jerusalem 1976, p. 540

15 Conger
und die Land

ng these problems, see also A, '
" AZDPY 67/44, pp. 1

5. This eit

arte] of Byblos wa

me der Philiste
One exception that should be me
Lgvptian, Thus, the Baalat (Ash
poddess Hathor, of. R, Stadelmann, Syri
{Probleme der Agyptologie 15), Leiden 1967,
'% For the king as temple builder, see F. Star
die hethitische Ideologie von Kénigtum," Zf4 69
17 O.R. Gurney, The i
I8 Bee A. Goetze, “
Guards,"” ANET
to Written Sources. ™ f.e
1 W.J. van Liere,

lationship to Land an

ned is Byl

t-palastinensische Gottheiten in A

o 9K,

79, pp. S0
o N EY

. London 1952, p. 145

the Instructions for the Commander of the
., of. H.G. G k, “The Hittite Te

Leiden 1975, p. 128

of Bronze-lron Age
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Several other examples from the Levant of kings as city builders should
be mentioned. On a Hadad sta B.C.), king
Panammu | stated that he was given a command by the gods (probably

ities. ™ King Zakkur

1e from Lincirli (Bth centun

and restore a number of ¢

of Hamath and Luash (&th century B.C.) reports in a

through a prophet) to build

n inscription®!
after having built Hazrak, he built strongholds and temples throughout his

lom. In a ilt, Afis
ling to

a Luwian-Phoenician bilingual inscription from Karatepe (8th century B.C.),

dition, the text mentions that Zakkur built

('@pét) and “[let the gods live in] the temple [of Nuwer].”* Acc

Azitawadda built fortresses and cities in the conquered areas and ordered

people to settle in them.™ In one of the cities he built, Azitawaddiya, he
poalad e - FTIN] 'l L g : 34

installed (2w*) a god, Baal-KRNTRYS, and sacrificed to all the gods

settling people in a conguerec

rea implies that the king ordered some of
his own subjects to move to the territory. Their function was to promote
es and “installing gods™* in the area

fultilled the same function. Such temples were part of the royal adminis-

stability and control. Building ten

tration and, thus, were state

property since the realm of the king and the
realm of the god were one and the same.

The so-called Mos

pite stone (Yth century B.C.) ofters information not

only about king Mesha’s initiative in building and rebuilding cities, but also

Ly eS8

110/78, p. 23
akir Stele,” in

n. 140

*The Moabite Stone as a Memaor

18f. the text has b $mm el gn “rs wl

mai of eternity and the whole asse
SMM with
heaven, and Sama% “Im
I ith the Ser
Baal the

i discussion of these

pasas Tarhunzas, i.e

with

Tt Element phonikischer und kilikischer Religion in d

riften vom Kara

For-

X VI, Deutscher Crren
! s, L (ZDMG Suppl. I:1), 3
1.D. Hawkins and A. Mo
5 Studies 2
15 KAITL p. 41

Pas im Warzhurg,

2 Luwian text, see

: Hierogly phic
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about an lsr: 1ere. Mesha mentions (11, 961.)
that the Israelite king (Omri or Ahab) built both ‘Atarot

Wdr o

lite king's activity in the same s

in the
liberation against the Israelites, Mesha captured these two cities
among others. As a 0™ | %" to Chemosh and Moab, he killed all the

people of *Atarot and brought the SR8 of its god Dod®

and Jahas.

to hi

god Che-

mosh (1. 121.). The same treatment was accorded t

o another captured city,

namely, Nebo (1. 14-18). The %3 or "7 [®9] & of its god Yahweh were

dragged before Chemosh. It is possible that both the "33 and the *PRIK are

ls of these two lsraelite

x5 or holy vessels. As such Ii'l:.‘fn.

mosh, the 1 rod of the Moabites, wh

The gods of the lsraelites were thus nullifi

as trophies to (

as also honor

d wi 1e slaughter 1 of these two citi

ed, the people annihilated, a

‘Atarot was repopulated with Mesha's owr

Subsequently, Mesha annexed J:

people.”™

15 to Dibon (1. 20).7 Although we are

not told whether there was a sanctuary in Jahas, it is probable that tl

town, like other cities, had its own ¢

It pla assumption is supported
by Josh. 21:36 (codices L, C and Ben Hayim) and I Chr. 6:78,
tion that Jahas was given to the Merarites as a Leviti

Heshbon and Keder

h men-

al city (as were Bezer,

in Trangjordan).™ Conse it is possible to

O Al

» and 1. Chr. 6:78 o historica

ol the .'\i' .
e Maoges-JToshua-Cor pest then e

Mases Tradition,” JNES 39/B0, pp. 6561
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associate them with the city’s cult place.® Just as the priests in Egyptian

(border) temples, or temples in occupied territories, were royval officials,

so the Levites of Jahag, like those of other “Levitical cities”. mav have been

an arm of the royal administration. In the case of
northern kin

15, that would be the

gdom, Israel. If this thesis is correct, the Le

state employees (more about this below). ®

In order to strengthen his position in the enlarged king

only built or rebuilt cities, he also ordered cisterns to be dug and h

to be constructe

Israclite prisoners of

war, among others, were used for

these projects (11.

"A.l;_‘-r'.“ 2 I:I'I

151.). Among the cities (re)built by Mesha were Baal.
vaton (1. 9 ff.) and Aroer (1. 26).* In addition, he built the
house of Medeba, the house of Diblaton, and the house of Baal-Meon {1l.

30f.). The term n»a, “house™ in front of these place names may refer to the

temples of these cities (N2 by mon Canaanite and West-Semitic

g N cor

ignation for temple). This conclusion is supported by the that in

'ore, the phrase beth

-Meon is the house (temple) of the city of Baal-Meon * The temples

built by the king in these cities should be understood as royal sanctuarie

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

seen as part of

¢ king's policy of incorporating the conguered areas in

his kingdom

i 1 ' " . = Tr | [ v
! M. Haran’s thesis that the | evites onty bved in the "Levitica catres (. ermg

wp. 1161E.) is rather unconvincing,

Vorderasien im 3, tind d

ups af civil servants, pri

Empire,”

Wi UMCOVer:
The fortress was

its an

rial stela,” PEQ 106/74, p. 14,
(] 4] B4 93, The term E !
“The Wars of Mesha, Ki
Réllig identify Beth-Bamoth with
41 and Josh. 13:17, KAT I, p. 178.

This also

L
3 Esi hing new set

of royal organized corvee and impre it of prisoners,” Alan D, Cr
Factors Relating to 8

First Millennia B.C.."" Ahr-

on in Ancient Canaan in the S

oo
. 38. In addidon to his estate in

1 king usually owned extensive lots of territory in the country wi
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The nnap I,c,a'n‘-"rfirr, -:_HF'J!.'HI mentioned in the Mesha inscription can per-
haps be equated with the acropolis of the city of Dibon (Il. 3,21 ff.). Ac-
cording to B. Mazar, girhu, “acropolis,” is an Akkadian loan-word.” How-
ever, A.L. Oppenheim understood the cuneiform Afrfiie as “neither Akkadian
nor Semitic,” but maintained that it should be compared with a Hittite

phrase to be read ¥arazzi® gurta¥,™ which means the upper city. In tl
he saw kirfie as a walled area (ef. OECT IV 150,1V,6 = diru, “wall’

light,
*)in

1140

the center of a city “containing the temple and probably also the palace.
If the connection between kirhu and Mesha's ARy is correct, it means
that the inner walled city of Dibon was this N9, acropaolis, on the 5z "

where Mesha b

t a sanctuary for Moab's god Chemosh.*® The phenomenon
is all the more interesting because it affords us a glimpse into Ancient Near
Eastern city planning. In other words, it may 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. ™

prisoncrs, businessmen, ry and cult personnel, see Julia Zabfocka, “Palast und

cuassyrischen Eigentumswverh

Kénig. Ein Beitrag zu den iltnissen,” Altorien scher
Forschungen 4(76, p. 104,
47 Encyclopaedia Bihlica 1V (in Hebrew), Jemzalem 1962
Goetze, “Bollwerk,” Babylonische-A ssyrisches Glossar, Heidelt
3 H. Giiterbock (private communication).

% [ am indebted to Prof. M. Weippert for this reference,

ol. 923, cf. Bezold

1926, 5

W Ancient Mezop fg, pp. 131f,, <f. H, Giterbock, JC5 10/56, p. 95 111: 331¥.,
“The Hittite Temple According to Written Sources,”™ Le T ef fe Culte, p. 125

Ihat the Ugaritic gra¥ was derived from the Hittite kwrraf (of, W_F. Albricht, “New
Canaanite Historical and Mythological Data,” BASOR 63/36, p. 27, n. %) has been
refuted by A, Goetze, "The City Khalbi and the Khapiru People,” BASOR 79/40,
p- 33, and also by J.C. Greenfield, “Some Glosses on the Ke
969, p. 61

41 Cf, M. Noth, “Dic Wege der
60/37, p- 49 (= Aufsiitze 11, p. 61). Concerning nnap A H. va
e or amg, The Moabires, Leiden 1960, p. B0.

Epic,” Ererz Forael

1 und Syrien,” ZDPY

wnenheere in Pala I
1 Zijl suggests the reading

% Cf. 1.C.L. Gibson, Textbook of Syrign Semicic Inscriptions 1, Oxford 1973,
p. 78 The term *“the sons of Qorah™ would thus be a suitable designation for the

priests of such a fo x68 temple

43 Of. AL Oppenheim, Arcient Mesopotar

. 131, Evenil the g

to be almost level with the rest of the area chosen for the city, the
citadél could be rajsed and enclosed, as was the case, for instance, at Kil.'.".:._ll.' and Khor

sabad. Compare ;

1 Erbil {ancient Arba’ ilu) where the mosque is buil

e in ancient times, see H, Frankfort, “Town
Towrr Planmine Review 21750, P QRff.. and

atische Malerei, Betlin 1959, pp. 11f,, and

the center of the city, as was the ter

E"|.1|'||'|:|n;: in Ancient ?tf-._'--'-|u.-|,._1.":1:._" T

I rus,
at, Ao

B. Hrouda, who says that since Uld B

fig. 5. See also A. Moort

ylonian times “wird der Tempel zu ebener Lrde

nach .!!.:5.11.-'.'.i|.'|| |_|.|du|."': VO s 4] ver 1 |||'-c.:'!'_ :||:-'.'wl,.‘|. daz er auf -.'i||-.' Art

Podium gestellt und somit im wahrsten Sinne des Wortes echdht wird,” “Le mobilier
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Mesha's capital at Dibon appears to have been a new settlement not

preceded by any Late Bronze Age or Early Iron Age city.™ According to

A.D. Tushingham, the first settlement of the excavated area dates to around
the “middle of the ninth century B.C.."*% which coincides with “the floruit
of Mesha about 840—30 B.C."%* Thus, it is [ﬂ'lhhli"lL‘ to ';‘-::I'.||'.x'| Mesha’s

45
7

building of Dibon with the phenomenon of creating cities “on virgin soil
new capitals {Kar-TukultiNinurta, Kar-Sulminafaridu, Dar-Sarrukin).’

Omri’s pur » of the hill of Shemer™ for the construction of a capital,

lemple,” Le T

temples in Su as 3 phent ironmeéntal defense™ giving protection

“Town Planning and Ck i
L | ."-f-.'v.l;'l:" imica 1V), Malibu, Cal., 1976, PP 69-77, It should be noted th;

according 1o Thukydides (V1:2), the Phoenician settlers on Sicily founded their cities
¢ and h ks close to the sea, of, M, Noth, “Zum Urs
I 1/47, pp. 2100., Ernst Kirsten,

des Mittelmeerrgumes (Col

ity tructure™, The Legacy of Surmer

der phonikisch
7 he Paol

Kiistenstadee,

e EB peri
L. Reed, The Ex¢

od have been fouwnd

but no building remains,
ihdnl in Moab. Part Il: The
1952 (AASOR 36-37), 1964, pp. 13, 15. The excavations were

12 southeastern part of the mound.” A.D. Tushingham thinks that

ations ar Db

Second Ca
carried out on
ifa LB or Iron 1 town existed, hould be sought “on the higher land further to the
north,” The Exo The
(AASOR 40), 19 1 Iron 1 settl
it should be m

see, 1AL Saver (n

vk O3 e J052.53

1ts in the area,

cd 1l
AASDR 4
i, 104, E. Stern connected

found at Timna, JEJ 25/75, p. 181, In

h may be ed to this period,

tment of Anfiguities (Jordan),

lled Mid

with the s

poLtery

be list from the time of Ramses 11, a city
f-b-p-l 15 mentioned and has been identified with Dibon, see K. A, Kitchen, “Some New
ht on the Asiatic Wars of Rameses 11, JEA 50/64, pp. 4701, 55, W. Helck, [

19

2, 389, 598, 5, Ahituv denies the ident

1 of f-h-r-d with

WECUTTERGE O Lh ozis 111, This
! TET
N Amenof L
ns names from Alalakh in the n 1 Lo
would be included, Die Ortse

= [ERFE AR 4 ii\:, af T

robably be sought in Galilee, “Did Rameses 1 conguer Dib

1f. The same name occurs as r3-pnf...], in

hecause this list

Dothan in the south, no “*Moabite™ tere

STt

dem Toteniempel Amenophis Il {(Bonner Biblische Beitrage 25) Bonn 1966,

24, It should be noticed that f-B-r-r is written § 3% 495 0% o and rpn|...]
. see Edel, p. 24, Thus, one may conclude that they are not identical
45

Tushingham, op. cit., p. 15, cf. pp.

14 A

Tushingham, p.
47 ALL. Opp

wiere carried out on a sm

et Mesaporamina, p. 119, Because the Dihn

yet, o

48 B. Mazar supgesie i the as i 5

| B \ wned by
see Y. Aharoni—R. Amiran, “A New Scheme for the
Palestine.” fES 858, p. 179, n. 34, A, Alt maintained

of the lron Age in
» was no settlement
before the time of Omri. The p

ery from the |

v [ron Age cannot prove the exist-

me Schriften 111, 1959, p. 258, n. 3

ence of a settlement, “Die Stadtstaat Samaria,”™ K/
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answer in the affirmative. Just like any ancient Mear Eastern head of state

v capital, it was one of his duties to plan a

undertaking construction of a r
sanctuary or temple within the palace complex. An indication that this was

the case is Hosea's reference to the calf of Sa

waria (8:5f.), most probably

hiz designation of Saman efore, the sanctuary of the

calll of Samaria was diffe built for |

5

vife Jezebel, Dedicated to the latter should be understood

as a cult place for the queen and her entourag

That it became a competitor

of lsrael’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 he sn varated. ||_-.__|_|,|,]__ “rel n was the ILL"UE\.":-_"i'

cal base both for the king’s existence an
of view, A. Alt's su

should be taken seriously.”

for his policies."** From this point

i
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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. Fiirst 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 Zakariya. 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.®™ Its 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'er, “knight, attendant,”
come to the land of Zuph where Ramathaim is located. The ra'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

“Drer Stadtstaat Samaria,”” Klefme Schriften 111, 1959, pp. 2741 G. W
siders the “LEchtheit™ of Hos, 8: 5. as dubious, “Jerusalem und Samaria als Kénigs
stadte,” VT 26/76, p. 490. See also belaw, P (308 .

51 For a discussion of the rootaTR, see Ahlstrs
13:20 the city is called Adora. It
Hebron, 1. Simons, T
|

v VT 1767

has been identified with Duar

Greagraphical and Topographical Texts of the Old T

ciden 1959, p. 369, For a discussion about the name, see W, Borée, Die

airer Chrfs-
namen Paldstings, Hildesheim *1968, pp. 5501, C, Fontinoy, “Les noms de lieux en
<ryvin dans la Bible,” UF 3, 1971, pp. 39, M. Gérg, Uniersuchungern zur hieroglyphi-
schen Wiedergabe palistinischer Ortsnome (Bonner Orientalische Studien, N.S. 29),
Bonn 1971, pp. 3ff. For variant forms of Gn, g
“The Campaigns of Sargon 11 of Assur: A Chronalag
p. 4.

5:

. afn, g1, see also H. Tadmor,
-Historical Study,” JCS 12/58,

IIIrn'..'l.'nl.:llu":I".'..'f". .'f.'.':al
1876, &1

5% F.J. Bliss and R.A.S. Macalister, Excavarions in Polestine during the vears
I'9M), London 1902, pp. 121f. and plate 3, E, Stern dated the fortress of Azekah
to no earbier than the eight century B.C,, “Azekah,” FEAEFNL 1, Jerusalem 1975, pp.
1411f. An inscription most probably by Sennacherib testifies to the impressive

gisches Handwdarterbuch zum Alten Testament, Leipzig

fortifications at Azekah, see N. Na'aman, “Sennacherib’s ‘Letter to God® on his Cam
l‘--ii_l'l'l to Judah,” BASOR 21/74, PP 2501, The 20 called Azekah -.".-:|!-:||..-n; (BM 82-3.27%,
131} has by Ma’aman been seen as being a part of text K 6205. H. Tadmor ascribed the
Azekah-ragment to Sargon I1, JOF 12/58, pp. BOIL.

55 Ax cording te Y. Aharoni, thiz name has 3 sufformative and not a dual ending,
The Land of the Bible, p. 109, .

% For the sanctuary, the bamah, being located inside the city wall, see W.B, Barrick,
The Word BMH in the Ol Testament (Unpubl. Ph. D, Diss., University of Chicago
19770, pp. 287fL. Note, for instance, that in Am, 7:9 bimdr and migd#lF are parallel
terms.
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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
il ideology

divinely chosen in accordance with the Mear Eastern ro

and appointed ndgid 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-
;Jrll_'}'{"} 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 bamdh, 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 bamah was located.
Consequently, all three — Samuel, Saul and his knight — were inside the city
wall and met at the gate leading up to the bamgh.® This is also clear from
the following; when the cult feast and its sacrificial meal were over,*? the
participants went down from the bamdh but were still within the city limits,
i, v, 25.%

The acropolis phenomenon may also help us to understand 1 Sam. 10:
S5ff. Here Samuel told Saul that on his way home he would meet ecstatic
prophets in gib*eat hi’&lohim who were descending from the hdmdh, the
sanctuary, of the city. Both this verse and verse 13, suggest that the bamdh

For l.'|'|.||‘-r-.:r Q9 :\'.".l.:-'a.'.-::'.;' folkloristic motifs, see H. Gressmann, i

ften des

ErarTieine

schichesschreibung und Prophetie fsraels van Samuel bis Amos und Hosea (Sc
Alten Testaments 11:1), Gottingen 1921, pp. 2611, of. Ivar Hylander, Die i
Samuel-Saul-Komplex (1. Sam. I-15) traditionsgeschichtlich untersuchi, Uppsala und
Leipzig 1932, p. 146, Ludwig Schmidt, Menschiicher Erfolg und Jahwes [mirtative
(WMANT 38) Neukirchen 1970, p. 79, B.C. Birch, The Rise of the lsraclite Monarch)y
The Growth and Development of § Samuel 7-15 (SBL Diss, Series 27), Misso Mant.
1976, pp. 33ff,, A.D.H., Mayes, “The Rise of the lsraclite Monarchy,” £ a0/ T8,
pp- 1361,

6 Cf. B.C. Birch, op. cit.. p. 38, T. Mettinger, King gnd Messich (Coniectanea
Biblica, Old Test. Series ), Lund 1976, pp. 7041,

59 T'hat the Depteronomist was “forced™ i{lm'(ll{l!:l;‘.d”} 1o acoept Caul’s divin

n of the Founding of

election, see R.E. Clements, “The Deuteronomistic Interpretatio
the Monarchy in 1. Sam. VII1," P 24/74, pp. 407,

80 [Ludwig Schmidt
different hands, Menschlicher Erfoly und Jahwes Initiative, p. 72, M. Haran,
other hand, says that there “is no convincing reason to doubt the ho

For l.'.\c.|II1|!|-.:. considers verses 14b and 18 as I:.'ill_:' WrItten by

on the

ity and
continuity of the narrative in 1 Sam. 9," Temples and Temple Service in Ancient fsrael
Oxford 1978, p. 311, n. 35
61 Verse 13 may also indicate that the damah was inside the city
62 Called a coronation banquet by L. Schmidt, op. efi., pp. 84f
%3 According to M. Haran, the thirty men invited to th
the families of the city, “Zebah hayyamim,” FT 19/69, pp. 170 It 15 possible

feast were the heads of

i

and that Samuel acted

these men were the elders of the towr their leader, fa2an i

(“'mayor™), to use an Akkadian word, cf. the discussion below, pp. 221
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9. When Saul rea

is inside the city, ¢f. 1 Chr. 16:39, 21 ed this city,

hi {ire: arvinh T
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1
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able. As a Philistine official, this man, even if he was one 5 relatives,™

could quickly have destroyed Saul and his dreams about kingship.*
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Philistine occupation. It was his intention to show
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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
passage we learn of Samuel’s yearly visits to Gilgal, Bethel and Mizpah. At the
sanctuaries of these places { pmipnn, v. 16)™ he is said to have “judged”
uBw, i.e. governed, ruled,™ the people who, in the Hebrew text are called
Israel, Sxwrnr.™ 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 car r]u:] out administrative duties
and “‘reestablished™ the religious order of the society year by year. ™ In all
probability, his area of jurisdiction did not extend In yond Il'ml., towns and
their immediate surroundings. In other words, his rulership was limited to
the central hill country.

