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FOREWORD 

The intimate relationship between state and religion has been the purpose   

East have 00 often   of the ancient Nea   of this investigation. The religion 
looked upon from the viewpoints of modern man who is unable to 

  

comprehend that private religions had little place in these oriental societics. 
onsti-   Religion was an expression of the life of a community, and therefo 

that of the god 

  

tuted a part of the political system, the basic premise be 
f the na 

This inquiry has grown out of a paper, “San 
   

aries and Royal Adminis   

tration,” which was delivered as  presidential address at the joint annual 
meetings of the Mid-West section of the Society of Biblical Literature and 
the Middle West Branch of the American Oriental Society, Bloomington, 

  

    
positional nature have arisen and it is only to be hoped that the reader be 
Indiana, on Febr. 27, 1 ertain problems of corn   

 not been perfectly solved. 
i Professor Edward F. Wente 

  
indulgent towards those which h   

  1 wish to express my gratitude to my cole: 
for his many valuable comments and to Mrs. Beth Glazier-McDonald, M.A. 

me with the problems of 

  

to whom I am especially indebted. She has assisted 
composition and with rewriting the manuscript as well as with stylistically 
improving my English. Without her generous help this book would never 

  

  

have been publist 

Chicago in May 1980 GW. Ahlstrom  
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CHAPTER ONE 

THE NATION AS THE GOD'S TERRITORY 

The Cit 

  

The phenomenon of urbani arded as a process whose   

  

iods, the onset of which varied 
t0 another. While this view may be correct if one takes into 

  

    

heless, another 
aspect 10 be considered. With the rise of nations that were geographically 
more dispersed than city-states, the founding of new cities was often part o 

1 defense and administrative policy. “Forced ur tlying 
d in a pacification of th 

be exerted upon unstable population clements and by securing the trad 
route 

anization of o       
  

  

  

    

  

d new cities and 
led them with prisoners of war.”* Morcover, new cities could also be 

built in order to ‘repl 

For instance, Assyrian kings “constantly found 

e already existing ones that opposed the royal 

divine protection) which were 

  

policy. Such was the case, for example, in Mes   

  

  class of privleged cities (thought of as having 
tax-exempt and whose people could not be used for the corvée.” From this   

perspective, the process of urbanization can be understood zs both a political P P 
tool and as an o   

  The Kings as builder 
Building a city entailed not only the construction of houses, workshops, 

streets, and walls, but also water conduits, cisterns.* etc., and in Mesopo- 

  

       ! A.L. Oppenheim, Vesopotamia. Portrait of a Dead Civlization, Chicage and London 1964, p. 118, <f. J. Pedersen, lrael LIV, London and Copenhagen 940) 1953, p. 64, 
2 Oppenhcim, “A Bird's Eye View of Mesopotamian Economic History " in Trade and Market in the Early Empires, ed. by K. Polanyi, C.M. Aren New York and Lo 
3 For this as  legal staus, the o called kidinnitu sttus, see Opperheim, in C.H. Kracling and R.M. Adams, Chicago 1960, pp. 81, 175, id 

11, of. also H. Vanstiphou, “Politcal 1o 

    

    

  

   Water Use in Syra and Palestine from the Neolithic o the Bronze Age", World Archacology, 11/80, pp. 331 

   



   

  

   
   

       

  

   
       

        

  

   
   

  

    
     

      

     
     
    

      

    
   
     
   
     

          

    
      
      
     
    

       

      

     
   
    

    

sary 0 build a house for the 
a temple. These two building 
government rep 

   
  were the physical expressions of the national 

  nting king and god. Temples b   
administrative places which often became the financial centers and the large 
land holders of the country* (incidentally, this may solve the problem of 
why the Levites       eccived no “inheritance” in the land of Canaan). This is 
the political reality behind the idea of the king.as tem 

structi s and temples the king 
the country and its people. He was, in principle, the chief exccutive an 
judge, pontifex maximus and supreme commander. A not uncommon epithet 
of ancient Near Eastern kin 

  builder ¢ By con. 
  it   acted as the protector and organizer of 

  