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

7! For o as a frequent cult-place designation, see F.F. Hvidberg, “The Car

Background of Gen. I-IIL,™ VT 10/60, pp. 285

in the Textual Traditions of the Old Testament,"
n 1961, pp. 3591, M. Weinfeld, Deureronom)
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I. Blenkinsopp, Gibeon and firael, p. 79, T. Metting
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word (ef. CAD) which may be 1r|1|-|-::|.-d “rhivr' magistrate of a town"; in

other words “mayor™ or “Blrgermeister,””™ “Ortsvorsteher.™™ This title,
“the great one™, is also known

which is identical to rabi "dnum, rabdmum)
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 to refer to

the ruler of a city-state.™ This is quite natural, since a city ruler could not

call himself a kir 1g when writ ing to the Pharach. It may, perhaps, be possible

o compare hazann/rabdnu with the Canaanite ¥ SOPER Or far. both .,:-r W
are found in the Old Testament. In Assyria and Babylonia, the hazannu was
ing to H.W.F. Saggs, in
81 This may be ex-
plained by the fact that religion was a collective phenomenon and, as such,

was community business.

a city leader usually appointed by the king. Accord

Babylonia his status was “as much religious as civil.®

With this as a background, it is tempting to see Samuel as a city leader of
the Syro-Palestinian Jazannu/rabinu-$5pét type whose influence extended
r¢ from the tradition in | Sam.
2:11, Samuel was an important leader to the residents of the central hill

25 outside his own city, To j

to ather pi:'.;x
I

country This text states that Samuel was one of the four men of the pre-
monarchic time who saved the [h:n.‘lh' from oppression. The three others
were Jerubbaal, Bedan and Jephtah®

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

It appears certain groups of

leader of all the Israclites and, as a consequence, the biblical ha \1‘1r||'--r4p|.<_r

ed him among the “judges™ and made him a prophetic spokesman 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
for perce

him as a prophet since priests sometimes fulfilled prophetic

duties.

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

Cf. N.B. Jankowska, “Communal Self-Government and the King of the State
ha,” JESHO 1269, pp. 26511,

'8 H. Klengel, “Zu den ¥ L

pp. 3711,

T D). Wiseman, The Alalakh Tablets, 1953, tex

&0 C¥. H.] kd1fl."\|l.ll'| The History of Tyre, Je

Citfes a Vations af Ancient Syrig (Studi Sen

: hazamnu of Gezer (o«

Leit”, CArien 29/a0,

y (Index ).

1 1973, p. 31, Cf. G. Bucce-
ici 26), Rome 1967, pp. 65fF
curring on a Tth century Akkadian inscription, R.A.S

Macalister, The Excavations of (Geze
R. Giveon, “An Egyptian Of

1 The Greatness that was Bab

1911, pp. 22fI.}, see, Tor instance,

at Gezer FAF.
7, Mew 11 itk 1963, p. 2

82 For this tradition which lfl.'ll.\ not know .|I|!.'.||i|'|:' about a Jozhua “conguest™
see Ahlstrdm, “Another M 1, JNES 39/80, pp. 6501, Because this text

knows of only four leaders or “saviors™, it may originate from a time before the

Deuteronomic reconstruction of the history which occurs in the book of Judg
83 G.W. Ahlstrém, “P rophecy,” Encyvelopaedia Britannica, 15th ed. 1974, s.v.
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head priest of Shiloh, Eli, should also 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 Israclite district, he was
included among the “judges™ by the later historiographer (I Sam. 4:18)
who, quite possibly. had recourse to old traditions about the country’s
|

hints about the real history of the hill country

heroes. Consequently, the story about Eli and the Israe

shiloh may provide interestin

ites worshipping at

in pre-monarchic time. The majority of people around Shiloh may have
been of Canaanite origin. Dwelling close to the Israelites who lived between

Shechem and Shiloh, they were |

ter counted as belonging to them.*® We
should also note that Eli is not given any ancestry in the book of Samuel.
However, in [ Chr. 24: 3, like all pr

ests who were “Israelitized ™, he was con-

nected with the “tribe™ of Levi as an Aaronide of the line of Ithamar®®

(2 Esdr. 1:2f. associates him with the line of Eleazar)

Judges 17 relates that a man, Micah, built a temple, made idols for it
and installed one of his sons as its priest. This indicates that Micah was no
ordinary farmer since building temples

and appointing priests were roval

prerogatives. Later Micah is said to have appointed a Levite as the main

priest in the temple. Supporting the theory that Micah was a city ruler or

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

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
not as strong as those of the Danites, he retumed home.*’

I '.||:3|i';.. one moré observation i1s necessary. Because Palestinian archae-

83 See H.5. Nyberg, S
38, pp. 32901, For a discussi
tivali di YHWH alla luce del semitice del Nord-ovest (Biblica et Orientalia 31), Rome
1976, pp. 3441

=E

lien zum Religionskampf im Alten Testament,” AR W 35

-
about af a5 an ¢

t of Yahweh, of. L.Vigano, Nomi ¢

For the settlement problems of the central hill country, see my article, “Another
Moses Tradition," pp. 6501

B8 According to F. M. Cross, this statement is “based on a reordering of the gen-
be taken at face value,”™ Comaanie Myth and Hebrew Epic, Cam-
bridge, Mass., 1973, p. 207, n. 50. Cross sees the Eli clan as being Mushite, pp. 1951F.
Because in the Old Testa

where Yahweh first made his

calogies and cannot

ent construction of history, Shiloh is mentioned as the place

name “dwell™ (Jer

12) after the "¢
natural that the hes

87 G.W. Ahlstrém
problems of compe ¢, Tor mstance, M. Moth, “The ound of Judges
17187, fsrael’s Propih e, ed. by B.W, Anderson, and W, Harrelson, New
York 1962, pp. 680f. Concerning the historical traditions in Judg. 17-18 where no
"Ill:i;:\;” 15 Y

R.G. Boling

of its temple be associated with the “tribe™

crs af Syncretism in fsraclite R 1, P. 25. As to the

ioned (probably because the narrator's pattern did not fit his material),

assumes that “by the mid-eleventh century they [the Judges] were prob-

City,

rator's historiographic pattern as th

N.Y., 1975, p. 23. This would be a logi

IsToOr
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ology has been primarily “tell minded™, we have relatively little knowledge
about the areas around the ancient cities even though several surveys have
been undertaken during the last decades. We do not know, for instance,
whether the villages, bdndr, governed by a city had any sanctuaries or cult
places. Although it was not necessary to place cultic and military personnel

in these villaj

5

reral, if not all of the villages, may have had their own
cultplaces as was the case in the Ugaritic kingdom.* There the communal

rites such as harvest rituals w rformed. These were probably acted out

at the site, for example, at threshing floors and winepresses.®™ If this was

the case, these villages had their own cultic functionaries, just as in the king-
dom of Ugarit.®™ Such a functionary could have been the leading e¢lder of

¢, had cultic duties. However, one

the community who, like the haza
should caution against making too sharp a distinction between priests and
laymen. The leader of a community, be it a state or a village, was the leade

||:'. !|:-._" "\.III_'iI"__"‘- g actions

v in Ancient Usarit, Wiesh

et Maths

838 M, Helzer, The Rural Comir
8% Cf, G.W, Ahlstrém, *Der Pr

Cualt

. pp. 711
n und der Tempelbauw,” FT 1161, pp.

1, p. 111. For winepresses in the area
presses and Cup Marks of the Jenin-Megiddo
31/78, pp. 19-49, For Greece, see, for instance, M.P. Nilsson,

'|'|'|'.il e || &m e

nak, ¢ my i
" BASOR 1

5 [ P Y,
sChle Fesie von

331f. In ohyg

A g |l.'.|'

or harvest rituals,

the threshing floor of his was a non-sacral site. It becar
he ¢ T, |-I-'-'.:."-.-!:r.r: in ferael, Philade Iphaa 1967
2, WAT 11 (1974), 1977, cols. &91. On the other
hand, one could refuie

because Araunah’s threshing floor had the

mimbus of sacrality, a Y

it would, of course, have been a profanation to built an altar there. F.M. Cross mis

1 he stat

that the “king

Myth and Hebrew E

text is corrupt. Cf, also

-\. Cto use, as Cross does,
h in order to rewrite the
5t f 2 Sam., 24:23a is he History of the Biblical

2941, It should he
al problems in 2 Sam. 24: 23a. The Masoretic tra-

no tex

mmous and the versions support it Rather, the problem comes after
rossible to see a gap in the text. Although my concern is not with
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FPopular religion

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 Near East. The rituals of a village may be characterized as “popular®™
religion — a term often used but never defined with regard to content in the
cultures of the Near |

national religion, which was directed from the capital by the king’s adminis-
E I J [=

wast. These local rituals were not part of the official,

tration. However, popular and national religion may have mutually influ-
enced each other at certain times and, therefore, ressemblances are to be
expected. Indeed, it is probable that royal actions in religious matters re-
sulted in interference in the popular religion. On the other hand, there were
times when the national religion received new directives through roval edicts

that did not essentially the rituals and beliefs of the villages. Whether,

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 Jos

reform was of some consequence for the national sanctuaries, 2 Kings 23:5.

Some priests, appointed by the kings of Judah, were d posed. Consequently,
it can be maintained that the Judahite village festivals continued as before.
Because they were, in the main, directed to (the) fertility gods, Josiah’s
1y nodt

order that only in Jerusalem could sacrifice be directed o Yahweh me: :
, of the rural communities’ religious life. It

have changed much, if anythir
should also be remembered that the king could not easily alter agricultural

CUSLOIMS.



CHAPTER THEEI

ADMIMISTRATION 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
organization under Saul that escapes us. Of course, he could not have ruled
without some administrative personnel. For exam

was his raxn W, g

we know that Abner

alissimus, [ Sam. 14:50, 17:55.' The priest Ahia

may have been the chief P |

priest of the new kingdom, 1 Sam. 14:3, 18, and
the servants of Saul, mentioned in I Sam. 16:17, 22:6f., 9.14, may have
comprised the king's entourage, the court members. However, because the
narrators were not interested in how the country was administered, we learn

no more about it.

It should not be assumed that the administration of the monarchy of

lsrael emerged in a vacuum. Instea

1, it must be remembered that Egypt
played an important political role in Palestine.* Consequently, it can be
maintained th

nite city states were partly influenced by the Egyptian system, at least from

at both the administration and the court system of the Canaa-

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
Pharcah’s court to be ‘educated’ and so to become faithful vassals.? In the
Egyptian capital, the Versailles of its time, they leamed how court and
administration were organized and functioned.? In addition, the presence of
Cgyptian administrators and military personnel in Palestine certainly contri-
buted to the spr

of the Egy

lian system.
Consequently, it is likely that when Syro-Palestinian petty kings (in-

cluding the Jerusalemite king) organized their own administrations, they

n with Sisera, Judg. 4:7, and Joab, 1 Kings
generals, 2 Sam. 10:18, 2 Kings 5:1.

1ol spell out the fact that the reign of Solomon (for

of I'E'Il‘-:.'rll-.l.ll'l-|:.'!.|:'.i||'| influence that was. !':-L and |.||__--_-.

This term is also wsed in connectio

1:19, as well as for two Ar

¢ The biblical writers
example) also was a time
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” at the Egyptian base at
Azzati (Gaza), cf. J.A.Knudtzon, Die Tell el-Amarna Tafein 11, bearbe von 0. Weber
1 1964), pp. 1275, 1346,

r zezeitlichen Palistina,”™ Ber

1 1971, pp. 1331T.

und k. Ebeling, Leipzig 1915 (reprint Aaler
4 Cf. K.-H. Bernhardt, “Verwaltung

frage zur soriglen Strukiur des alven Vorderasten, Ber
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used the Egyptian system as a model.® For instance, the mazkir of Jerusa-
lem which occurs in 2 Sam. B:16 erf passirm may have as its counterpart the
Egyptian whm.w, “Sprecher, Mitteiler™, i.e. speaker, spokesman, herald.®

Another title which appears in the abovementioned passage is sdphér. Its

Egyptian parallel is the s¥ nsw, “royal scribe”, which seems
common title referring not only to the Pharoah®s chief scribe.” Another title
for a |'|i!1|| official is the “king's friend” (ny9) of Gen. 26:26, Jer, 52;

to have been a
35
which also is known from the el-Amarmna letters, |“r|.'_J.'£ Yarri. EA 228:11.°
In the case of David. it is ||i:_.{'||l-_~. probable that his military and court system

were fashioned both upon the Egyptian example and Jebusite administrative

practice.” His top government officials are listed in 2 Sam. 8:16-18 and 20
23-26, cf. I 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),
Seraiah (the sdphér), Jehoshaphat (the mazkir), Benaiah (over the Chere-
thites and Pelethites), ?.'.uh]q (the priest) and David's sons (priests). In the

second list, the order is different: Joab (over the army), Benaiah {(over the

Cherethites and the Pelethites), Adoram (Adoniram of I Kings 4 :6f; 5:28,
over forced labor), Jehoshaphat (mazkir), Sheya (sophér), Zadog and Abia

Cf. A. Cody, A ."."'t."l)f_'-' af the Old Testament Priesthood (Ar
Rome 1969, pp. 961,

& 7. |:||,'.|'r|;_'||_ ".‘;:||'l|'|-.'r und Mazkir. Ein Hl.'i'_lllll' zur inneren Geschichie des davidisch-
eiches Juda,” ZAW 38/40-41, pp. 51, Cf

3 lecta Biblica 35),

wlomonischen Grossreiches und des Kor

R. de Vaux, “Titres et functionnaires égyptiens a la cour de David et Salomon,” RS
48/39, pp. 3944Y., 5. Herrmann, A History of Israel in O0d Testament T 1601
Faor the translation of whmow, see A, E —H vow, Warterbuch der gevpt i

Sprache 1, Leipzig 1926, p. 344, It should be noted that Begrich also saw the “Fron-
arbeit™ sysiem as |::-:'|||_.' of ]'t'_n.||l,1._|1'| organ, op. o, p. 11 For a dizcussion about
J'g.:_-.|ll,:,||'| influences in these matters, see also A, Alt, “Newes dber Paliasting avs dem
shriuch 20024, pp. 3400, (K5 111, 1959, pp. 16911.)
J.A. Soggin, “The Period of the Juc
Judean History, ed. by J.H. Hayes and J.M. Miller (The Old Testament Library),
Philadelphia 1977, pp. 35611,

7T W, Helck co “academic” degree, fur Ferw
und Newen Reichs, Leiden-Cologne 1958, p. 61, Cf. R.J. Williams, “A Pe
of Egypt. An Egyptologist looks at the Old Testament," SVT 2§
Williams understands the Hebrew mazkir az *“chief of prot wol,™ p. 2316

Archiv Amenophis IV,” Paldsring

s and the Rise of the Monarchy " in Jsraelire and

altung des Mittleren

ponding title in an natext (316:16) from Yurza (s55°r, “writer of letters,” occur-
Fing as _-.';.-.'t.'}.'.!'.‘&l. soe W.F. -".Il:1r|‘!:||‘__ *Cuneiform Material for l:'-.:-l:::.ll I':-m-.-:'-.-;-r..i'nl'ug.
1200 B.C.." JNES 5/46, pp. 20f. 1 also occurs in the Wen-An
wedicke, The Report of Wenamiun, Baltimore and London 1975, p. 119

B 2 Sam. 15:37, 16:16fF., 1 Klr!.:'_‘. &: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 Jerusalem nor did he kil ies
inhabitants when he conguered the city

0 FAW 58/4041, pp. 5f

If ELOrY, o8
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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
argued.'* After Zadoq the text mentions Ahimelek ben Abiathar instead of

the expected, Abiathar. First it should be stressed that Abiathar’s position

at David’s court is not quite clear, and that pe r'.'mp.x even his name is an
both lists of David's top officials have only one name for
13

insertion. Moreover,

each office, but when the priestly office is mentioned we find two.!® This
raises the question of whether the second priest name was added bv the
narrator Ahimelek ben Abiathar in the first list and Abiathar in the
second. Begrich’s reconstruction of the I|r-l list, which includes only Zadog's
name, seems correct if the list refers to the top officials, However, from rh;_
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

priest of the pre-Jerusalemite time and represented a tradition older than

the Jerusalemite one. From this point of view, Abjathar’s inclusion in the
second list, 2 Sam. 20:23ff., is understandable. 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

in [sraelite. Coming from Bethlehem, a city under Jebusite rule and not part

4 - i
m, ' David was perh more familiar with the Jebusite

Saul’s kir
administrative apparatus. Consequently, he did not put it out of business
when he became king — but he could, however, have reorganized it. It was

shiment,

Zadog, one of the officials David took over from the Jebusite estab
who held the reins of religious administration during David’s regime. The
idea that Zadog and Abiathar shared the position of chief priest
is unrealistic. That Zadoq was the top ranking priest seems evident from the

; : i i
e texts, of. 2 Sam, 15:24ff."" As

schola

fact that he is usually mentioned first in
IV That Ira i called |i'-1~'it:.'x priest may indicate that he was ne official of the
royal administration t
12 S0 e ently 1 "\-|| 1 . sodamonic Srare
b ard Heb e, pp .E 1108

13 The me David's sons as pricsts may indicate

15 David's palace priest.

5, p. T, F.M. Cross, Canganire

gh position, It was
not uncommon at that time for high priestly offices to be
14 David’s brot
have Canaanive names. Moreover, David's ow
For David as a nor
Q2/B0, pp. 2BSIT.
15 Cf. Ahlstrém, FT

salemite k

Abinadab, and Shammah)
ot be label
1 a Jebusite Subije

o1, mentioned in 1 Sam. 16: 67, (EL
as Yahwistic.

v AW

name

-l5ra

lite, see my article, “Was Dawi

CALR. Carlson maintains that “the Jebusite-Teru-

i of prominence in the ‘deuteronomized’
minst thie lsr ‘triumvirate’ Abiathar, the 1d the
1 King, 1964, 174. Because of 1 Chr, 16: 39§
Gibheconite, | Auerbach, *Die Herkunft der Sad
Cf. also M. Noth, "Das deutseche evanmelische Institut

VErsiom of

Levites,

as been

sugpested

ZAW 49(11, pp
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to the Israelite priest from Mob, Abiathar, it is possible that he was given a
prominent and revered position at the court in gratitude for his earlier ser-
vices to David, and perhaps also in order to appease the people of the north.
Returning again to the two lists of David’s officials, it must be stated that
it is not necessary to harmonize their differences, Certainly it is conceivable
that during David’s tenure as king he replaced some administrative personnel.
Therefore, the lists may reflect different points in time during his reign.
One indication that David either reorganized his administration or appointed
h
lists. In the first his name is Seraiah, but in the second, we find the name
Sheya.!®
The occurrance of the name Adoram in

is different in the two

additional personnel is the name of the sdphér whi

¢ second list, 2 Sam. 20:23
(spelled Hadoram in 2 Chr. 10:18) may be another indication of adminis-
trative TL':‘L"IlIf.ﬂiI'I':'. It is |Jl::-55'.!‘.-|:_" that he was of Jebusite descent and be-

ad/Adad."” Probably late in

E

longed to a religious group worshipping Ha

David's reign he was appointed as chief over the forced labor and he con-

tumswissenschaft des Heiligen Landes. Lehrkurs 1956,
suggested that Zadog ca : 1 Hebron, “Studies in
Cities 11,” JBL BO/61, p. 161, and so also F.M. Cro
n"_r!.'-' Pl
cannot
the nati

: IO the e

2141f. Cross' argus

101 Includes a suhbj

210. To this one can

ns of that time, Moreover, David did not invite a

ints, and he appoints whomever he wants. When David took Teru-

priest. A king a

lishment of the city beca

idic Jerusalem continued in

e-Dhay t

£ same position

ted out that David™s Yahwism is pr

tempted “to draw all the old League itions to his ne wuts
it {p. 210) [such a league
all the di

of the most natural means for this, the

put aimed to meld

Nt peoples of Because religion was on

1 |xr_:.h'

liets. Thus, this means that most of

and Lanaanite became part of the nation’s 1

m were not in |

narmony with the later historiographer’s ideas. Cross® error is that, in

his analysis of the early m z utilized viewpoints and evaluations about what

Yahwism ought to have been

1¢ A Cody advocated tf eya (RY2), as well as &
1 Chr. 18:16, ¥
nom propre de weribe de David B8 T2165 IBIM.. cf.also T. ¥
Stare Officials, pp. 256f. ). Gray, J & If Ki p. 132 R, de V3
¢ of the sopfér but also the family of scribes as | EYpt 2 ions
yptiens d la cour de David et Salomon,"” RE 45/39, pp. 39Bff. However, this denies

¢ Irom a later time.

e, 1 Kings 4: 3, and R,
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re cgyptien et le

2K, PP R

= not only
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the possibility of any scribal activity in the Jerusal
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tters from Abdi-Hepa of Jerusalem contradict Vaux's hypothesis
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Exegetical Commentary on the Books of Kings (1CC), Edinb g
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tinved in that positton throughout Solomon’s tenure. When Rehoboam
attempied to bring lsrael under the Jerusalemite king's scepter, he was
stoned to death, 1| Kings 12:18. This is understandable if Adoram is viewed
not n|||:-. as a representative of the Jerusalemite administration’ labor

policies but also as a personification of the “Jebusite™ rulership of the

Davidic dynasty which the north had come to distrust and to feel 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
1ak (No. 2, 15th cent. B.C.),'" in a letter
from Biridiva of Megiddo (Amarna time)," in texts from Ugarit,®™ and

is mentioned in a letter from

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 Eg

ptian officials simply continued a practice that had previously been

emploved by the nati

governments.” ** Therefore, when David appointed

Adoram = 1 ¢ chief administeator over foreed labor, 2 Sam. 20:23.° he

was following a well established pattern.

Solomoni

radom

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

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

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

19 F, 1
ANET p. 485,

1 |, Mendelsohn, “On Corvée Labor in Ancient Canaan and lsrael,” B4SOR 167
1. 31T,

reau-Dangin, “Nouvelles letters del-Amarna,” R4 19/1922, p. 97, Cf,

62, pr

31 A F. Rainey, “Compulsory Labor Gangs in Ancient Israel,” JEF 20/70, pp. 192f.
Consult also M. Held, “The Root ZBL/SBL in Akkadian, Ugaritic and Biblical He
JA 285 BRIGS. pp S-S

2 BASOR 167162
ground, cf. 1. Mendelsohn, “5
103fT,

+} The problem of whether Saul

as the gerim and the “subjected™ C:

R

1 Sam._ 8:11-18 can be understood against this back-
uel's Denunciation of Kingship™, BASME 143/56, pp.

1d David forced the Israelites and Judeans as well

anites to do forced labor is, for the time, irre-
levant o I am concerned about the existence of the |:||.'|||:-||'|.'|'|::|'|. However, the

1 2 Sam. 12:31 and 1 Ch

kind of duty, may be expressive of a late ideol

informa

+ 2, excusing the Israelites from this

according to which only captives,

tld do the dirty work

AENECrS @&

4 1. Gray dos or David.” How-
ite cities now incorporated into the

actice,”™ J & I Kings, p. 134, Yes,

1% that the corvée system “was instituted at all u
e Car
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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 “@fer ‘al habbayit, | Kings 4:6.%% This title is the parallel
of the Egyptian {my+3 pr wr which literally means “overseer of the house
where ‘house’ has its wide sense of estate,”™ i is commonly 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. 22:13.

It had been maintained that Sclomon’s division of Israel into twelve pro-
vinces, | Kings 4,*

tem with its levy “arranged in twelve monthly sections.™ Taking into

was inspired by Pharoah Shoshenq’s administrative sys-

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 Shosheng (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. 1. Gray, I & If Kings 133, T.N.D. Mettinger, Solomonic State Officials,
pp. 70t See also W. Helck, Zur Ferwaltung des Mitrleren und Newen Reichs, pp. 10361
16 A H. Gardiner, Amnc
Helek, “Verwalter,” op. cit., pp. 92f. This kind of title
ancient Mear East, cf. the Akkadian Illfﬂ muhhi bi
house (palace),”™ see R.P. Doughert
System,” AASOR 5 24, p. 31. See also R.J. Williams, “A Peo
vpt,” SFT 28, 1974, pp. 2361
27T WA . Ward, “The I gvplian Office of _|-:|w||||.“ JE8 5]60, PP- 1468
28 (1. H.G. May, “The Hebrew Seals and the Status of Exiled Jehoiakin,” AJSL
19, pp. 14601
29 M, Noth, The History of Israel, pp. 21211, G_E. Wright, “The Provinces of Solo-
mon,” Eretz Israel /67, pp. 58*f1. M. Ottosson maintains that | Kings 4:19 refers to
the time before Solomon, Gilead, Tradition and History, Lund 1969, pp. 2191. If so,
Geber would be a district governor from the time of David. This would mean that there

PP 45%F, f

fent Egyptian Onomastica |, Oxford 1947,

ecen commaon in the
in charge

¢, “Cuneiform Parallels to Solomon’s Provisiond

swer the

s Come out of

™
o

were other govermors in the Davidic kingdom. 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. The report about Dravid's

ation and a basis for

census, 2 Sam. 24, may indicate the beginning of a district org:
taxation of the population, cf. A. Alt, “The Settlement of the Israclites in Palestine,”
Essavs fn Old Testament History and Religion, Garden City, N.Y ., 1967, p. 211. Solo-

maon then reshaped the organization
3 D,B. Redford, “Studies in Eelations between Palestine and Egypt during the

First Millennium B.C.," Studies in the Ancient Palestintan World, ed. by 1.W. Wevers
and D.B, Redford, Toronto 1972, PP 15300, Cf. also 1. Begrich, ZAW 58/d40-41, pp.
1-2%.

3 Cf. the discussion by M. Nath, Kdnige (BK 1X), p- 110 and by Th. A. Busink,

Der Tempel von Jerusalem 1, p. 589, n. 69



ADMINISTRATION AND BUILDING ACTIVITIES 13

instituted before the reign of Shosheng.”™ The levy mentioned in | Kings

f.) is said to have started before the work began
on the temple at Jerusalem. It is probable that the levy required the district
division.* Thus, if Egypt contributed the model for this system, it must
have been the genius of Siamon (979-960) or Psusennes I1 (960-946),
Unfortunately, we do not know the regnal vears of Selomon (nor those of

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

should not be viewed as relia

le. Rather, it equals the span of a gencration.™
| F .

Fhat Solomon’s district organization antedates the conception that the

;.‘l.'a'lll'lll.' were composed of twelve tribes, 13 highly probable. The tribal sys-

tem may represent an historiographical theory about the origin of the dif-

ferent ethnic groups within the united kingdom. As such, it was used to
express the totality of the “lsraelite™ I:ll."i.l[JII."b.\,'lF and was coupled with the
late promise of the land to Abraham, the twelve tribal ancestors becoming
his grandsons.® If this iz indeed the case, it is incorrect to assert that Solo-
mon disregarded the tribal system when he organized hizs kingdom in districts,
each headed by a governor.”™ The division of tl
ing to geographical “units™.® This becomes clear when examining, for
example, district five which included the southern part of the Jezreel valley
with the cities of Megiddo, Ta'anak, Dothan, Ibleam, and Beth-Shan, plus

1€ COUuntry was I"'IZ_II!IIJ doCcora

both sides of the Jordan river valley down to Adam. This area consists of
lowlands, plains and valleys whic

1 hang together geographically and thus

economically. On the ghdr, or east side of the Jordan, the road called *‘the

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

2 See AR, Green, who thinks that Jerohoam poszibly influenced Shosheng in this
nee at Shishak's Count™", BASOR 233

atani, the purpose of the district org

19, pp. 5962

pzation was "o im
1 of the Bihle, p. 277.
and Judean Kings, see the discossion by
o Judean History, p. 682
f fsrael, p. 117, Naote the

and intensity of tax collection™, The Lam
ar the chronology of the lsraeli
J.M. Miller in Hayes and Miller, fora.

= Cf. C.H.J. de e Trif

ns descending (rom

provie the «
EEN

Creus, T

maton gven
T . WO

twelve ancestors, Leen, I2: 200., and the Arabs

is twelve sons), Gen. 25:23{1., and Edom {Esau
Gen, 36 1001, These texts cannot refer to the MB 11 period. Becs
he Arabs they may be from the time after ca. 800 B.C,, cf. J. van Seters, 4 braham in
tory and Tra
36 For

15 1WE

Oms),

* of the inclusion of

pp. 591

romi he land, see W.M. Clark, The Origin and Development of
Testament (Diss. Yale Univ. 1964, pp- 61T, ¢ f

., 264, Thomas L. Thompson dates the patriarchal

ise Therrte i the |

. ap. cif., pp. 2491

stories to the Iron Age period, The Historicity of the Parrigrehal Narratives (BZAW

3251
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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 large number
f - § 1 W 1 ¥ + -
of settlements on the eastern side,”™ [t 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

people, but mountains and heavily forrested areas.™

divided
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

roval palace complex took that long reveals something about its size when

ared with the size of the temple. It is no wonder that a district organiz-

luding the levy and corvée became necessary. If Solomon wanted to

ation in
build something on the grand scale of the Pharoahs, one could, of course,
assume that his palace and temple complex were Egyptian inspired. How-
ever, it has usually been maintained that the temple represented a common

tecture,* because of the Tyrian workers

Syrian or Phoenician type of 2

employed by Solomon, I Kings 7:13ff. It has been suggested that the palace
was an exponent of the bit-hildni type™ and that the temple was modelled

iple is later than

on the Syrian temple at Tell Ta'yindt.* However, this ter

the Solomonic one (9th c. B.C.).* Moreover, even though there are simi-

| #1 - 1 . 1 3 - AF¥ ar ] - #3 ¥] ! Tt
larities, there are also notable differences,* particularly the fact that the

Tell Ta'yinat temple contained only two rooms while Solomon’s had three,

The Late Bronze Age temple at Hazor (area H) has also been mentioned
as a prototype for the Jerusalem temple.*” This is, however, incorrect. The
Hazor temple was originally (MB IIC) a one-room temple of the broad-room
type with an entrance hall each side of which was “flanked by two rooms

(or towers)."* [n the Late Bronze period it was extended and so became a

¥ Cf. Y. Aharoni, The Larnd of the Bible, p. 53, and map. 3 on p. 40.

0 Cf. M. Ottosson, 217

W Cf. Kenneth H, Waters, Herodotus on Tvrants and Despots. A Study in Objec-
tivity {Historia, Zeitschrift fiir dic alte Geschichte, Einzelschriften, Heft 15), Wieshaden
1971, p. 97

42 Sec the summary of the discussion in Th. A, Busink, Der Tempe! von Jerusalem
L, pp. 35511., and 3821, It should be noted that no Phoenician temple from the 10th
century B.C, has been found.

43 D, Ussishkin, “King Solomon’s Palaces,” £4 16/73 pp- &71E

44 For the report, see C.W, McEvan, “The Syrian | xpedition of the Oriental Insti-
of Chicago,™ 404 41

tute of The Universit)

3 AG. Barrois, Manuel d'archéologie b we 11, 1953, p. 443, of. A. Kuschke,
“Der Tempel Salomos und der ‘syrische Temg pus’,” BZAW 105, Berlin 1967, pp

1244T.
46 Cf. Th. A. Busink, op. ¢
TY. ¥ adinn, Mazor. The H
1972, p. BA.
8 Op. cir, p. 76,

p. S61F.
d of AN Those Kingdoms, Joshug 11:10, London

=
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threg-room temple. One should note that the middle room at Hazor was

In Solomon’s temple the middle room was the lareest and was

1 cella type il

of the |I.I|"Ig'-ll.:-l.

M. Ottosson recently :'.l}'.'t'g‘.‘ll_t'ti that the plans of Solomon’s |.:-|:||-.|:_- and

palaces had | architecture w

gyptian prototypes.™ He stated that Amarn
introduced into Pa

inection with houses as well as temples. For

1-Shan. If, however, the Amarna
AT

L

> latter he r ples of |

luenced the architecture at Beth-Si

el 1% o = T
style inf 1, it was certainly not the Aton

tem whose layout differed from the two temples of strata VII and VI

lowing A. Rowe,”" viewed all of

as well as that of stratum IX. Ottosson, fi
them as representatives of the Amarna -.|:...|;- particularly those .:'l||'|: close to
- t'l: ¥ (e s T | | | - 1
cE . I'Il"-'n."'\i'|_ IO |L'|.'L| _.'||.|:'|;||_r|:! WE KIMOW Omiy ||'_;|'! SOMe \['ﬂh“

built in the same style as the above men

!
tne

Moreover m these Beth-Shan te

ucts of the art of

térized as p 2 Amarna period.™ The layout of

the temples of strata VII and VI at Beth-Shan has a north-south orientation

which was not uncommon for Canaanite temples of the Late Bronze Ape 5
cf. the Hazor temple of area H. The temple of stratum VI is from post-
Amarna time.*® This means that if the city of Beth-Shan was an ]-.-_-:\ ptian

it is doubtful th ptian building
Amarna style since that type of architecture ended with

1a itgelf.®” If Solomon’

garrison city at

that ti so-called [

were built in tl
A

tion did indeed come from Egypt, it

[ATS ST

cit., pp. 1631
considers the “So1
“MNorthern temple,™ Ter

to the
ropahs

phenomenon may show that there is nothing

nd temple clos: to ea

=4 R, Giveon, 7

und Lsoftingen 1978, p
1_1.

Kempir

Land 1, Jerusalem

Kempinski, op. cit., |

e
It i= mot eno Igh to reler o houses

sary to determime whether there was a speécis

Egypt during the Amarna age, a type that then was
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was not from Amarna, but may have been from some other place like Thebes
or Tanis. *®

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, Solomon’s temple may be an Israelite 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 Tamar®® among others, in addition

to building store-cities® and cities for his chariots and horses (mares),*

58 F. Wachtsmuth has pointed to the fact that many Egyptian temples had “Lang
raume"” and “Langhallen™ with pillars, cf. those at Luxor and Medinet Habu. The

fore, a comparison between Solomon's temple Egvptian architecture would be

maore legitimate than a comparison with Assyr ildings. However, he thinks that

Iy have come into existence in

such phenomena as longrooms ete., could independ
Jerusalem, Der Raum 1, Marburg 1929, p. 961
59 Cf. Th.A. Busink, Der Tempe! von Jerusalem 1, p. 617
90 For the different types of Syro-Palestini

x5, see aleo DY, Ussishkin,
“"Building 1V in Hamath and the Temples of Solor *IEF 1666,
pp. 1046T., cf. pp. 17411, A. Kuschke, “Temple,” Biblisches Reallexikon, ed. by K. Gal-
ling, Tibingen 1977, pp. 33341, Kuschke maintains that a tvpe that is close to the Solo-
monic te a, BZAW 105, 1967, p. 132. It

should be added that R, de Vaux considered Adoram, @ fi hie believed was a Phoen

mple type is the “Antentempel®

| Lo

, Ancient fsrael 11, New York and

ian, to be the architect of the temple in Jerusal
Toronte (1961), 1965, P 118,

61 The hiblical writer of 1 Kings 9:21 mentions the Amorites, the Hittites,
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

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 charnots
and horses, v. 22, However, in 5: 27, it is said that Solomon's levy was made out of “all
Israel™, which may be more realistic. It certainly would concern all groups of people
within the country. Metti h
|1.:r|I:.- |':\'|'>|;||||\. the spht of the Soloamonic !n;|:'|!'_|,||,'-|||_.H'-:l'-rrrl-.-rl'.- Stare Cificials, p 136

r sees this as referring to the nort

n people, which

Cf. also A F. Rainey, “Compulsory Labor Gangs in Ancient Israel,” JEF 20070, p. 202,
E. Nielsen, Shechem, p. 205.

52 According to 8. Mittmann, Tamar is identical with o¥883 <%, the ci

trees, in D, 34:3, “Rii, 16f und das Siedlungsgebiet der kenitischen Sippe Hobab,”
ZDPV 93/77, pp. 2201T.