was “the good shepherd”,” a title which is       often found in Assyrian building inscriptions. In addition, the king was frequently called iSSiak ASiur, Assur’ vicar a phrase expressing the 
ideology of the king 

   
position; he ruled over the country of the god.? Othe   

© Ira M. Prce, “Some Observations on the Financial Importance of the temple in the 1'st Dynasty of Babylon”, AJSL 32, 191516, pp. 250 ., A. Deimel, Sumerische Tempelirtschaft (Anslecta Orienalia 3), 1931, A. Goetze, Hethiter, Churriter und Assyrer (Instittutet for sammenlignende Kultrforskning. Serie A:XVID, Odlo 193 . 10, A.L. Oppenheim, “The Mesopotam 
    

  an Temple", B4 1/44, pp. 54 ., L1 Gelb, 
The Arua Institution”, RA 66/12, pp. 10 11, Kilian Butz, “Konsentrationen wirt schafticher Macht im Konigrcich Larsa: Der NannarNingal Tempelkomplex in ¢ Wiener Zeitschrift fur die Kunde des s 65/66, 1973-74, pp. 1 1T, A 

Falkensten, “La i 
  

  

temple sumeérienne”’, CHM 1, 1954, pp. 784 1. (Engl. cd., The Sumerian Temple City. wansl by Maria de 1. El, {Sources and Monographs: Mono 
  

    aphs in History. Ancient Near East 1/1], Los Angeles 1974). Cf. also H.G. Gilt book, “The Hitite Tempie According to Written Sources”, Le Temple f e Culte (RAI 20) Leiden, 1975, pp. 128 1 
© It has been maintained that from a religious point of view building temples can be scen as incrcasing and securing the holiness of the nation, J. Pedersen, /rael 111V p. 238, Aa. Bentzen, “The Cultic Use of the Story of the Ark in Samucl®, JB1, 67/48, PP. 47 T., A.S. Kapelrud, “Temple Buikding, a Task for Gods and Kings", Oricntalia 32136, pp. S61t 

A Badaway, op. cit. p. 108, A. Falkenstcin, The Sumerian Temple City, p. 19 CF. JLA. Wikon, “The Function of the State”, in Before Philosophy, by 1. & H.A 
Frankfort, J.A. Wison and T. Jacobsen, Chicago (1946), 1972, pp. 88 

# M. Trolle Larsen, “The City and its King. On the OId Asyrian Notion of King hip®, Le palais e Ia royauté (RA1 XIX. Pars 1971, Pais 1974, p. 288, For refe sec M.J. Seus, Epithites royales 
Even if it was 

  

         
  

    

is god. scc Virginia Condon, Seven Roval Hymns of the Ramesside Period. Papyris 
  

Tur CG54031 (Manchener Agyptologische Studien 37), Minchen 1978, plate 87- 2 For idn, “govern a5 a deputy”, s A. Gardiner, “The Cotonation of King Haremhaty, JEA 39, 1953, p. 18, note v. <f. . Murnane, Ancient Eeyp ncies (SAOC 30), Chicago 1977, p. 9. 
  

    

  

  
ording 10 S.N. Kramer, the rukr of Lagash was the representa ive of the god who was thereal rulr of thecity of Lagash, “Samerian Hi IET 353 

  

oeraphy 
Similarly., the Iraclite King can be seen as the vie regent of his Bod. 
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descriptive epithets for the king were aklu(m), “overseer”*® and the priest 
itle Sanga, “administrator”. The king administered the god's territory and 

his people.!! Consequently, the people of the nation were the subjects of 
  

and lived in his ba'alatum, “dominion. 
  

he god 
The cosmological aspect of the city hasits rootsin the idea of the city a5 

the abode of the god, the ruler of cosmos and nation. Because the temple, 
n,'$ was, at the same time, the kings 

property, the capital was the ruling center of both the god and his vice regent 
(Akkad. Yakkanakku),' the king."” Therefore, temple and palace should be 

  as the visible expression of his dom:   

  Yahweh. Morcover, the title 1w, “the annointed one”, may designate the king’s 

    

specil relationship to Yahweh. Through the annointment riual h is commissioned t 

    

tn Yahweh's people, <f. A.R. Johnson, “Hebrew Conceptions of Kingship", Myth, 
Ritual, and Kingship, ed. $.H. Hooke, Oxford 1958, pp. 207 £. R. de Vaux interprets 
his selationship as the King having become 3 vassl of Yahweh, “Le rof 'laél, vassal   

de Yahwé", Mélanges . Tisserant, 1 (Studi e Testi 231), Rome 1964, pp. 119 1. (Engl. 
rans. in The Bible and the Ancient Near East, Garden City, N.Y., 1971, pp. 152 1) 
For T. Mettinger, this is & contractual relationship, King an 
Biblica. Old Testament Serics 8), Lund 1976, pp. 208 . 
sonship to Yahweh, Ps. 2 

  

  

Messah (Conicctanca 
* the Pilmist it s one of 

  

10", Weidner, “Hof- und Harems-Erass assyrischer Kanige aus dem 2. Jahtausend 
v.Che., AfO 17/54:56, . 269. 

1P Garel, “Les sl en Assyre du XIVE au VIII® sécle”, Le Temple et Ié Culte (RAL 20y, Leiden 1975, pp. 116 1. For Sangi see Nikolaus 
Schneider, “Der langs als Verwaltungsbehorde und Opfergabenspender im Reiche der 

  

ditten Dynastic von Ur”, JCS 1/47, pp. 122 T, and W. von Soden, Akkadisches Hand 
rterbuch, Lieterung 13, 1976 

2 CX.,for instance, D.D. Luckenbil, The Annals of Sennacherib (OIP ), Chicsgo 
924, p. 103, line 37. One should note that because the king s the “Tepresentative of 

the divine uler, rebellon is not simply d 

    

ribed a5 an act of disobedience towardsa 
msel,” B. Alcktson, 

nts s Divine Manifes 
a. OT Series 1), Lund 

  

human master but is regarded as insubordintion gainst th god 
Hisory end the Gods, A Estay on the Iden of Hotorios 5 

fons in the Ancient Near Ea (Conicctanea Bi 
1967, p. 49. 

13 1. Gelb, Glosaary 

  

      

    

0ld Akkadian (Materiss for the Assyrian Dictionary 3, 

14 For the city “endowed with divine atributes” and identfied with the god, se, 
example, R. Yaron, The Lavs of Eshnunna, Jerusalem 1969, p. 73   

5 For the temple ideology, see, forinstance, G.W. Alstzom, “Heaven on Earth 
   Hazor and Arad", Religious Syncreti in Antiquity, cd. by B. . Parson, Missoula 

Mont. 1975, pp. 67 ff. For the temple ss the god's estae, see E. Sollbergr, “The 
Temple in Babylonia™ n Le Temple t e Culte (RAI 20), Leiden 1975, pp. 31 T 

© For Iokkanakku sce, for cxample, W.W. Hallo, Early Mesopotamian Royal Tiles 
A Philological and Historical Analysis (American Oriental Series 43), New Haven 1957, 

Pp- 100 T, cf. J.R. Kupper, “Rois et fakkanakku”, JCS 21/67, pp. 123 T, and B. 
Albeekison, History and the Gods, pp. 45 . M.J. Seux, Epith 

  

  

  

     . royales akkadienne. 

17.CX. Eric Uphill, “The Concept of the Egyptian Palace a5 a ‘Ruling Machine 
Man went and Urbanism, ed. by Pete J. Ucko, Ruth Tringham and G.W. Dim- 
by, Cambridge, Mass, 1972, pp. 721 18 
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  seen as two aspects of the same phenomenon; togsther they constituted the 
essence of the state.* 

‘What has been said above helps to exphin 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 unives pt reflected in the architec 
tural plan of ancient Ebla (Tell Mardikh in Syria). It depicts an acropolis 
center composed of  palace and temple complex and a lower city built in 

four quarters, each of which could be entered throu y wall ? 
Itis possible that thiscity 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 templ it should be quite clear that the “destruc 
tion of a Sumerian temple was the most disastrous calamity that could befal a city 
and its people”, S.N. Kramer, The Sumerians. Their History, Culture, and Chardcter, 
Chicago 1963, p. 142. The destruction of the Jerusalem temple and the Judean nation 
s another exampleof the 1y, being eradicated. It was, therefore 