63 The “store-cities,” M113Era 0 ¥4, arc, according to J [:r.lf.'. |~.r:-l*.:|l.~'.:.' Solomon's
| officers listed in ch. 4," I & [ Kings, p. 249

provincial capitals, “the seats of the fisc
The Hebrew phrase should be compared with the Akkad, makkamum (v, Soden: “Stelle
der Hinlegens™, matkarntum/matkatium, “Depot™)

4 See D.R. Ap-Thomas, “All the King's Horses,” Proclamation and Presence, ed
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1 Kings 9:15-19, 10:28, ¢f, 2 Chr, 8:44f. The fortified cities were not

rebuilt solely for military purposes. Strongholds were components of the
; .

administrative system™ and, as suc

» part of ther |

pulation was com

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

ation of the Late Bronze Age administrative system

The textual material reveals that Solomon’s building prog

was pri

arily carried out in mon-Judean areas, such as in the Galilee, the Jezreel

valley, the mountains of Ephraim and in

k. The king's policy was,

of course, to bind the different areas together. Through these building

activities, the arm of the central administration was ex

xnded throughouwt
the country making the different groups of people aware tl

united.”™ Militar

it they were

y personnel and such civil servants as priests, were a daily
a7

reminder of thi

That the tenth century B.C. was a time of consoli

Solomon. In ad-

e Israelite

kingdom is testified to by the g

gat building activities of

dition to textual information, there is archaeol

| evidence from pla

not mentioned in the Old Testament. For instance, at Tell Qasile, stratum
IX, the remains of a caser
building wer

te wall and what has been labelled a public

> uncovered. According to the excavator this stratum

resents
the first Israelite settlement.™ Howewver, that depends upon how one defines

the word ‘Israelite’. On the one hand, if it m

s that a new population,

:_--_~|,|;-|:_ If, on the '!J[|':

that the city entered the sphere of Israelite domir

Israelite, settled in the town, more proof is 1

T, It means

2, then the population

1ed non-Israeli g onl
A, Mazar who maintains that “the

population did not change to any serious extent and that the local traditions

addis cials of the new j

may have remn

ment. This seems to be the conclusion of

I'!' 1.1. Durham & J.B. Porter. Richmond, Virginia, 1970, pp. 135-151. These stre

holds needed experienced con ers and they were probably not all of lsraelite
descent, of, J. Gray, ap. ¢if., p
85 Of. K.-H. Bernhardt, in Beirrage zur sozfolen Vord

Berlin 1971, pp. 145f. It should be noted that Solomon ret

»d cities in
Ao Alr "The

t Histary o

areas which, of course, had not been lsraelite before the o

Formation of the lsraelite State in Palestine.” Essavs in
Rel 1, Garden City, N.Y., 1967, p. 293, |
Hamath and on Lebanon, 1 Kings 9:19, 2 Chr. 8: 31,

fals

iblical writers used as an ideal w

ced unmity tl

history of the lsraclite and Judahite peoples. Here

It is this fo

" ppinion

should be considered ¢ maintains that the “system of tribes was cf

artificial framework connecting groups that lormerly were Farrly 1nde
| sche ldee,
K. Galling, Die Erwdhlungseraditionen frgels (BZAW 38), Giessen 1928, pp. 6811,

T For the lsraelite and Judean kings bullding sanctuaries ;

the cities of their kingdoms, f, 2 Kings 2

68 B, Maicler, “Excavations at Tell Qasile, JES 1/50-51, pp. 13661, 2040,

dent of each other,” The Tribes of Is
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were kept.™™ From a religious point of view this had certain consequences.

¢ that

the cult continued as hefore. 1"\'k'l"|'t.||.'||‘_5!_.‘."-. the Israelite officials and mer-

That the temple from stratum X was rebuilt in stratum IX may indic

chants who settled in the city also worshipped at this temple in conformance

with the law, mi¥pdt, 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 “teach™ the people the religion of the new nation. As a
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. At the latter, located ca. 5 km
from the eastern shore of Lake Tiberias, a citadel with a casemate wall
ascribed to the time of Solomon was found. M Tell ed-Duweir 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 roughly 37 by

4 a8 ¢
S22 I,

This place has (tentatively) been identified with Ramoth-Gilead ™

which is listed as one of the “Levitical cities™ in Josh, 21:38.™ and as the

seat of one of Solomon’s governors, ben Geber, in 1 Kings 4:13.™ [f this

information is reliable, it may be posited that Levites were stationed there

H#

a5 povernment
10th century were found at Tell er-Rumeith, if the above mentioned identi-
fication

time bef

is correct, it means that the passage in Josh. 21 cannot refer 10 a

ore the united monarchy
In the new kingdom of David and Solomon the security of the highways

and of the trade routes through the more

sparsely populated areas was of

paramount importance. Solomon took special interest in the soutl through

ions at Tell Qasike, 1973

" IEJ 250715, p. 88,

71 Z. Meshel, "Horvat Ritma — An [ron Age Fortress in the Ne
477, pp. 110-135.

" Cf. below.
3 8. Levy and G. Edelstein, “"Cing années de fouilles 3 Tell “Amal (Nir David) "
72, pp. 325-387,

™ B. Mazar—A. Biran—-M. Dotan—1I Dunayevsky, IES 14/64, pp. 1l

TS Y. Aharoni, “Trial Excavation in the ‘Solar Shrine’ it Lachish,” IES 18/68,
“Lachish,™ fEJ 18/68, p. 255, and “The Solomonic Temple, The Taber
: Arad Sanctuary.” Orient and Occident (ADAT 223 1973

p. 6, frneesrf

Th clugry and the Residency (Lachish V), Tel Aviv 1975,

™ PW. Lapp. The Tale of the Tell, ed. by Nancy Lapp, Pittsburgh 1975, pp. 1131,
M. Glueck, Explorations rern Palestine (AASOR 25-28), Cambridee, Mass.
1951, pp. 98iT., P.W. Lapp, RE 70/63, pp. 4061F., and RE 75/68. pn. 98IT.
"8 Cf, 1 Chr. 6: 80

™ Cf. M. Ottesson, Gifead, p. 220 B0 See further below, pp. 4711
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which he had access to the Gulf of Agaba. The Gulf and the Red Sea be-

came one of his main arteries of trade, ef. 1 Kings 9:26.% In order to

secure the trade from em and other places in

his k

» Gulf of Agaba to Jeru:

lom, it was necessary to build “a network of fortresses™ along the
at Arad m

ctions led to a p

routes. I'he fortress and be one example of this

icy .”
in the Ne

ents i

pulation increase

b, a peographical area which, by the way, saw an increase in

the Early Iron [ perind

J."I'.f\ aoes not mean that oneé cat JUImp ({4 ] '_.!ll.' -L'l.:-l'|:._'|l,'._*\1'.-.'II'L :||.|'_ 1 these

new settlements were Israelite, as does Y. Aharoni.® Nor can one conclude

el Masos, were bu

that some of ents, such as that of It by

[sraelite seminom as does A. Kempinski.,®™® The latter maintains that

both the s Masos and those of Tel Sippor (in the Shephelah)
I

were “waell integrated into the culture of their Canaanite ne bors. " Indeed,

from this, the conclusio the

MNegeb can be drawn jus

reasons that others witl

| country

T, .ul-'i-' I'||'.{: ¥,
also Y. Aharoni.
1 . |

y north of Kadesh-

fore the tme of the mona
Early and Nothing Late:

' the settlement problems

6 pp 551, Concer

16f. und das Siedlungsgebiet der kenitisc

B0 In A. Kempinzki-V. Frte, “Ex
[ the Third Season, B
p. 144, kempinski ¢

I'el Masos (Khirbet cl-Meshash).
P 144

that the pottery types show “closm

: Shephelah. It is not vet possible to

should ber
Y op. 146, If
What K

h David

d which were borrowed from

: Lanaanite | 1 that the

1 one be 50 cor

ttlers were Israel rial culture ig th il of

the Canaani come umder lsraclite crown.

BB [

lites, Calebites, Amalekites and other Edomites settled this area and part of what later

:rent ethnic groups like the Kenites, Jerahme

became southern Judah. Part of the district south of the Judean highlands was

d carmed out his plundering campailgns during his “Philistine”
Bif. Ome co

1000 B.C.Y as

thuz view the destruction of some of the Negeb zeit

result of David's raids, Concerning the Sime

Mittmann maint at “ein si
pegehen,” AP 93 p. 218.

19/80. po. 651

reonitisches Siedlingsge
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I'he fortress of Arad in the Negeb provides an excellent example of the

relationship between royal unistration and national religion. [t is possible

that this fortress was

ced in an area that had recently been claimed by

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

o
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
building of the fortress has been attributed to Solomon (stratum XI).*' A
i

temple was included in the complex and represents the official state cult.

Priests and the i ntary were the extended arms of the government, the reins
by which the king kept his subjects within the law. A temple included as
part of a fortress can perhaps be labelled a 73%nn nwa, “a temple of the
kingdom,"* a phrase which oceurs in Amos 7:13. The Arad temple cannot
be called a border-temple because its location was at least 40 km ({ca. 25

miles) away from the nearest border

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

cultplace taken over by the invading Isra $ who built the temple but let

the Kenites continue as priests ser ing the Israelites The basis for his dis-

™ with a cult
place (stratum XII). This settlement has been dated to the 11th century B.C,
and both Y. Aharoni®®

cussion is that the excavators found *a small open---villa

B. Mazar® identified its settlers as Kenites, of.

Judges 1:16. However, their hypothesis is unrealistic since 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
population. It should be added that Arad was not a city. It was a fortress
compound and its small area, 50 x 50 m.* could accommodate few more
than government employees

The many ostraca and seals (of a later time) found within its walls also

" For a short report about the excavation and its finds, see Y. Aharond, “Arad: Iis
Inscriptions Temple,” 84 31/68, pp. 200., and “The Negev,” in Archaeclogy and
the Oid Te el Study, ed. by . Winton Thomas, Oxford 1967, pp. 39211, Because

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

cation ol the datings given by Aharoni.
91

For a somewhat

graphy of Arad," JEJ 15

92

ter dating of the temple, see Y. Yadin, “A Note on the Strati-

. p- 180

Concerning the term 12%2n being used about kings or roya

. seg, for instance,
W.L. Moran, “A Kingdom of Priests,” The Bible fn Current Catholic Thought, ed. by
J.L. McKengzie, 1962, 1511., M. Dahood, “*Hebrew-Ugaritic Lexicography V. Biblica
48/67, p. 426, A. Cody, “When is the Chosen People called a gdy,” VT 14/64, p 3.

#3 “The Sanctuary of Arad and the Family of Hobab the Kenite.” JNES 24065,
pp. 297fE G, Bolin
(Qenite? h place,” Judges (Anchor Bible 6A), Garden City, N.Y., 1975, pp. 571,

¥ B4 31/68,p. 4

95 O, of 3

follows Mazar and assumes that Arad was used “only as a seasonal

WX 15 m
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indicate Arad’s status as a government compound. Some of the ostraca give
orders to the commanding officer of the fortress." The opening formulae

ol i ; T L T Sl
of these writings have been seen as echoing those of the Amarna letters.

b » writing in Palestine was influenced by the

admimstrat

That the style
Egyptian tradition is highly probable if one takes into consideration the

stine from the 18th Dynasty ™

politically dominated Pa
1 O

down to the beginning of the Iron Age.

¢ oceurrence of personal names found on the ostraca supports the opin-

ion that Arad was not only part of the royal administration as a military
base but was also an arm of the national cultic establishment. Among the
names aré Meremoth (Arad no. 50) and Pashur (no. 54), and the phrase the
“song of Qorah” (no. 49)."" One of the ostraca, addressed to the com-
mander Elyashib, mentions the Qerosite (no, 18). According to Ezra 2:44

and Neh. 7:47, the family of Qeros belonged to a class of temple servants

(the o*a1°ni). Consequently, it is possible that this ostracon reveals their
existence as a class of cultic employees in pre-exilic time. '™ Moreover, the

name of the commandant (or chief administrator), Elyashib, is of certain
interest. The name is known in the Old Testament from priestly circles, cf
| Chr. 24:12, Neh. 3:1, 20f., 12:10,22f.,, 13:4, 28. Therefore, it is not

improbable that he had Levitical ancesiry.

97 Y. Aharoni. “Seals and Roval Functionaries from Arad,” Ererz Israel 8/67,

pp- 101, (Hebrew), Ar

rdee, "L

seriptions (Judean Desert Sertes), Jerusalem 1975, of

Ar UF 10/78, pp. 289336, A. Lemaire, Inscriptio

gues, Paris 1977,
#8 Aharond, B4
M. Weippert, “Zum

LY ,-ii1|-.-:"' also

the types of introductory formulag, see also

iskript der hebriischen Briefe von Arad,” FT 25/75, pp. 202-
| I Aramaic (Elephan
graphy,”

an

ws atie n to parallels with
t also D. Pardee, “An Overview of Ancient Hebrew Epistole
AN

ion, Sodomon’s New Men, The Emergence of Ancient fsrael ar a
1974, pp. 124,

that Egyy

rals were used in Palestine both
od, Y. Aharoni, “The Use of
ights,” BASOR 18466, p. 19,
: from Tell Halif,”" BASGR 232/78,

i be added
ze period as well as in the
als in Hebrew Ostr

nscribed Late

3 and

y an “acropolis™,

i, B4 31/68, pp f
. Concerning the phra
«d or whether it implies a certain temple place. From the

sk whether it has any

r héne gqorah one coul

b Wbl bserng b
: we know that the priests were not permitted to shave off their hair, Lev.
31: 5, Ezek 44:20, of. Dt. 14:1. For Pashur as an Egyptian name, see M. Moth, Die

chen Personennamen im Rahmen der pemeinsemifischen Namengebung. Stutt

gart 1928, p. 63
102 See the discussion by B.A. Levine, “Notes on a Hebrew Ostracon from Arad,”
IES 1969, pp. 49-51. The ostraca with the name Elyvashib are, according to Aharoni,

from 59897 B.C,, IEJ 16/66, pp. 1-7

Id be added that the “Kittim™ m

_':_t||||'|\_'-J In some of |E!|.' ostraca Irom
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A

1er place to be considered in this connection is the city of Beer

Sheba in southern Judah, No building remains from the Bronze Ase hawve

: : F ; -
been f on the tell,"™ and the first fortified city is dated to the 10th

ry B.C. Because of the planning of the city, Y. Aharoni concluded that

centu

Thus, Beer

eat building activity of the new nation

it was not only a roval citadel but was also a district capital.”

Sheba too. is an i,':'l.,,l_l:l"l'_' of the
th

at rose to power in Canaan

000 B.C. Its location in the southern part
of Judah, north of the Sinai desert, may have made it an important military

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

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

image place, cf. Am. 5:5, 8:14. Therefo

a lamous
it h nore than one cult place and that the large horned al

the city not far from the

e, it is possil

found inside
official Yahweh

e, |";'|ill'.;:l.'l.': not llr||:l.' 8]

cult place, but to another cult place as well. The exact location of the
sanctuary to which this altar belonged is not yet known '™

Recently, another Judean fortress was found. r
located in the northern Sinai ca. 50

amely, Kuntillet ‘Ajrud,
1. south of K

close to the highway Darb el-Ghazze, “the way of Gaza."""" Even if it is

sh-Barnea on a hill

from a later time, it demonstrates, as does the Arad fortress, the intimate

Arad can be understood as Greek 1 the service of the

probably also the case with the
and at Tell Milh south of Arad
hilistia under Assyrian Rule,” B4 29

tress of Mesad Has

31/68, pp. 131,
n. 59. 5. Yeivin sees in the Kittim
an indication that Arad was not a Yahwistic sanctuary, “On the

in Imerpreting the Bible,” A merican

ry 3d)66. pp. 15241, The mention of

“s0ns
Vhether the
ot 15 impossible 1o decide, of. Y. Yadin, “Fou
pp. 30T, Ostracon r ay indicate that the Kittim wen

criod and from the 12

nrieed i v teadiad A
priest names may contradict Yeivin

Epis

provide s

Beer-Shel

esting hin the settlement history

troms af fel Heer-Sheba (Tel Aviv Institute ¢

pp. 2Mf., and “Tel
Place Destroved
1t the builders of bamdth

1 he does not define) “were not guided™ by

24/74, pp. 27141, Y.
THBASOR 222/76,

(he associates the altar with a ba

the prohibitions in the Mosaic law and, therefore, the bdmdr-cult was dedicated to

1, 11. Yadin did not substant

not have be

an. The Mosaie law may

this accusat

existence at that time. Indeed, it scems to be a law Tor the reconstruc

tion of POst=Ex

c society. For a critique of Yadin's o
L. Herz
B 1 and Location of the Sanctuary .
It should be added t | I

1

ies about the lo wn of the
g—A.F. Rainey —Sh. Moshkovitz, “The Strati
ASCR 225/77, pp. 49-58.
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relationship between military defense and

ligion. The pottern

ests that the buildings are from the 9th—8th centuries B.C.

One of the rooms inside the entrance of the western building has been

: : | ‘ 11108
racterized as a bench-room ““wher

oftenngs

n could, therefore, be seen as the cul

This r

rtress, Among

the finds, the stone vessels

laster with inscriptions should

& 106 =1+ I
tioned There are als:

¥ings of deities (i.e, the

some pithoi with drs

Bes)., One of these has an inscription
wi¥reh, “may yi
that Ys

Importa
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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 govern-
ment sanctuary in every district capital, if the close ties between adminis-
tration, military and cult are taken into account, it is very likely. Presum-
ably, taxes and tithes that were consigned the sacral sphere were stored in a
special place — a sanctuary, chapel, or “cult room’ — in the government
complex.' If 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,” Ta‘anak,* Beth-Shan,® probably
Mahanaim (Eshba'al’s capital), and Shechem appear to have h:
Beth-Shemesh may be added to these, especially since its name refers to a
site well-known for its sun worship, Because nothing indicates that this cult

g cult place

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.

3 E. Stern identified the house found at Tel Mevorakh (stratum VI, tenth century
B.C.) as an administrative building of one of the sub-districts of Dor, Excavations at
Tel Mevarakh 1973—1976, Parr One: From the Iron Age to the Roman Period (Qedem
93, Jerusalem 1978, p- 77

3

Accordir o L. E. Wright, Ramoth-Gilead “was founded by Solomon to be the
district admi ative center,” “The Provinces of Solomon,

* For the “cultic structure” (tenth century B.C.) at Ta'anak, see P.W. Lapp, “The
1963 Excavations at Ta‘annek”, BASOR 17364, pp. 2661, The Tale of the

5

rerz fsrael B/67, p. 67%.