  

  

  

  

The god's domain had 10 be rebuilt 
19 For the term “actopolis” n its Greek setting, see Asrid Wokalck, Griechische 

Stadtbefestigungen. Studien 2ur Geschichte der frufgicchischen Befestigungsonlagen 
(Abhanduungen zur Kunst, Musik- und Literaturwissenschaft 136), Bonn 1973, pp. 
13-24. 

20 See M. Liverani, “Memorandum on the Approsch to Histriographic Texts’ 
Orientalia 42173, p. 189 IF. See also B. Alter who refers to the well 

ypes in heaven, “Early Pa 

  

  

  

e thought of both city and temple as having their pr 
{etns in Mesopotamian Literature” Kramer Anniversary Volume (AOAT 17), 1976, 
p.19. 

31, Pettinato and P. Matthiac, “Aspetti amminisrativi ¢ topografii di Ebla 
1l meillennio Av. Cr.", Rivista degl Studi Orientali S0/76, pp. 1 1. and p. 28 
CF. G. Pettinato, “The Royal Archives of Tell MardikivEbia®, BA 39/76, p. 47, P 
Matthise, “Ebla in the Late Farly Syrian Period: The Royal Pulace and the Stae 
Archives”, BA 39176, p.99. Forthe excavations, see now P Matthiae, Ebla. An Empir 

Rediscovered. Garden City, N.Y., 1981. For the rcading Ibl, see L 
sbout Ibla: A Preliminary Evalustion, March 1977, Syro-Mesopotamian Studi 
Pp. 330, 

2 Cf. M. Hammond, assisted by L.J. Barton, The City in the Ancient Wor 

    

    

       

Cambride, Mass., 1972, pp. 37 1. For the planning of ctis,sce Paul Lampl, Ciies and 
Planning in the Ancient Near Eust, New York 1968, and H. Frankfort, “Town Pln. 
ning in Ancient Mesopotamia”, The Town Planning Review 21/0, pp. 98 fF. J.A. 
Gallary, “Town Planning and Community Structure”, Th of Sumer, cd. by 
Denise Schmandi-Besserat (Bibliotheca Mesopotamica IV), Malibu 1976, pp. 69 1 
2 L. Woolley—R.D. Banett, Carcheish 111, The ex s in the inner Town 

and the Hitite Inscriptions, London 1952, <f. H. Giitrback, “The Decds of Suppilu 
Tiuma as told by his son, Mursil 1", JCS 10/36, p. 95, AIlI: 33, id.. “The Hitite Tem 
Ple”, Le Temple et le Culte (RAI 20), Leiden 1975, p. 125. CF. also K.M. Kenyon 
Amorites and Canaanites, pp. 0 1. K.-H. Bernhrds, Die Unwelt des Alten Testoments, 
24 ed. Berlin 1968, pp. 190 1 

  

      
     

   
  

 



the MB-LB acropolis was in the south with an (assu 
precinct (Ares 
although we do not know of any temple on its acropolis due to the incom 
plete excavations there. Another site to be considered is Jerusalem. When 
Solomon built his p nd temple complex, he followed the Syro-Pales. 

  

) palace and temple 
A)2* Istacl’ last capital, Samaria, should also be mentioned   

  

  

tinian pattern o ating the royal buildings from the rest of the city 

  

The geography also invited such a separation. 
That the acropolis phenomenon was v 

that nearly half c 
common in Syria — Palestine 

all Early Bronze Age Il s 
southwestern Palestine had an acropolis surrounded by a wall. The rest of 

the city was constructed on a lower level ® As other examples from the 
Levant one can mention Zincirli (Sam'al) which had an acropolis built on a 
hill in the center of the city,”” Qatna, Alalakh, Alisar,** Kamid el-Loz, Tell 
ed-Duweir™ and probably also Mesha’s capital, Dibon. 

As mentioned above, the capital was the ruling center of the nation (the 
tory of the god). More specifically, the acropolis was this 

   
    

   

  

i 
such, pros 
  nter and, as 

Narrowing it 
n that the temple was 

  d the basis for the king’s functions and pa 
it may be said with A. Falkensi 

state.” ! Tdeolk 

    

  

the “nucleus o     ally, the main god of the nation o 

    

      
  

Y. Yadin, The Head o s The Schweid 
tures of the British Academy 1970), i 
35 Cf, Th. Busink, Der T o 153 1. and ig 47. It s posib 

that the Zi Poen, whi ook 
was the Jebusite acropolis of Jerusalem, 2 Sam. 5:7, 9. T 
yon, Jerusalem, New York snd Washings      with which David took Jerusalem, see Ahlstrom, “Was D 
ZAW 92/80, pp. 285 1T 

     

  

    
      

  

Valrie M. Fargo, Settlement in Southern ring Early Bronze I 
(Unpubl,dis, Univ. of Chicago), Chicago 1979, pp. 88 . 

37 Ct. H. Kiengel, Geschichte und Kultur Alsyriens, Heidelberg 1967, pp. 144 
28 R, Naumann, Architektur Kleinasiens, 1955, pp. 36 im, and i, 445, 

L Th.A. Busink, Der Tempel von Jerusalen 1, Leiden 1970, p 
9.0, Tufnell e a, Lacish 1. The I on 195 
3 For Dibon's qrih, sce below. Roll es Mesha's acropolis buidings wit 

hose of Solomon, KA 11, p. 171. In Transjordan an EB-M h an acropolis has 
n found at Jawa,sec S.W. Helms, “Jawa Excavations 1974. A Preliminary Repos 

  

     

    

  

vant /76, pp. 1 1. At Buseirah (biblical Borra?) in southern Jordan sn “acr 
protected by “a massve forifcation wall™ has been found. It dates probably from the 
Bth century B.C. The buildings inside the wall ha abelled “palace or te 
sructure”. The style of both of the buil e fortifcations i different fr 
what i known from Edom at this fime. The explanation given i that the syle 
“reflect Assyrian influences” and, thus, the buikdings would be from 3 time whe 

  

Edom was a vassl to Assyria, Chystal-M. Ben 
Jordan 1972 Preliminary Repor 6       
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city-state was the 

  

ther’ of the king 

  

who reigned on his behalf ™ cf. 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 com 
to have shared the same thron 

  lex and, moreover, seem   

    ce i, ther 

  

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 p: es. Indeed, it is evident that the king, as 
the administrator of his god's territory, was not only the organizer and the 

of the kings di     

  

of the cult as 
ew examples should be cited. A Hittite text states that the storm 

de the king, the labarna, the governor of the land of Hatti.* In Egypt 
d, RE, entrusted the land to his son, the king.” In the 

builder of the country *” but was, in principle, the organize 
     

       

  Die 

  

tliche Abstammung der sumerisch-babylonischen Her 
2, pp. $7-112. CL. also 1. Engnel, Studies in Divine 

Ancient Near East, Uppsala 1943, p. 16, G.W. Ahistrom, 
the Chosen One", Hisory of Religions 8/68, p. 94, M. Weinfeld, Deuteronoms and the 
Deuteronomic School, Oxford 1972, p. 0. 

3 The king can b 
fosophy, p. 95. C 

     
      

  

e as the personification of the stat, f. 1. A. Wikon, Before 

  

    cerming the Tsaclite Kingship it must be scen from the same 
vie bl to maintain — as does the tendentious writer of     

  

the king usurped 
an unthinkable 

1 Sam. 8:7 — that the “inauguration” of the kingship meant 1 
Yahwehs position. A nation without a king was, properly speaki 

3 SN, Knamer, Enmerkar and 
s 

35 Cr. A. Falkenstein, o7 
3 This is the ideological backezound for Ps. 45:7, and lso for Solomon having 

been chosen 1o st on Yahweh's throne, 1 Chr. 28:5, 29:23, 2 Chr. 9: 8. According 
F. Canciani and G. Pettinato, king Solomon's throne was (in some way) pattemed after 
e types known from Ugart and Phoenicia which h 
Salomos T 