.95

The buildings of stratum ¥ (cf. 1 Sam. 31:10, 1 Chr. 10:10) 1 ay have been in
use during the time of Solomon. F.W. James dates the lower stratum ¥V 1o the period
ca. 1100 =900 B.C., The fron Age at Beth-Shan, Philadelphia 1966, pp. 3061., 140fF

¢ G.E. Wright, Encyclopaedia of Archaeological Fxcavations in the Helv Land IV
Jerugalern 1978, p. 1093

7 M. Haran, “A Temple at Dor,” [ES 27 17, pp. 12-15
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the inscription 9RT 112 173 [15], "[belonging to Ze]charyahu, 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 since it seems to have been one of

the very old cities (city-states) of Canaan. Its existence is attested by the
recently found tablets from Tell Mardikh (ancient Ebla)® in Syria which are
dated to about the 24th century B.C. From the Amarna tablets we know
that Dor was under Egypt istration." According to the Wen-Amun

report, at the time of the raids of the Sea-peoples, Dor and its 5u|':|,|||n.,|i|1:_{5,

jan admir

were populated by the thr.'' In the Old Testament Dor is mentioned as a
participant in a Canaanite coalition against the Israelites at the battle of
Meron, Josh. 11:2. In Josh, 12:23 the king of Nephat-Dor is listed as one of
the defeated Canaanite kings. This indicates that the biblical writer did not
distinguish between the Tijeker and the Canaanites: all enemies were labelled
Canaanites. According to Judg, 1:27 the “tribe™ of Manasseh was unable to
conguer 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 Nephat-

lite nation under David, if not later

Dor'® was incorporated into the s
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 by Solomon.
Because this list includes Dor, Fritz maintains that it became Israelite during

Solomon's reign (Iron Jl.'.ll._l.lj Be that as it may, when Dor, an important

8 “The Priest of Dor,” [ES 25

'-'-I“\.'II wWas 3 |“'-III.' .IIIII .'ll'-\..\,_. A

in Palestine. Here one should also

104
: Royal Archiv
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1 than the city ltself, of. 1 Kings 4:11. It is pos

According to (

For Nephat-Dor as a

sible that the area of this city ngdom extended as far as the Philistine territory. Thus,
it was about the same size as the

Pileser I, cf. A. Alr, K5 I, pp. 18

area,” se the discussion by M. Ben-Dov,” npa Geographical Term of Possible *Se;

vince Du’ru established by T

For b1 as a Sea people’s term for

People” Origin,™ Tel Aviv 376, pp. T0-73
13

Kénige in Jos, 12,7 ZDPV B5/69, pp. 13607
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itself at the time 5 district division, Kongge . [-16 (BK X:1), Neukirchen 1968,

p. 70, However, | Kings 4:11 seems 1o contradict this.
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POTT Ci

» became a city or a district capital of Isracl, Solomon dispatched

officials (some probably called levites) to let the people of the district know

how to “revere pod and king.” This does not 1

an that an Israelite sanctuan

e been used as part of

was built in the city. A pre-Israelite sanctuary may

the new government’s administrative center. Therefore, we cannot assume,

as does M. H

it there was no temple in Dor in w vorship

Yahweh of Israel.*®

ion that kings were (¢ le builders, it is natural to

laking into cons

assume 1

hat Solomon’s district capitals and his fortresses (¢f. Arad) h

cult place or a cult room which served as the sanctuary of the offic ate

reli

il administration is
evident from 1 Kings 12:31 and 2 Kings 23:19. According to 1 Kings

£ 1

in his country. From

n. That sanctuaries were an integral part o

12:31, king Jeroboam I built nn3 N3, sanctuar
2 Kings 23:19 th
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Cdrm
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vied all the MH3an 103 that
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1
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nay be concluded that

¥ were under the supervision of the district governors. Examples from
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at the temple of N

| i | A I 5 -
. Although we do not know the significa

presence at Nob’s temple, as the chief officer of the shepherds and their

flocks, he may have been acting in a supervisory capacity. If this is ct

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

same would then have been the case for other sanctuaries.

When David be

nilies as his officials in Transjordan, 1 Chr. 26:30ff ** The

1¢ king in Jerusalem he appointed members of Hel

= W tes 1D
e levitical

text states that they were sent out “for all the work of Yahweh and the

service of the king.” From this one can conclude with R. de Vaux, that the
Iy off
(=

aTee) “who supe

iciated as priests but as civil servants, judges and as a
Yahweh and the
Thus, areas newly incorporated by the

Levites not or

police force™ d all the affairs of

the Jordan.” =

- .
KINg

on both sides o

personnel from his old court and capital,

king were administered by faithful

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

ably knew his approach to and system of governance. This was important
since the laws of the new government had to be made known and followed,
2 Sam. 8:15,* ¢f. 1 Sam, 10:25,

Another passage should be noted in this connection. In 2 Chr. 177

d to have placed chief officials and Levites

king Jehoshaphat of Judah is s

in the cities of his kingdom in order to “teach them [the people] the law of

Yahweh.” This may be the Chronicler’s way of referring to the old custom

OVEFRMent «

of placing ials including priests in different ci

out the nation to instruct the people and to collect taxes, cf. 2 Chr. 241

Priests and Levites were, therefore, part of the government's law enf

=

ment personnel law here taken in its wider meaning of both civil and
ligious law, i.e. the “‘way"”

of the nation. Consequently, it is natural to

.l.,.':'n'_-l,l_'\ had m

] tary andfor guarding duties. The

h David's pla
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i

Hebrew word N pB
of Levites in Transjordan, 1 Chr. 26:30ff., and which can be translated

ch i mentioned in connection wi

Wi

class of officers.” According to Jer.

* can also mean Yguard

“administratio

2926 the head priest was the supervisor or commander of the temple guard.

15 7331 TR0, “chief guar

In Jer. 20:1-3, the priest Pashur was designate

pp. 576, G.W. Ahlstrém, B2 13769, pp. 961, H. Seebass, Tradition und Interpretation

bed Jehu ben Chanand und Ahia von Silo,” ¥FT 25/75, pp. 1820

£} Thus, Saul was within his rights to punish the iesthood of Mob for supporting

an insurgent, David

“resided” in the “Le

I This negates M. Harans thesis that
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Oxford 1978, pp. 202f, For the problem of the **
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man.” The title nTpo 52, “commander of the guard,” occurs in Jer. 37:
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 9pw, which, likewise, seem to indicate “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,™® of. 1 Chr. 26:30(f. Indeed, it is possible that the men Jehoiadah
(the first priest of the Jerusalem temple) posted at the temple in connection
with the coup d érar that culminated in Queen Athaliah’s death, constituted
a priestly guard under his command, 2 Kings 11:18.

These examples may reveal an old Syro-Palestinian tradition that is also
found in Anatolia. As mentioned above, a Hittite text, “Instructions for
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,
Yahweh is called on to bless the ' 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
Mehemiah 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 7% (lawdh), “to accompany,”
in niph. “to attach oneself to,” or “to be Bound."”* These persons were,

5 1. :'I-il|:.='.'l.l:':‘: Studies tical Terminology 1, I:i.'rk\_'h_':- Lal., 1970, pp BiT., of.
1.R. Spencer, The Levitical Cities: A Study of the Role and Function of the Levites in

the Hisrary af fsrgel {(Unpubl. Ph.D. diss., University of Chicago), Chicago 1980,

chapier II.
26 B. Mazar, "“The Cities of the Priests and Levites,” SVT 7, 1960, p. 202.
17 Cf, abowve, p. 12, and E.H. Sturtevant and G, Bechtel, A Hitrire Chrestomathy,
It., A, Goetze, in ANET, pp. 20711,

Philadelphia 1935, pp. 1

8 Goetze, ANET, P 209, Cf, the discussion |":- T. :'-[”;‘."-\.ll'!'.. op. cit., pp S0

#® Concerning the date of Dt. 33, C.H.J. de Geus has ma wd that “for lin-
guistic reasons we may not give it a very early date," The Tribes of fsrael, p. 99,
A. Cody sees the utterance about Lewi in verses 9b-10 as stem w from the eighth

century B.C., A History of (Nd Testamenr Priesthood (Analecta Biblica 35), Rome
1969, p. 120,

W Cf., for instance, K. Budde, Die altizraelitische Religion, Giessen 1912, p. 137,
E. Dhorme, [ 'évolution religicuse o Tsrael, Brussels 1937, p- 227, G. Widengren, “What

do we know about Moses?." Pro

marion and Fresence. Ol Testament Essayvs in
Honowr of Gwynne Henton Davies, ed. by 1.1, Durham and J.R. Porter, Richmond,
Virg., 1970, pp. 370, n. 58, cf. also W. von Soden, Akkadisches Mandwéirterbuch,
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thus, associated with, or attached, bound, to the central government as its
employees. If this is the origin of the social class of Levites, two things must
be stressed. In the first place, the Levites never constituted a tribe before
the artificial systematizat

on-of Yahweh's people into twelve such “tribes.”
This is supported by the fact that some Levitical families, for instance the
Hebronites and the Libnites, came from different goegraphical areas. More-
over, as (. Hilscher maintained, their names are gentilica.™ Lonsequently,
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 original-

|‘:. 4

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 mon:

archy, it would seem, as a matter of course, that

wherever priests/levites served, they were acquainted with idol worship.

. - ¥
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NI:2, Switigart 1924, pp. 215560, cf. Aa. Bentzen, Studier over der sadokidiske
Praesteskaby Historie, Kébenhavn 1931, P 9. J. Liver, “Korah, Dathan, and
Scripta Hierosalymitang B/61, p. 213, A Cody, A History of the Old Testam
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phic picture of
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LA
=

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 p™a, “aliens, clients, newcomers.”* The

word .'"-1'_'. itself meant a client. As government _|_|'||'|._'|i_|i1;_‘-i_-',l. f|'||_':-.' were not

members of the clans of the district where they lived: they were the clients
of the government. Ranking the Levites as a “tribe” is, as already indicated,

a construction made to suit the later idea that Israel was composed of
the ideal of totality). When a
history of the two peoples (Israelites and Judahites) was constructed from

twelve “tribes™ (the number twelve CNPIessing

the Judean viewpoint, all Levites were considered to be descendants of Lewi
ben Ya'acob, and all priest classes were given a genealogy linking

Lewn.”

them to

In the Judean construction of the “settlement™ in Canaan, the

Levites were religiously legitimated as the guardians of the Yahweh cult by

stating that, upon a command from Yahweh, Moses the later historio-

_;!".'|p|:-_':‘.~. great a

gave certain cities to the Levites in lisu of part
of the country, ¢f. Nu
of appointing

5:1-7, Josh. 14: 4, 21:1. Thus was the phenomenon

priests ai the national sanctuaries outside the capital remade

into an institution and projected back in time. It should be pointed out that
it is historically impossible to enact legislation making Canaanite cities part

of an Israelite institution long b

re I|Z’.‘} were built or became part of the
nation Israel. As will be shown below, some of them did not exist before the
tenth-ninth centuries B.C. The “institution™ is, in all likelihood, a construc-
43

on Although its purpose is never mentioned, it may |:u|"'|:=.;1.x"‘.c SEEn as

an attempt to explain why the Levites as a “tribe” did not have a part of the

country as their inl

Levitical cities

A list of “Levitical™ cities can be found both in Josh. 21 and in 1 Chr. 6.
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+? If this was the

not have becn the inspiration
tor king Josiah's reform. Rz

ICT 1T 15 3 SO P

v abter that time.
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Joshua, However, because the author of the “Conquest™ 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 people since, according to the historical construc-
tion, the land that was promised to Abraham, Gen. 15 and 17: 8, had to be
conquered first.* The time of the “Conquest” was, thus, a suitable period
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,*

Evidence from archaeology 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 Shoshenq con-
cerning his campaign in Palestine we know of the existence of Beth-Horon
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“The Land Promise is used for ctiological purposes to legitimize the possession

of the land.” W.M. Clark, The Origin and Development of the L
(Hd Testarment (Unpubl. Ph.D, diss., Yale University ), New Haven 1964, p. 98. The

Land Promise Theme is not originally a part of the patriarchal trad 1

Promize Theme in

fhe

100, aco

Seters,

Clazk, pp. 556f. For a discussion about Gen. 15 and 17, see also ]
in History and Tradition, New Haven and London 1975, pp. 279T.

44 It should be noted that A.G. Auld considers the list of Josh. 21 1«
than that of 1 Chr. 6, *The “Levitical Cities™: Text and History " ZAW 91 79, pp- 19900

J. Wellhausen considered the idea of Levitical cities as a *

vaical impracticability ™
Prol

and, therefore, as a wend, pp. 1597
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] d I

stitution under ﬂ;:||| Lo

ment system, they could have come into existence as ar

cerning the discussion about the “‘Levitical™ cities, see, for instance, J. Wellhausen,
FProlegomeng, pp. 159., W.F. ."l.||fiﬂll. “The List of Levitic Cites."™ [. Ginshers
Jubilee Volume, New York 1945, pp. 4907, A. Alt, “Festungen und Levitenorte im
Lande Juda," K5 I, Miinchen 1953, pp. 306T., B. Mazar, “The Cities of the Priests
and Lewvites,” SFT 7, 1960, P 19501., Y. Aharoni, T
I.L. Peterson, A Topograp

Land
tical *'C
! Chronicles 6 Stidies on the Levites in fsraelite Life and Relizion (1 npubl. Th.D.
diss., Seabury Western Theol. Seminary), Evanston, I0., 1979, J.R, Spencer, Th:
Levitical Citles, 1980,
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el

and Mahanaim.”™ Regarding Heshbon in Transjordan the archaeological pic-
ture is still unclear. Because only a few pottery sherds have been found it
appears that no maj 1050-900 B

The fact that more pottery has been found from the ninth century B.C. may
potier 3 3

or settlement existed there between ca.

indicate a settlement
If Ramoth-Gilead is identified with Tell er-Rumeith it came into exist-
ence during the tenth century B.C. As mentioned above, no remains dated
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to the time before the tenth century have been uncovered there.

Another “Levitical” city in Transjordan that should be mentioned is
Jahas. It has tentatively been identified with Khirbet el-Medeiyineh™ 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 of 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 (n13
Jahag. Because the verb na, “to build™, is used, it may mean that this

was a new city constructed by the Israelites.”* Therefore, it can be con
cluded that Jahas did not exist during the period of the Judges and the
united monarchy. The building of the city of Jahas can, thus, be seen as an
example of urbanization as a political tool.

Other cities labelled “Levitical” include Jutta, Eshtemoa, and Jattir.

) |

These three cities were located south of Hebron and may have been par

a defense line. The above mentioned survey of “Levitical Cities” turned up

no tenth century pottery there. The earliest settlement at Jattir (probably

239, M, Noth, "Die Wege der
pp. 2770, K. A, Kitchen, The

T4,"" Andrews University Semin-

1974

lso Ge

e Department of A
(Jordan) 2 !
8 Y. above, ch: pri

49 Y, Aharoni, The Land of the Bible, pp. 187, 308. F.M. Abel identified it with

Khirbet Iskander, l'-:"-'{.":.l_.':-n'lll'-.!: la Palestine 11, Paris 1938, p. 354

15 an alterna-

30 1. L. Peterson, A Topagraph | Survey. He sees Kh. el-Medeivineh
vlace o get a i

tive i q Iransj set
M. Ibrahim—J.A. Saver--K. Yassine The |
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tnt problems, consult
75." BASOR

41-66. According to this survey,

occupation in Iron | and II pericds. However, at

was found,” and some of the Iron 11 sites did

=1 Cf KALIL p. 169, 177
52 J.C.L. Gibzson translates “fortified™ Te

I, Oxford 1971, p. 76
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‘Attir), for example, seems to be from the late Iron [ period; only

one sherd from the eighth century B.C. was found. The picture appears to

be the same at Jutta and Eshtemoa.”” Contrary to Aharoni, this indicates

that these three cities were not part of Rehoboam's defense line, 2 Chr. 11

3127 The text of the Chronicler does not on them either. If these

three cities really were a part of a defense line they may have come into
existence during the time of king Jehoshaphat who, according to 2 Chr, 17:
Y 12 stationed ¢ » in the citiee of JTudah and strencthened hi

2,12, stationed garrisons in the cities of Judah and strengthened his defenses

ing forts and store cities.

[t is doubtful whether one can conclude from 2 Chr, 17: 2 that Jehosha-
phat of Judah divided his kingdom into twelve districts.™ Simply because

he built store cities and fortresses, 2 Chr. 17:12, does not mean that new
district divisions were created. However, 2 Chr. 19:44f. may indicate that

stration,®® This text mentions that Jeho-

inize his adi

shaphat appointed judges in all the fortified cities of Judah (from Beer-Sheba

the § l,Ill_: e

r - i £ -1 ¥ W ¥
to the hill country of Ephraim)*’ and established what could be called

us matters, “all matters of Yahweh" (27 $3%

tribunals in Jerusalem. Religi
a1}, were under the chief priest, Amariah, and civil matters or “all the

king's matters” (5nna7 2%), were under Zebediah, the ndetd (chief,

L3 1 1 1 5
governor) over the house of Judah, v. 11.** It should be noted that verse 11
states that the Levites were officials of these courts. They were the omow,
the scribes, officers or commissionaires, of the chief priest and of the

EOVEIrnor,

[hat the Chronicler does not mention the “Levitical” cities during the

his

ficant. IF the king indeed r

Jehoshaphat is sig

administration and placed Levites under the command of the chief priest of

the Jerusalem temple and others under the supervision of the governor,

some reference to the Levites of the “Lewvitical” aties and how they were

affected by the new order, would have been expected. On the one hand, it is

53 At Eshtemoa Z. Yeivir
“Es-Samo®a (As-Samu’),” [EF 21
The | I af the Bi
r, “Das |
Ahlstram, “Is Tell ed-Du 1
55 CO1. Y. Aharoni, Th i e, F4
56 CF. W.F. Albr of Jehoshaphat,” Alexander Marx
wicher (HAT 21), Tibingen 1955,

Jubilee Valume, PR

pp. 256f1

Ihe mention of the hill country of Ephraim may refer to cities {(among them
Ramah and Mizpah) taken by Abiam and Asa, 1 Kings 15:16ff., 2 Chr. 16:11f,, ¢f.
Y. Aharoni, “The Pre

we=List of Judah,” VT 9 .*'.i_|'|'. 230, For Josh, 15:21ff. az a

SHira-

[ Judah, see A, Al “Judas Gaue unter Josia," Pal
KS 11, pp. 276-288), and also the summary discussion
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i 121F
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possible that the new organization did not affect the Levites outside Jerusa

he *Levitical™

lem. On the other hand, the Chronicler's complete neglect of
cities here may indicate that they did not yet exist as an institution,

This is supported by 2 Chr. 19:7ff. which states that Jehoshaphat sent
high off;

cials |:"Ir'll'll'|-.'l.'.‘-“] and Levites to all the cities of Judah in order to

ah, of Yahweh from the lawbook they carried

“tea the people the law, 13

with them. The narrator reported a common phenomenon but gave to it his

own interpretation. Just as every government had to spread its ofticials over

the country, so also Jehoshaph: he Chronicler viewed this

hat the Levites had a lawbook from which they ta

|1:IL'1||:|:IL'r|i'II in ':l‘i-." :I'._:' ol the |.|1._"'_\. H-. 'k'[_t'if"f

zht the people the |

used as the v

ymena of pre-exilic time. In
o

[l . n ~
narchy is presented as if it were part of

which he judged the r

ather words, the history of the 1

the post-exilic Jewish community.

From the above discussion it is clear that the lists in Josh. 21 and | Chr. 6

8

s that arose during

do not refer to an institution of so-called ““Leviti

the monarchic period or before.®” The post-exilic histordographer® deri

the old :

his concept of “Levitic cities from idministrative system of

appointing, among others, priestly and civil personnel fo serve in certain

IMpoartant in .‘:'Z.Lill !I'lli_l,_".'}- and

cities. This was vy incor-

pofated areas. In other words, in the historical reconstruction one way of

raelife™ was f

different Canaanite areas

This was initiated at the beginning of the “settlement” in the cour

enon in a

[herefore, the logical thing to

do was to anchor this phen

decree given by Moses, Nu. 35: 1.

The

ot t

list of “Levitical’” cities may be seen as a part of the literary activity

1¢ post-exilic time whose aim was to justify the cl

on, the fact that (

im on the country. In

3 B 1
inder Israelite-

the histoncal reconstr N was o

onier

Ihe national

who make
1oeuld be added that

1 which came into

» Oth-8th centuries B.C. It

them were probably unwalled s

e, pp. 1600, A.G. Auld, ZAW 9179, pp. 2006,




56 BROYAL PHRIESTHOOD

Davidic rule played an important role; it was according to the will of
Yahweh. The “Levitical™ cities phenomenon is to be seen as one expression
of this idealogy

Turning to the reign of Jeroboam I it should be noted that his first
choice as capital was the ancient city of Shechem, | Kings 12:25.% [t ap-

pears that he began to rebuild and fortified it immediately (here the verb

132 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
beem a center for the .-'itl:'.l'n'e'.!. ird el However, Jeroboams intention 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 (®%7) Shechem to Penuel in Transjordan and built
it (rebuilt?), it may mean that there was no time to build up and fortify
Shechem. Because of the political situation Penuel may have been a tem-

it. According to 1 Kings 15:6,

porary place of refuge for the new governn
.

there was an almost permanent state of warfare between Judah and Israel 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 ZOVErn-
ment apparatus.” Moreover, Penuel was not too far from the ransjordanian
sites of iron ore.*

A second and perhaps more decisive reason behind the move to Penue] %
was Pharaoh Shoshenqg's campaign 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 to make Shechem a real stronghold or to build
up his war machine because of the advance of the Egyptian army. Thus, in

order to avoid a battle with the Egyptians, he left for Penuel and Mahanaim %7

15 used,

L. E, Toombs, “The 5t

at Tell
cf. Toombs, BASOR 223/76, pp. 58f., and
lite Era,”™ Syn F.M. Cross, Cam

uF, ed,

laesting, Copenhagen 1977, p. 212, Cf. the

¢ Penuel “was the only mining town®™ within Jeroboam's kingdom, M. Har-zl,
“The Valley of the Craftsmen (ge” haharafim),” PEQ 109 63.

&6 M. Noth, “Die Schoschenkliste,” ZDPY 61/38, py B. Mazar, “The Cam-
pa Pharaoh Shishak to Palestineg,” S¥FT 4/57, pp- 57T, K. A. Kitchen, The Third
fmtermediate Per

» PP 29301

ziehungen, p. 239, It has been

i, of. W, Helck, Die By
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suppested that

with Tirzah, Thus, this city was taken before Jeroboam moved there, so, for instance
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not réesult m any lasting fand

As far as we know, the ian campaign |

> Palestinian states were reduced or

possessions. No texts tell us whether

(S aeeal f ™ mrecthla T | | rd 13 L = Aal -
became vassal states. It is possible, though, that the territory of Judah was

n did not rebuild Arad may indicate that it was

diminished. That Rehobo

no longer within the borders of Judah.™ Whether the Pharaoh wished only

e h i b ¥ » riselle Y T Y E r 1 + e OF ¥ |}
to “show the and reclaim respect for | gyptian power™ or whet

dominated parts of Palestine for a short time is not known. What is clear is

that as a result of Solomon's death i 'H'.||c:_-c||¢:|;';‘_~: invasion, the Palestinian

in reduced to nations of little importance. Consequently,

states were ag

Jeroboam moved his residence to Tirzah, 1 Kings 14:7, a city more &

phical location.

defens n Shechem because of its peopr,
E
to the Ch

ites left Israel for Judah and allied themselves with Reho

Accord micler, when Israel declared its independence,

11:13f.) because Jeroboam chose others to be priests in the
" From a ical and administrative point of view this is
Is of the ol
1at most of them were faithful to Rehoboam. Dis-

government.
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eed, it is pro
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the capital, Bethel, a prestigivos cult place in the hill country,™ was a

natural choice for Jeroboam.™ Because it had been an Israelite cult o
long before Jerusalem came into the picture (cf. Gen. 28: 10ff.) Jeroboam
could advocate that it was closer to the mainstream of Israelite religion than
was Jerusalem with its new temple and Zadogite, non-Israelite priesthood.™
Therefore, Bethel did not become a national sanctuary because it was close
to the border, as has been maintained.™ OF the three old sanctuaries to
which Samuel went once a yvear, Bethel was the most northern. Of the other
two, Mispah was too close to the border with Judah and Gilgal was located
r, also Bethel

was located in the southern region of the new kingdom and. thus, d:

too far to the east the classical Israelite territory.™ Howe

ously close to Judah.™

The textual material is of no help in trying to assess the importance of
the city of Bethel under David and Solomon. Unfortunately, there are no
references to the city during the time of the united monarchy. However,
from archaeology the conclusion may be drawn that Bethel (if it is identified
with modern Beitin) ™ was a prosperous city in the beginning of the Iron [1

period.™ This may | further induced Jeroboam to make the city a

national religious center

I'o determine the re

vosition of Bethel in the new kingdom, one

could ask whether it was the official cult place of the national re

Hon and

its administration. [n 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 Bethel's sanctuary never became a king's

palace sanctuary. Here one should remember that Jeroboam’s first task was

to make the new nation a viable one, and for that purpose he required an

T Cf. F.F. Hvidbere, Weeping amd fer i ghe Qg

en 1962, pp chem, p. 307,

L 199, 279,

Fm
Wi THIE
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from an ancestoral hero, Moses (Ju

to the status o

elevated Dan's temg

trdém, “Der PFrophet Nathan und der Tempelbaw,” FT 11/6]1, pp. 1134f,
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e Cf, H. Motzki
schichte lsrael,”™ VT 25
7 King Abijam of

13219, It iz not kno

1 Beitrag zum Problem des Stierkultes in der Religionsze-

ah incorporated Bethel with his kingdom, according to 2 Chr

¢ Bethel was retaken ( Baasha?

which Israclite ki

8 D, Livingstone ide ¢ the modern Birah with ancient Bethel, *Location of

Biblical Het

4, 2

nsidered,” The Westminster Theolosgical Jouwrnal 33770

i I. For a critique of Livingstone's theory, see A.F. Rainey, “Bethel is still Beitin,”
The Westminster Theolo;
™ W.F. Albright and J.L. Kelso, The Excavation of Berhel (1934—1960) (AASOR
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efficient administration. From 1 Kings 11:28 we learn that Jeroboam had

been one of Solomon's chief administrators. As such, he was in charge of

the levy of the “house of Joseph," and occupied one of the most prominent

positions in the northern part of the nation, i.e. the part which later became

his kingdom. Consequently, he was well acquainted with the districts, their

functions and the religious duties of their officials. It should not be assumed
i

united monarchy was .w!‘ﬂ.i!. Thus, Jeroboam had an organization to fall back

ied and the

that the district oreanization ceased to function when Solomor

on. This does not mean that the forced labo system continued exactly as

before. The new ki.‘l;.‘ must certainly have made some changes in this re-

spect.”™ Indeed, not to have done so would have meant running the risk of

a revolution. One thing that Jeroboam had to decide quickly was where to

locate an official center for the new nation’s official religion and cult admin-

istration a place where the king himself could fullfil his religious duties
Although he chose Bethel, whether or not the choice was meant to be tem-
porary is unknown. In his reorganization of the new nation’s culti
Bethel in which he him:

vatterned after the royal festival of

calendar

the king had to institute a roval festiva elf was to

officiate. This festival was naturally

i

Jerusalem, 1 Kings 12:32.% [t is, thus, a possibility that Jeroboam intended

to make Bethel his capital but soon found it strate y unsuitable.

Bethel, however, kept its status as a roval temple place. This is clear from

Amaos 7:13 where the (chief) priest, Amaziah, tells the Judean prophet Amos

that he is forbidden to deliver his *d srous’ oracles at Bethel because it

is a king’s sanctuary, 771 TPn, and a temple of the kingdom, n2%an nwa.

eatened the life of the king and

Amos, who was not an Israelite ci

his dynasty, 7: 79, To do so0 on

yyal property was understood as instigating

a revolt, 7:106. As a citizen of another nation it was natural to expel him

and order him back to own country, Judah.

The two above mentioned phrases may not be exact synonyvms.75n wion

ates both ro

property and a temple where the king himself could

1, 1 Kings 12:32f, The other

rase, no%nn N7,

officiate, as did Jeroboa

may refer to any other sanctuary that belonged to the nation’s official re-

ligion and was, as such, part of the r Iministrative system.™ The sanc-

B0 Some district governors were ;-|-'|':i'|:. r~-|-! wed, az those who were Solomon™s
SOnSin-law.

4l Cf, |

32 If na%

chrem, p. 277, Ahlstrém, Psalm 89, pp. 931
na was the common term lor a state temple it may be asked why its
1 the Old Testament. The reason may |

the technical and

Usc 15 MO Mo

the term | Iy tern s outsde

temple cult
Id be worshipped
ial sanctuaries

Jerusalem. ators were in favor of t

and conside

he hiblical nar
i Y
with sacrifices, these other cult places could
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wich temple where the nation's pod
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their polemical purpose. For the bam

problem, sce W. Bovd Barrick, The Word BME in the Old Testament (Unpubl. Ph.D
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tuaries mentioned in 1 Kings 12:31 and 2 Kings 23:19 may be

mples of

the second category (they are called bdmdr by the later historiographer). It
should be noted that the latter passage mentions that the kings of Israel
built nman N2 in their kingdom.

kingdom, ni2%nn

i

These, then, were sanctuaries of the

The characterization given to Bethel in Am. 7:13 shows that it still was
a temple of higher rank than an ordinary 713%nn nia. How its status com
pared with the sanctuary of the royal establishment in Samaria is unknown
As usual the narrators do not tell us the whole story. Their interest in Israel
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 em-
phasize this phenomenon. It was natural to expect a temple or aroyal 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 is 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 ensure that the religion of the country was carried oui
efficiently, according to its norms, mipdr, 2 Kings 17 26T,

It should be noted that Bethel’s temple is called a A3 in 2 Kings 23:15 %
This text states that king Josiah of Judah broke down the bamdh 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 qw which can
only be translated “he burned the bgmudh.” Thus, bamdh cannot possibly
mean the altar, as proposed by P.H. Vaughan,®™ but must be understood as
something made of wood or partly of wood, probably a building. The
reason why the word bamah is used for the temple of Bethel is that the

writer, who favored Josiah's religious and political activities, regarded only

P.H. Vaug

The Meaning of 'hama " in

diss.,

the Cid Testa

%3 Cf. Barrick, ap. cir., pp. 3260. H. Torzyner (Tur i} says that he “tried to
show that *bamot’ are not ‘high places’, but sacred by on both hizh as in low
places,” Lachish I: The Lachish Lert

&4 H. Tadmor prefers (o sce Sa

15 a4 secular city and not as a «

nation’s religion. “On the History of Samaria in the Biblical Period,™ Erer
Ieruzalem 1972, pp. 6701, (Hebrew). However, the narrators have play
of Samaria as an official Yahweh cult place b

existence of Israel as a nation. Because the archaeol

. pe 197,

W The Meaning of ‘hamd" in the Od Testament, p. 320
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15, Thus, he used his own devalu-

ating term ra royal cult place, Bethel was

nothing e many cult places in (now crumbling)
Assyrian empire. However, as an important Yahwistic holy place in the pro-

vince of Sam it was still an i

nportant competitor to the Solomonic tem-

ple for the zealous Jerusalemite writer

lirzah and
arter or in the |
itself * Indeed, at some point, Samaria may have d Bethel as a cult
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ted by Hosea’s above men-

center. That a sanctuary existed there is indic:
" of Samaria, 8: 5f. which may be the prophet’s
|-||.W

tioned reference to the “ca

Therefore,

tendentious term for the cultic establishment of the c
this holy place cannot be identified with the temple king Ahab built for his
I'yrian queen, Jezebel, and her entourage. Dedicated to the Tyrian Baal,
| Kings 16:3
territory of [srael, the temple was constructed because the queen had to

, 4 god not to be identified with the indigenous Baal of the

worship her own god in the new and strange country to which she had come,

stempel

I'hus, her temple was not a “"Reic " but should, phenomenologically,

as a parallel to the sanctuaries Solomon built for hi

be  views

I's Baal temple competed for a time

As it turned out, Jeze
i t there must have

sial cultic establishment of Samaria. This means

it would have been

thout a

an official Yahweh sanctuary in the city.” Ind

been

an exception to the rule in the ancient Near East to have a capital w

ninistra

ion's religious aff

sanctuary as the center of the roval

very little about the royal administration in the northern King-

dom, Israel, and its supervision of the cult. Because of their ideological

As a break

rators

no cause to detail such

orientation, the n:
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W0 Of, G.W. Ahlstrém, K Tehu A Pro t"s Mistake,” 8¢ i}
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away from Yahweh of Jerusalem and the Davidic dynasty, the northern
kingdom should not have existed. Indeed, from the narrator’s vantage point,

a northern kingdom could do only what “‘was evil in the eyes of Yahweh.'

herited™ and the administrative apparatus he must have instituted con-
tinued with perhaps some necessary adjustments. In connection with Ahab,
for example, we learn about the governors of the districts, 1 Kings 20 14
lhat the kings were the masters of the nation’s cultic affairs is evident from
th ' band Joram.* Not only did Ahab have the

the 5 nong others, A
I temple built for his queen, but he also erected a stele to

above mention

Baal in Samaria, 2 Kings 3:2. That his son Joram ejected it may be seen as

a reaction against a god who was not originally part of the national religion

0l for the Tyrian

Baal.* Joram’s removal of this stele may indicate that he was more of a

of the country, If so, this Baal stele was probably a syn

traditionalist and, thus, did not strongly support the queen mother’s activi-

ties in religious matters

Jehu's slaughter of Yahweh priests and the priests of the Tyrian Baal
cult, 2 Kings 10:11, re

reflect any religious disaf

his revolt was basically political and did not
ction. To firmly establish his position he killed

not only the whole house of the Omrides but all who were politically a

with it as well. In this way the anti-Assyrian politics of Israel were ter-

minat

tian party was put out of function.?® Jehu's revolt

ed. The !:'TII'E':._'

suited the narrator of 2 Kings who gave to it a specific religious color, as if it

were in harmony with his time 1. Nevertheless, he com-

's concept of Yahwis

plains about Jehu, 2 Kings 10: 29ff., as he does about all the kings of Israel,

They followed in the footsteps of Jeroboam 1. How Jehu's administration

dealt with religious matters is not really known. It may be concluded, how-
ever, that the official religion of lsrael continued in its traditional forms
now freed from Tyrian competition.

Concerning Judah, the biblical writers considered the cultic reforms of

the Judahite kings Asa and his son Jehoshaphat, to be in harmony with their

#3 Cf. I. Bright, A History of Israel, p. 233. The Samaria ostraca from
v B.C. have also b

en as an indication for the existence «

i, The Land of the Bible,

p. 315-32 Shea e maria Ostraca,” IES 27
Pl
-. PP 16-77 ith lit.). Comcerr ing the IMpOTiance of the ostraca also for Hel

grammar, se¢ A_F. Rainey, “"The Sa
9967, pp. 3241,

¥4 For the religious situation under the Omrides, see my articke, “King Jehu A
Prophet’s Mistake,” pp. 47-69

5 Ahlstrém, ep. cir. p.53.

aria (kstraca in the Light of Fresh Evidence,” PEQ
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ideals, 1 Kings 15, 22:41, 2 Chr. 14-17.*" Both kings attempted to put an
end to cultic prostitution in the country and in Jerusalem.™ However, be-
cause they are blamed for not having stopped the cult of the bdmdr, 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 Solomon. 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
obviously hindered by Jehoiadah for 22 vears, 2 Kings 12: 6. After a rebuke
by the king, however, he made a chest into which all the money brought to
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
the Tyrian Baal. For example, according to 2 Chr. 24: 7, the sons of Athaliah
(which may refer to her servants as well) are said to have broken into the
temple of Yahweh and taken vessels from it for use in the new Baal temple.

Two things should be noted 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 gods. He is also accused of taking money from
the temple in order to pay tribute to the Arameans. This is given as an
excuse for his murder, 2 Chr. 24:17-25.% 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

10

praiseworthy This is adapted historiography, i.e. information is dis-

*7 From the time of king Asa we hear about g levy on the

ile population of
L5 .'1I.'\-:
tumity to start his religious “reform™ is not known, but it should not be considered
impossible

98

Judah, “mone was exempt,” 1 Kings 15:22. Whether o not this the appor

nother, géhirgh,

book, Aspecis of

For Asa demoting Maacha from her official position as kir

and destroying the cult symbol she had made for Asherah, see my
Svncretism in fsraelite Ry

7 CF. 2 Kings 12:17
death

100 Cf, R. Mosis, Untersuchungen zir Theologie des chronistischen Geschichis-

'|I.'_I:'I-'n'l_ PP 57463

ff. which does not have the information about Jehoiadah's

werkes (Freiburger Theologische Studien 29), Freibure-Basel-Wien 197 i, p. 181.
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torted to reflect the writer’s preconceived idea of what should have taken

place

The Chronicler’s version of the reign of king Uzziah of Judah should be
1 that determine how he is
Thus, the C
Uzziah as one of the most successful kings of Judah. He was both a warrior
and a bu M Acco

noted. It is the positive aspects of a king's re
I I I

evaluated and how the material is ar ronicler hails

anged.

ding 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 be, the Chronicler is

h and when the tensions
st. Since the Chron-

writing in a time when there was no king in Jud

between kingship and priesthood were a thing of the

icler, ideologically, is a representative of a desacralized kingship, his report
of Uzziah's “sin™, i.e. his sacrifice, is but a poor excuse for the king's sick-
ness.” ™ K

national religion and they could fulfill some cultic duties (cf. Saul, David,

were heads of state and, as 51 they were leaders of the

Solomon, Jerol Ahaz). They could also make changes in the cultic

festivals and appoint the priests of the national sanctuaries. Uzziah, as the

had the

1 it to sacrifice. In this case,

top official of his nation’s religi

however, he could not do it because he had become leprous; in other words

he was cultically unclean.™

dministrative and cultic reforms

King Hezekia
tters."™ According to 2 Kings 18:4, he “removed” the bgmodr of the
i d smashed the

ent, Mehushtan, another divine symbol. [n connection with

h is well known for the drastic changes he made in cultic

kir

bronze serg

of Judah, broke the m

t@hdf, cut the "@¥érim,

dimensions that it is said

For instance, Rehoboam

irst three years as king. [t is said that
lavid and Solomon

g in den Chron

2 Ugzziah is sair

Ammonates paid him tnbute, He showld

territory, 2 Chr. 26: 6

103 Of

attempted "o

Emcounter with rhe

wdon 1978, p. 163

vinions about the § ircumstances and the

oy, “Hezekiah's Reform and Rebellion,” BIRL 44/61-62,

Hezekiah, see

pp. 381-431
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that ““there had been nothing like thiz in Jerusalem™ since Solomon's time,
2 Chr. 30:26.1%

The bdmdr are 1

he national shrines of the country. Just as king Josiah

later “removed”, 7"on, the mnan "n2 which were in the province of

Samerina and which 2 Kings 23:19 states were by in the cities by the

1

kings of lsrael, so too the bamdr “removed™ by Hezekiah were state sanc-
tuaries. 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 these bamdr, sanctuanes? According to 2 Kings 18:4,
the cult paraphernalia called magsébar, “pillars™, and "@¥érim, i.e. the svmbol

for the goddess Asherah, were broken (¥br), cut down or cut to pieces (krr).

The bdmdr, however, were not destroyed, they were “removed™ (swr in
.il'.i‘:-|'|.}. a

sanctuaries; they ceased to be part of the royal administration and its juris-

bandoned. It may be that Hezekiah changed the function of these

diction. In other words, they ceased to exist as national sanctuaries. That
Hezekiah did not remove the priests from these cult places 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 probably
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 ( 727) the
bamdor that his father had given up (72K in pi., a term which does not
always mean “destroy™). The use of the verb bnh in this connection may
refer either to Manasseh having rebuilt the sanctuaries or to the narrator’s
interpretation of the event. He 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
political and economic reasons may have played some role in his decision.'™
It could 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 everything to the capital, cf

19 Ope may conclude that the passover had not been an important festival during
the mo

! II:'. -.iIII

The Chronicler has here used the verb nes , break down,” which is

in harmony with his conceptions and interpretation of
108 Spp below, Th IpLer L'
107 For cult reorganizations in connection with
Welten, Gesch

I:l

al building activities, see

te und Geschichisdarstellung in den Chronikbiichern, pp. 180
10 Of, M. Weinfeld, *“Cult Centralization in Israel in the Light of a3 Neo-Babylonian

Analogy,” JNES 23/64, pp. 2021f.
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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 Judah,
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 had to erradi-
cate their divine symboaols, the magsébdr and the ‘@%érim. In this way he made
it impossible to carry out further rituals as well as collecting tithes at these
places.'t!

From a religio-political point of view several of Hezekiah's contemporaries
could maintain that the termination of the official cult at the bdmdr was a

disastrous move ' since it 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 information
given in 2 Kings 18:22 and Isa. 36:7, Here, in a speech directed to the
people of Jerusalem'® (most of them were undoubtedly soldiers). the
Assyrian official, rab¥dgéh, mentions that Hezekiah’s abandonment of the
bamor and altars of Yahweh had a negative effect. It became dangerous to

rely upon Yahweh since his power had been frightfully diminished.''® As

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 gwbRn 03 nmay, “The work of the house of God," which occurs
in the short evaluation statement about Hezekiah, 2 Chr. 31: 21
of the temple, the Hwurgy. It is found in parallelism with 770
mandments. Concerning the re:
Prism Col. III: 38f, mention th urbi ar
Hezekiah. The domigidd refers to soldiers and

1 to the cult

In

irregular soldjers, see the discussion by 1. [
century B,C.." JAQS 9474, p. 110. One mq
who were “deaf

afted” in order to strenghthen the defense of Jerusal
meant that all activities outside the capital almost came to a hal

ties. If so, the biblical narrator may have used and developed this in this report of the

including cultic activi

“reform,”™ thus giving a tendentious picture of it

112 For a possible prophetic opposition to Hezekiah's reform, ef. Weinfeld, op. cir.,
pp. 2081F.

113 Sge further below, Chapter V

114 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 35/79
pp. 3547,

115 It may be maintained that the rab%agah speech is a literary propag a product
< 1o Babv-
lon shortly before Cyruz took the city. Still, there may be a kernel of truth in both
stories, of, the discussion by M. Weinfeld, JNES 23/64, pp.

as is the Cyrus cylinder’s reference to Mabunaid™s transfer of Bab

For an Asyrian
parallel to the reb¥géh®s negotiations with the people of a besieged city, see HOW. I
Saggs. “The Nimrud Letters, 1952 — Part 1™ frag 17/55, pp. 2300,
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cherib. Only Jerusalem was left (perhaps also the Judean desert) for Hezekiah
to rule."'® In reality the kingdom of Judah had been reduced to a city state.

The fact that the rab¥dgéh 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¥dgéh’s specch it is evident that the hdmdr and altars idled by
V& Further, they
were not identical phenomena. Opposition 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 reform were seen as legitimate Yahweh cult places.

The reforms of Hezekiah seem to have heen repeated by king Josiah
Both did something to the bdmdr, both destroyed massébdr 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 18th year, 2 Kings
23:22.'"* Because the narratives 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 bdmdf of Judah. He is said to have “defiled”

(#noun) 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 B™13."*" 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 not go up “to the altar of Yahweh in Jerusalem unless they
had eaten unleavened bread among their breathren.” The phrase 153808 2

1 13 s = . ]
gives the condition'®® under which they were permitted to officiate at the
118 See Chapter V
7 II r.\,IIIIIIII: 2= bt :':'H'.' a5 an ¢ '\.1;|_'l,! I\.':I:_'I|‘_l,' who r||;||,|:_' d CAareer in tne Mgy ran

army, as did many other m
Chicago, June 1977).

HE Cf. M. Weinfeld, op. e, p. 202, W.B, Barrick, The Word BMH in
Testament, p. 325,

% Either this means that the Destiv

1 of subjugated peoples (in a becture at the University of

he (Hd

was a new one, of that the old spring festival
was “revised.™ It could also mean that the narrator considered the Josian festival to be

mn ||:|r||||:-r|:. 'U.l[:'. s Owm [',1':I.'I}. PasSsOVEr.

120 One wonders how this affected the concept of Yahweh as Zebaoth, *Yahweh
of Hosts.™
121 This word does not mean “idolatrous™ priests, as the Engl. transkation renders
it. The stem kmr means “to 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 re
122 See W.B. Ban
133 C, Brockel

il the time of Josiah.
The Word BMH, pp. 3321
Svarax., Meukirchen 1956, 5168, pp. 1591, Bar-

V. Hebraisehi
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altar of the temple of Jerusalem. From this W.B. Barrick concluded that the

bamdi

S WEre put

the control of the Temple priesthood™ at
Jerusalem.

By changing the status of the national cult places, t

sing priests, and by subjecting the rest of the priesthood to more direct
Jerusalemite temple control'® the supervision of cultic aff
ened. If this story is aceurate, the Jerusalemite priesthood gained the upper-
hand in the stru

irs was ti

e between the different priest classes. This may be what
started the so called Levitical problem 12a

Mot only did Jos

made for Asherah, Baal, and the constellations (the heavenly host), 2 Kings
g e

1:4, but he also removed the horses which the kings of Judah (sic!) |

ah remove from the Jerusalem temple all the vessels

made for the sun, and he burned the chariots of the sun, v.11. Further, he
stopped the sacral prostitution at the Solomonic temple, v. 7. Here the nar-

rator has provided a clear but short review of the real official religion of the

v of Judah. In addition to the three main deities Yahweh Zebaoth,
rah, and Baal the people has, thus, also worshipped the heavenly bodies.

The logic of this is, of course, that there was no monotheism. This is a later

5
a

?'-Ii'llfﬂ".l.!"d“'\':f idea.’

To conclude, as is usually done, that king Manasseh introduced foreign
cult phenomena and foreign gods some of which are said to have been elim-
inated by Josiah, is contrary to textual information. The phrase “the Kings
of Judah®” {whomade the horses for the sun) reveals the status of the official
and traditional religion of the kingdom. When Yahweh alone remained of

¢ after Josiah's purge of

the god the cult the content of the phrase *Yahweh

Zebaoth™ (YWahweh of Hosts) must have sounded somewhat empty at
least for the time being.'*® If one considers Ezekiel's vision of the twenty-

five men worshipping the sun on the inner court of the temple, it appears

gir.. pp. 3291

rick,
124 O cir, pp. 3290

115 The dewils of the povernment's contral of priests and other civil servants
ERCAPES UE
136 Deuteronomy trics to solve this problem. The statutes and directions con-

cerning the Levites are put back in time by assigning them as a part of

legislator

legislation, In this way the Deuteronomistic
wanted to see as Vlaw.” For the “'1

lied masterpiece ol jurisprudential hitera

combined ancient civil and cultic regulat

s, wisd

hing, ete., see the well argumented a ¢ structure of the

Deuteronomic Law,™

This law

see a5 a program for the

onstruction of the past-oxilic so

127 Because r makes clean sweep and states that every thing but Yahweh
disappears, 1t may be suspected that he ead more into the reform thar
happened.

128 "

A later time gave the phrase a more “angelic
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that the wo up 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-

jected all the symbols of the sun, the temple rituals may still have included
a proskvmesis for the sun wh
130

the !ﬁu:p|'.-.| tells us was identified with

Yahweh.

As was mentioned above, Josiah did not destroy the bamdat of Judah nor
did he “remove” (abandon) them from the nation’s cultic establishment.
They were perhaps more closely supervised from now on.'*' Certain rituals
were abandoned and the priests performing them, the Knrse were dismassed.
Fhere were, however, certain bamdr (here one should perhaps read the
singular bmht or bmt '**) which the king did pull down, yna. This was the
bmt of the omypwe '
Joshua, the commander of the city™ to the left of the city gate, 2 Kings

8. To what city this refers is debated. It has usually been identified as

which was located at “the entrance of the gate of

Jerusalem.'™ However, the sentence nma nx pnn, “and he pulled down
the bmt™, may refer to Beer-Sheba.'™ This is supported by 2 Chr. 24:6.

sported to have included “the cities of Manasseh,

Here Josiah's reform is i
Ephraim, and Simeon, and as far as Naphtali.” Beer-Sheba was in the terri-
tory of Simeon, the only area of Judah which is mentioned in this passage.
From Am. 5:5 we know that Beer-Sheba was a renowned pilgrimage place
for the people of the northern kingdom, Israel. Connecting this with the
fact that Josiah destroved the sanctuaries of the former kingdom of Israel

(mow the Assyrian province Samerina), it may be concluded that everything

associated with the religious customs of the former northern kingdom was

suspect in the eyes of Josiah and had to be uprooted. The gods of the above

mentioned cult place at Beer-Sheba were not to be associated with Yahweh

IR S0
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P
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e

20 pp. B5T. For Yahweh's horses, see Ha
!
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118 may suit the tl
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132 Cf. W_B. Barrick, The World BMH, p_ 351

133 1, Gray prefer
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g ovvew, of. W.OUE. Oes
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because they were o [2] v, deities™. According to 2 Chr. 11:15,

these deities were part of the official cult of the northern kingdom. The

question this raises is whether the Beer-Sheba cult place can be seen as ai

indication that down to the time of king Josiah these gods had heen part of
or tolerated by — the official Judahite cult.

ize and make changes in

In |"Fl|i\.'".|ll:'.' a kill;_! can, of course, -:'|||f:, OF g
territories under his command. His god is the god of the nation and not of

people ruled by other kings and their gods. This leads to the problem of

how to explain Josiah's actions in the Assyrian province of Same
the former kir

expedition to the north indicates that he annexed this territory to Judah.

im of Israel. Many scholars have advocated that Josiah's

Unfortunately there is no textual evidence for this. Instead is should be

noted that 2 Kings 23:8f. me
(eha

tained that this refers to the time before Josiah marched northwards, How

tions that Josiah's territory streched from

Id, of course, be main-

n the north to Beer-Sheba in the south. It col

ever, because of the chronistic character of the text one should view the

eatness” under Josiah.

ring to Judah’s *

against Israel in the Old Testa-
bered that the offi

the national god of Israel was not the Yahweh of Jerusalem. In

wrder to understand both the pol

ions in the morth, it must be remer

and Josiah’s a

1 with its famous shrine

reality it was the Yahweh of the northern kir

at Bethel and its cultic establishment in Samg The official religion of the

northern Kingdom was not at home in or governed from Jerusalem. From a

15 a break-away kingdom, and,
“wrong.” ™" During the time of

(later} Jerusalemite point of view, Israel

thus, both the kingdom and its cult

Josiah, Bethel was still the most important holy place in the north,

I

carrying on the old traditions of the former nation, of. 2 Kings 17:28

POWEer Owver I|'|.' .-"n.\-'a.

ym the above it should be evident that Yahweh of Jerusalem had no

L

an province of Samerina. Josiah's action in this pro-

anything else. He is said to have

2 were more of a hostile nature th

d the altars of the other sanctuaries

burned the temple of Bethel and de

by massacring the priests and bun  bones on the altars thus making

it impossible to use them again, the bones of human beings was

considered a punishment, cf. Lev. 20:14, 21:9, Josh. 7:25. In effect. what

wthers, A. Alt, “Judas Gaue unter Josgia,™

wp. 2T6E0), M. Noth, History of |

rrmann, A H v af fsra i MG T

“A Roval Israelite Seal(?) and the Roval Jar

331, F.M. Cross goes so far as to maintain that

or empire of David

inybody Dimd out
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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

138 3y ; ;
punitive,” No text mentions that Jos inized the provinee 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 Yawne 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 22:8,
should be seen as a narrator’s construction that conceals the fact that the
kir1§ himself took the initiative for the reorganization. Indeed, [h:umgh his
temple restoration, he instigated the discovery of the “law book™; he is the
one who gave instructions about what steps should be taken.'™ 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 god.'" Nevertheless, because the narrator of ? Kings 22 was

against any close relation

between god and king that was not mediated

by a priest or a prophet, it was necessary to 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
to have given the king absolution because he humbled himself. 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 See my 3

139 Fai a lette

d BCRILC

¢, “King Josiah and the DWD of Amos 6:10" J55 26/81. pp. 79,
wd at this place, see . Naveh, “A Hebrew Letter
from the Seventh Century B.C., = 10060, pp. 12961, and “More Hebrew Inscrip
tions from Mesad Hashavyahu,” [fES 12/62, pp. 2700, A. Lemaire, “L'ostracon de
I Hashavyahu (Yavnch-Yam) replacé dans son conte " Semitica 2171, pp

. Pardee, “An Owver graphy,” JBL 97/78,

pp- 325t From names such as Obadyahu, Hoshayahu, and Hashavyahu it may be con-

r in Hebrew fao

view of Ancient Hebrew Epist

cluded that the fortress was under the Judean king. This is, for instance, the \.||1i|1i-:'||'| of
H. Tadmor. He ma ns that the Greek pottery found at the place indicates that
ies in his army, “Philistia under Assyrian Rule,” 84 29/66,
xl, se¢ Donner—Rallig, KAS, text 200, J.C. L. Gibson, Texs

Inscriptions 1, pp. 2611, It could be added that the script seems

Josiah had Greek merce
p. 102, n. 59. For the
hook af Syrian Sem

to be sout

Palestinian, not exactly Jerusalemite,

1%0 Cf, M. Lohfink who points out that evervthing centers around the king, “Die
Bundesurkunde des Konigs Josias,™ Biblica 44/63
141 Far the king as the “"Offenbarungsbring
Religionsphanomenclogie, Berlin 1969, pp. 54617,

n, 276,

Thron,"” see G. Widengren,
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assumption that Josiah had already begun some cultic and administrative
reforms.

Contentwise the “law book™ seems to have been a scroll containing
divine commands

these writings.'** A. Bertholet ma

In other words, the will of the deity was revealed through

intained that the phrase “I have found the

law book in the temple of Yahweh,” 2 Kings 22 £.'" is a formula used to
fplan

give the highest authority to an undertaking. He points to the |

parallel of a newly written text found at the feet of the god Thot in his tem-
ple at Hermopolis. The text acquired the character of divine revelation."™
§. Morenz pointed out that in instances like this one the writing was usually
given an archaic character."*

As to the authenticity of the “law book”, the opinions of A_R. Siebens
there

should be noted. He states that nowhere in the textual mat

any hints that the temple was in such a deplorable state of repair that it
needed to be renovated at that point in time."® Further, he opines that

ining religious laws disappeared, it is certainly strange

even if a “book™ conits
that its content and
with cultic rules and practices.'*” Priests usually lea

nain tendencies were forgotten, especially those dealing

1ed that type of material
by rote since it was impractical to carry a maruale while sacrificing or while
bearing cult symbols in a festival procession. This indicates that if there ever

had been such law book which had disappeared, it would not have been dif-

145

Hcuit 1o !l'|'|||||.=||.'x' It.

Sieben’s arguments 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
in order to give the king divine authorization for his reorganiz-

ttern.

book made

ation program. The narrator used it to suit his own “historiographic
prog Braf

Very little is known about the administration of the kings who followed

142 Far the divine will bei k™ often “hidden' and

*“Tound”', see G. Widengren

143 One could suspect that the phrase TIAN B0 is postexilic and, as such

has intentionally used in order to see the ideal of the

technical term which the

ady in the pre-exilic time

e und Aberrlzuben, Ber

1949, pp. 421., cf.

afut

feranamique, Paris

£ 1960, Pp-

us and social reforms of the early Roman king N sting

ed years after

resented

Numa the practor Q. Petilius was p

up and which were said to be the works of
Numa. As a matter of fact, the Roman religtous law iz @aid to be based on the com

Mremtanr (memaorae

gs, proceedings) of Numa, see Edna M. Hooker, “The

ous Reform,” Numen 10063, pp. 87-132, G. Widengren,
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ath the situation may vee changed and the religious life

to its old forms. This can be concluded from the state-

ments made about Josiahs two sons, Jehoahaz and Jehoiakim. The narrator’s

evaluation of these two kings is negative. They did what was “evil™ in the
Yahw

In reality this means that they «

h, exactly as their forefathe 2,37,

:rs had done, 2 Kings 23:3

1 not embrace the ideology or
follow the customs that the narrator was in favor of, namely the reforms of

Hezekiah and Josiah.'*

49
Ped
A Al ;
Micholson, | "FOMOMY | Tra
] [ Culr of Jerusalem (SVT XXI), Leiden 1971,

zechiel (BK XIII 1), p- 151.



CHAFTER FIVI

RING MANASSEH AND THE REVIVAL OF THI
TRADITIONAL RELIGION OF JUDAH*

Special attention should be paid to the information given in 2 Chr. 33:
14-17, a

nation and its relipion. From this passage, as well

good example of royal activities concerning the organization of a

as from maost of the

biblical traditions about the Manasseh regime, we learn that king Manasseh

ly in the eyes of the narrators, ¢f. 2 Kings 21:2,

does not rate very hi
2 Chr. 33:2. As a matter of fact, he is said to have done more evil tl
others, 2 Kings 21:11ff. and 2 Chr. 33:1ff. Taking into

ligious zeal of the narrators and their goals, it is not astonishing that Manas-

M most

unt the re
seh is pictured as one of the worst kings of Judah. What is remarkable,
n

the biblical opinion al

lern scholars have uncriticall s historical

it Mar

introducing foreign gods and religious phenomena into Judah a

though, is that most

sibed B F
dCCUsSE Num ol

| .I:I:hl_"..

1d of inaug-

urating a period of rampant syneretism.! It is a misleading picture, to say
the least.

A more realistic portrayal of Manasseh can be found through an analysis
of 2 Chr. 33:14-17. This passage states that he was imprisoned for a time in

Babylon.* Upon his release and subsequent return to Jerusalem, he fortified

The content of this chapter has been presented in a somewhat different and

abbreviated form in Swedish (“"Kung Manasse, en religits traditionalist™) in Religion

H. Rin lite Relig
fergel, 2nd ed., Philadelphia 1972, p. 291
88ff., B, Oded, “Judah and the Exile," in fsraelite and Ju )
Haves and J.M. Miller, London 1977, p. 453, P.D. Hanson, “Prolegomena to the Study
g Dei, p. 398, M. Haran, Ter
2781, R.M. Selwzer, Jowish |
Hisrory, Mew York and London 198

OF QR

in Marmali

of Jewish Apocalypti
wice in A it feragel, Oxford 1978
Jewish Thoughe. The Jewish Experie
p. 103. R.K. Harrison, for instance, writes that during the time of Manassth “the

people of Judah sank to new depths of depravity and I degradation,” &ld Tesia
d Rapids, Mich 1970, p

verify such a statement. Harrison mistak

|.\"

mrent Firmes, Gran ces, however, do nof

identiflicd cult polemics with the actual

hat the texts do not analyvze. The nar

lewel of i\ll"!_"'i.lhll ethics and morals, '\--|'||-.'I:'||:;

g the morals o

rators are more concerned with the king's doings than with descri
the population of Judah.

2 W. Rudolpl
with the uprising of Shamash-shum-ukin of Babylon which occurred «
652-648 B.C., Chronikbdcher (HAT 21), Tibingen 1955, pp. 316f. He

B [ k ¥ s T o v, o A<hurh mar i n e 818110k ' i
believes that Manasseh rebelled against Ashurbanipal in o ccton
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the capital and put “commanders of the army in all fortified cities of
Judah.” The Chronicler adds that he *took away the foreign gods™ and the
idol, Y00 * (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, bamét, of the country, he
adds the qualifier 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 Kénigs Manasse in Bal vion,” ThZ 2165, pp. 2811
Bee also M. Elat, who refers to the striking parallel Ashurbanipal’s treatment of the
ng that Manasseh and Necho
were probably part of the same uprising and dealt with in the same manner, “The
Political Status of the Kingdom of Judah within the Assyrian Empire in the Tth Century
B.C.E.” in Y. Aharoni, fnvestigations ai Lachish: The Sanctuary and the Residenc
(Lachish V), Tel Aviv 1975, pp. 66ff. Cf. also E. Nielsen, “Political Conditions and
Cultural Development in Israel and Judah during the Reign of Manasseh,” 4eh World
Congress of Tewish Studies 1, Jerusalem 1967, pp. 10311, As to Assy
vassal kings, sce also H.W.F. Saggs, The Grearness that was Sabylon, p. 242, It should

rebellious king Necho of Sais in Egypt, thus mainta

1 tre: ent ol

be added that Ehrlich points to the fact that Manasseh's sacrifice of his son
parallel in Ahaz’ sgerifice during a politically dangerous situation, 2 Kings 15: 37, 16:
3, Isa. T:1fF., ThZ 21/65, p. 283, It is possible that M
. K'.rl!."\ 21:6, 2 Chr. 33:6, was a mofk-sacrifice wh
ations of grave danger, of. Mesha of Moab, and the |
to Tanit and Baal Hammon in pol
have done the same in the topael 1n the valley of Hinnom, 2 Kings 23:10, Jer. 7: 31,
32:34f., Ezek 16: 20, If Manasseh was threatened by thie Assyr
this connection. With A T, Olmstead the mlk

srtraltestamentlie

asseh's sacrifice of his son,

was usually performed in situ-

¢ custom of

Tificing children

itically troubled times. The Jerusalemites seem to

T !'~::-\.~.:'r1-|.' that

the sacrifice of his son occurred i

sacrifices should be viewed as been directed to Yahweh, History of
Chicago 1923 (1960}, p. 379. So also
fid, 2nd ed., Stockholm 1953, p. 155.

3 The phrase Yabn Yo ne in v
statue and not a slab, as W.F. Albright concluded with the helpof 8:1 5,
unn, “niche"”
miche and thus view the f:"ll'rll-- HEnon as H'u'ril-.-".u:.'ri;ul_ Archaealogy and rhe Re
af fsrael, Ind ed., Baltimore 1946, pp. 165F. It should be noted that the traditic
£ Kings 21:7 has 7 wrn Sob. Knowing that Asherah was an lsaclite poddess (cf
Ahlstrém, Aspects of Syncretism in Toaelite Religion, 1963, pp. S0F.), the semel of
2 Chr. 33:7, 15 may be a reference to Ash

where for Asherah’s idol. Here we should add that in Dt. 4:16 the word s

VT,

a [.'.!:l.||:-|l.:-1:'.. faraels ?:'n'll;'l-'-.'.'l e

T clearly indicates that we are dealing with a

|5!. refidering

instecad of se place, postament, he was able to place a slab into a

& [

ah. However, this term is never used else-

med refers to

o I\l" I'lL' |'I'\-||L'ij rll'i:l in ||II.' IIIII\.'\II":'.\_"‘:;H": :;.|1":I_|"l_'

a deity statue, male or female, It shou
of Cyprus semel never refers to a statue of a poddess, of, Z.5, Harris, A (crammar of the
Fhoenician Language (AOS B), New Haven, Conn., 1936, p. 60, §18:1. For sml as
referring 1o a god statue, see also the Azitawadda text from Karatepe, KA 26:1V: 141,
and 18f

4 H.D. Preuwss does not belicve tha

t two deity categories are mentioned here, Fer-
spotrung fremder Religionen im Alten Testament (BWANT 92), Stutigart 1971, p. 174
5., R, North, “Does
Prove Chronicles Sources?,” A4 Light Unta My Fath (Old Testament

# See, for instance, W. Rudolph, Chronikbicher, pp.

Archacology
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carried out a cultic reorganization around the same time. Here one could ask

wh r a connection exists between strengthening the defense system and

&

reforming or reorganizing cult and administration. Before attempti

answer, it should be noted that Asa (2 Chr. 14:311.), Hezekiah, and J

also seem to have undertaken a reorgamization of the religious system in

connéction with buil

acuvities, aerense il."l|||'il'-:."li'l'.'ll'|‘- Or in connecton

with a change in foreign policy." The solution to this question must lie

somewhere within the complex idea of religion as a national, territor

ion went hand in hand.

phenomenon, for, as we have seen, politics and reli

Therefore, a change in either itorial area demanded

cign policy o1

consequent changes in military and cultic personnel. When 2 Chr. 3314
mentions that Manasseh sent army commanders to the fortified cities of his
there
ped! This text
e, obviously recovered

gdom, it does not n

an that they did not have any commanders

1id had to

ki

before. The fact is that the army comu

it Manasseh, who had inherit city stz

shows

some, if not all, of the territory that his father, Hezekiah, lost;” territory
which Sennacherib had added to the Philistine holdings dividi

tween Sillibel of Gaza, Padi of Ekron, and Mitinti of Asl

it up be-
With the

od. by N.H
*“Judah and th
that Manasse

CIOWN prinec in

kings, was present as Ashu

672 B.C. These twenty-two vassal k
(Min. V:5501.) as hawi
Manasse
Vassal

NEs Are

A3

v aly Judah,

fig miat 5 ta the

iz called the ¥a

caties of Esarhaddon and the Dating of Deuteronomy,™ Oudies

14/65, pp. 150F, This shows that at this time Judah was still a city state and

ore, Manasseh could not have retrieved the Judahite cities prior to that

time. Because Manasseh's son and successor bore the Egyptian name Amon, AT
1

Olmstead concloded that Manasseh supported I"s revolution against

Assyria, History of Assyriz, p. 380, Whatever act ned, the Assyrian king's

he biblical

letting Manasseh continue as king of Judah was turned by

o an act of prace of Yahweh, History has here been translated into

theology

1, see pow P Welten,

pp. 5f., and

& For the “topos™ of building activities and cult re

Greschichre und Geschichrsdarste geherr, 197
pp. 1801

Lhe Assyrian Annads menfion 46 [«
ef. A, Alt, Kleine Schri

734 to 582 B.C.

n 11, pp. 24201, H.L. Gin , “Tudah and the
Falumie, MNes

321, lines
Akkadian
Lucke

Ashkalon
“Phalistia

(ARAR 11 5311

under Assyrian k
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return of these territories, or a part of them, Philistine rule ended. Therefore,

Manasseh’s administration had to be extended in order to re-incorporate

these cities territorially and religiously into the kingdom of Judah. This was

accomplished by sending 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) could Yahweh’s rule be

re-gstablished. The sanctuaries, bdmde, of these cities again became sanctu

aries of the nation of Judah and its official religion.® Therefore, the purpose
of both the military and the cultic reorganization that Manasseh undertook

fom.'?

was the same: to incorporate the regained territory into his kir
Mi

and building new fortifications and walls, |

tary defense meant, among other thin structures
built an
y Gihon (which
the Fish Gate in the
4. It not only provided an extra defense wall for the

outer wall for Jerusalem encircling the Ophel, “in the

is) in the valley” and extending to the entrance of

L since it seems to have extended west of the original city, it gave

north, 2 Chr. 33

H|‘~|:‘|.

added protection for the population of the Western |

1
city’s population seems to have increased after the time of king Hezekiah,

ve moved into the

of lack of space. Thus, the Western Hill became a “s

most of the newecomers could not ha

area of settlement. Archaeological remains suj an hypothesis. For

example, M. Broshi maintained that the city of Jerusalem “expanded to

three to four times its former size” around 700 B.C."" He suggests that the

increase was due to immigration from the former kingdom of Israel after its

collapse and from former Judahite towns and districts which Sennacherib
added to the territory of Philistine kings in 701 B.C."* Brosl

ii’s hypothesis
B.C. Unfor-

1 that people escaped from the captured cities in 701 B.C.

may provide part of the answer to Jerusalem's
tunately, the ides

is unsubstantiated. Moreover, it is doubtful that the Philistine governments
permitted any Kind of exodus. These governments weére now responsible to

the Assyrians for the popul

rvision. The fact that
101 B.C. can !":I:':E} he

explained by recalling that the area of Judah in this period v

tion put under tl

people settled outside the walls of Jerusalem aftes

than Jerusalem and its closest surroundings. Those (from the country side?)

s the reality behind the statement in 2 OO

af pod T 3

# This may 33:17 asserting that the

people now worshipped only *

10 Compare also the cult ofganization undertaken by Jeroboam 1 who had to

¢ a new kingdom, and, thus, also its cult.
This may be an exaggeration.

12 *The Expansion of Jerusalem in the Beign of Hezekiah and Manasseh ™ fES 24

1 about Manasseh's wall, sec also J. Simons,

reniische Stwdign 7150, pp. 179

74, pp. 21-26. For a discussi

Manasseh and the ‘Mishneh',"™ Oudi

Busink, fer T [ von ferusalem 1, pp. 10
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who escaped the war may have settled close to the city of Jerusalem, thus

remaining subjects of the king of Judah. This may then be the beginning 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¥m%, the old city wall, 2 Chr. 32: 5. Heze-
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 suburh, the
mishneh,'* Thus the Jerusalem of Hezekiah’s time may have been a double
city {cf. the dual form “¥“rifalayim™). If Manasseh’s wall was connected

with this wall of Hezekiah it would have made the city one again.
Of 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 by F. Petrie."® If this is correct, Hesi (Eglon?) may have

been one of the cities Manasseh retrieved. The defense activities of this king

may very well have been directed against Egypt.'® Having become a faithful

Assyrian vassal his building activities may be seen as a result of this policy.

In making Manasseh the scape goat for the disaster of the country, the

Chronicler appears as an exponent of the ancient Near Eastern concept
Pi !

whereby a deity's displeasure with his people forces him to destroy the

nation.”” It must be asked, however, why the blame was placed on Manasseh,

I Jerusalem

13 M., Avigad, “Excavations in the Jev
196971970, IEF 20/70, pp. 1ff., 12914F., :

was located in the north, Therefore, Mar

1930 Fish Gate

Eob I Be ool
E5CH 8 W !II SCEmis 1o nave stréeched Irom '_|'|_'

¥ we do not

west to Gihon in the Kedron valley encircling the Ophel. Unfort

know where in the west it started. Consequently, the connection with Hezekiah's w all

ns hypotl

> up Jeru-

1% This has been discussed in my review of K. M. Kenvon's book Diegi

salem in the Sournal of Negr Eastern Studies 37 T8, pp. 651, In this review | expressed

the opinion that the wall did not encircle nt to the south and that it was not
with th
rted by A.D. Tushingham, “The Western Hill (of Jerusalem) under the Monarchy,”
ZOPV 95[79, pp. 39-55. For the *Broad Wall”™ of Nehemiah 3-8

“Mehemiah s ‘Broad Wall®,” fEF 24/74, pp. S0C, G.W. Ahlstrédm, Soel

o Tt

Jerusal

COnni dy exist wall « m. This seems now to have been

SUPK

L] .l.l'll-r afl 'IIC '.I-l."-\:l.llln * ]

15 Tell of Heosy (Ls
, DG, Rose,
E. Sellin,

s could ask whether

London 1891, pp. 32f., and plates 11, II1. See also K.G
mbs, “Tell ¢l-Hesi,™ IEF 27/77, p. 248,
n VFolkes 1.

O'Conn

1]

}%1. Here

rad and the surrounding area had be returned

israelitiseh-fidisch

to Manassch or was it first taken back by Josiah? Did the the Phili 5, 0r Manasseh,
or Josiah build stratum VII?

17 Cf. S.N. Kramer, *

entation over the Destruction of Sumer and Ur,™ Th
Ancient N ANET), ed. by 1.B. Pritchard, Princeton 1969, pp. 17
(611 11.). Consult also B. Albrektson, Hisrory and the Gods (Coniectanea Biblica, OT

Series 1), Lund 1967, pp. 27ff,

Last {auppl. I«
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who, after all, “converted™ to Yahweh, according to the Chronicler, 2 Chr.
33:12-13. Indeed, one may ask why the blame was not levelled against
Tehoiakim or Zedekiah.

We can attribute the unflattering evaluation 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
Emrl_"-l.‘?xiH:,: era were to be evaluated. In Manasseh's eyes, however, the '|'.u:>’.,i|_'i|_',~.
of Hezekiah had led the country to the brink of disaster. Therefore, Mana-
sseh's cultic reform may have heen nothing more than a return to the re-
ligious situation that existed before Hezekiah's innovations, 2 Kings 21:3
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 ":-.|‘|-::5.[:J!:‘.“, as may scholars ;1r-.;|'-.:| 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 L‘f‘L-.II'I]F]l:.‘ from Manasseh's reign shows how intimately interwoven
religion and state were, The kin:_-. as head of state, was also the head of the

national religion as his god’s viceroy.*' Fortress cities, fortresses, store cities

18 B. Oded assumes that Manasseh “seems to have intended the creation of a
genuine syneretism of Yahwistic and pagan cults,” in fsraelite and Judean History,

p- 453, This is, however, more conjecture than history because it is unknown whether

Manasseh had any such inte
construction and his hatred for Manasseh. What we know is that the narrator liked to
put his own Yahwistic ideals into the time of Manasseh and use them as a vardstick for

his evaluations of the king. Thus, he blames Manasseh for the old Judahite religious

ions. Oded builds solely upon the Chronicler’s theological

phenomena he did not like. B, Peckham's suggestion that the “sanctuary ™ from ca. 700
B.C. found in the excavations by K. M. Kenyvon in Jerusalem (see Dig
P- 143) was a “r-.'|1r-.-~-.-nr.s|m.- of the Phoenician cults introduced by Manasseh™ (“lsrael

and Phoenicia,”™ in

up Jerusalemnt,

W 238) is nothing more than a guess. We do not even

Wagnalia Der

know whether this building was a sanctuary

19 From a methodological viewpoint the term apostate should not be used because
it 15 a subjective evaluation, cf. Marton Smith, *
Mamnasseh, and Jeremiagh 44 : 18, ZAW BT/75, 1
about M;

e
Chronicler’s evaluation, “Temple, Jerusalem,”™ fD

I,! i filical ac ceplance of I,:"-.'
g IV, p. 539, He is lollowed by,
among others, P.D. Hanson, “Prolegomena to the Study of Jewish Apocalyptic,” in
Wagralia Dei, p, 398,

0 Cf Morton Smith, Pal

19

|!:I'\'\.:'II L1 Il\.'||_|'|\.|!.i\ actions 15 I'|l\.'\l|il||'|"_

ped the (Nd Testament,

an Parties and Polftics thar 5F

New York and London ;
21 Texts such as these about king Manasseh, as well as others which sharply criticlze

the kings, cannot possibly have been written or made public during the time of the
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and royal sanctuaries were the visible arms of the central overnment in its
administration of the different areas of the nation, all of which comprised

the territory of the god.

monarchy. That would have been understood as host

such, close to treason. Thus, they most prob

ahite king who c , coneerning the

ym E_H. Carr: “Our

preselected and p

vy accident as by people wh

isciously imbu w, and thought the facts, which suppo
view worth preser




APPENDIX

It has been advocated on textual grounds, that sanctuaries called bamise
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 during
excavations in Palestine may be due to the fact that a tell is seldom com-
pletely excavated and many have not been dug at all. Moreover, some buil-
dings may have been incorrectly identified. The number of sanctuaries may,
however, be increased if the so-called bench-rooms found at Tell ed-Duweir
and Kuntillet *Ajrud are taken into account, and there may have been more
of this kind. Such a conclusion could also be drawn from 2 Kings 23:8,
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 a “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-
ligious and civil duties were performed. Offerings and tithes were deposited
in the bench-rooms where government officials called Levites may have

collected and accounted for them. Thus, separate sanctuary buildings were
iere. Whether these cult rooms were put out of business
with the reform of king Josiah is impossible to determine. Taking into con-

not NEecessary everyw ro
sideration the fact that tithes had to be collected throughout the country
one may conclude that these bench-rooms still fulfilled a purpose ®

Une more observation about the religious situation must be made. If one
considers all the human and animal figurines that have been found in the
oil of Iron Age Palestine, one is struck by the great amount found in Jeru-
salem as compared with other sites. Thus far Jerusalem has contributed (up
to 1975) a total of 597 figurines. These include 149 “pillar” figurines, 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 accounts for only one
(o™ ulur figurine), Shechem 22 (4-1-3), Gibeon 64 (27-13-15), Hazor
44 (7-3-5).* Jerusalem's

A

giows attachment to the symbols of horses

I A, Biran, “Tel Dan,” BA 37/74, pp. 45, 47. For a possible “cult-installation™
Area K (LB II} at Hazor, see Y. Yadin, Hazor, London 1972, p. 63.

god

inside the gate
¢ Becal s worshipped at the cult place inside the gate mentioned in

2 Kings 23:8 it was destroyed by king Josiah. Thus, it must be considered a special

CRSE.

Holland, *A Study « |’||
e Jerusalem: Cave 1,
cerning the figurines '.::-;l.':n,l in H'|||~.;|I.'||1 it should be noted

sstinian Iron Age Baked Clay
evant 977, PP 121ff. Con-
that Cave 1 {on the eastern
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bulls and nude women seems to be guite pry

i any tréatment of ||.:."
I

other place. Recalling the p

unnes, for examj

€, are much

emics against the bull worship of the kingd

of Israel found in botl

istorical and prophetical books, one can only con

clude that the picture drawn for us of the northern kin

i5 not reliable. Fur ore, the so-called conser

1wism wl

said to have predominated in Juc

{0 nave existed or

biblical writers’ reconstruction of the history. It would certainly be an over-

statement to maintain that all the §

a I
ITINES MUsH I"l' viewed as popular re-

ous phenome

a that have no connecti icial religi

nation.” We know too litt]

ntuals or any ci

those of the Solomonic temple, and our knowl

customs of the common man . Thus,

ligion and the national religion is almost impossil

¢s have bee
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