88 1. Comp 
p. 24 

  

  the Lord of Aratta, Phiadelphia 1952, p. 38, lines 

    

their prototypes in Egypt 
ologische Erwigungen,” ZDPV $1/65, pp. 

also R.J. Willims, “A People Come out of Egypt”, SVT 28, 1974,    
ne, Phillogische und arc   

  

    “Responsibility for foreign as o domestic poicy rested ultimately with the god 
Who, s owner and rulr of the stte, made his commands known o the king, his carthly 
delegate, by means of omens.” .M. Munn-Rankin, “Diplomacy in Western Asia in th 
Early Second Millennium B.C., Iraq 13/56, p. 70, 

38 For the text see A. Goetze (in  review of H. Bozkurt, M. G1f, H.G. Giterbock, 
Istanbul Arkeoloji Mizelerinde Bulunan Bogazkdy Tableterinden Segme Metinler, 1944),JCS 1/47,pp. 90 

39').A. Wilson, “The Function of the State”, in Before Philosophy, by H. and 
H.A. Frankfort, J.A. Wilson, and T. Jacobsen, Chicigo (1946), 1972, p. 81 

  

        

 



    

  

  

prologue to his law code, Hammurapi of Babylon emphasizes that it is he 
who is the 
ani-num na-'-duum Sa £XUR devoted caretaker of Ekur 
LUGAL le-iuum mu-te-er "NUNK  the mighty king, restorer of Eridu 
ana a¥ridu muub-biib on s place, the one who has 

purified 
Sulul EZUAB the rituals® of Eabzu 

Codex Ham. 1:60ff 
Further, Hammurapi says that he s the one who   

  

Sor-bui Yar-ru-% enlarged his kingdom 
dari-iF i (who) forever prescribed 

  

zibie     
Codex Ham. IV': 191 

Here the king de 
temples and their cults.¥ In principle, the ki 

o be established in his kingdom 
Mari documents also ilustrate how royal governme 

ligious practice. For example, not only could the king sacrifice but he could 
decide dates for festivals and sacrifices in the provinces.* Moreover, he had 
2 number of gods transported to the capital so that they could receive 

ribes himself as caretaker, restorer and o     izer of the 
enables the divine right and 

  

    
nt regulated re   

  

  

  

  

official servi 
From Mesopotamia a few other examples may be cited. In an inscription 

Tiglath-Pileser I relates that ARur and the great gods commissioned him to 
enlarge their country, Assyria.* It should be not 

  

         d that the kingused the ex. 

      

© This may fammurspi regulated the cult For the king as zanin ékal, 
‘sustainer of the temple” (or, caretaker), cf. 1. Engnel, Studis in Divine Kingship in 

the Ancient Near Eust, Uppsla 1943, pp. 31, 155, 
41See, for instance, also Nabunaid's inscrption about his rse to power (VAB 4,    

  

No. 8, p. 277, cf. ANET, pp. 308 
Babylonian sanctuaries which had been destroyed by the Manda peopl 
Cylinder o Ne VAB 3, No. 1, pp. 209 IT. (text CT XXXVI: ), 

“ M. Birot, aqim-Add, gowserneur de Sagaritum 
1974, texts 8 and 9. CI. A.L. Oppenheim, “The Archivs of th 

INES 13/54, p. 
Paris 1966, p. 

) where he mentions Nerglissa’ restoration of 

  

. alio the     
       ARM XIV), Pa 

Jace of Mari, IT 
A. Finet, “La place du devin dans I société de Mari”, RAT 14 

See also B.F. Butto, Studies on Women a Mari, Baltimore 1974, 
    

    

    

    
  

p 171 
% G. Dossin, “Le panthéon de Mari”, Studia Mariana, <d. by A. Parrot, Leiden 

1950, pp. 44 £, <f. V.H. Matthews, °G ent Involvement in the Religion of the 
Mar Kingdo 78, pp. 15111 

5 See P. Le temples et le powroir royal en Assyie du XIV® au VIII® 
sitcle”, Le Tem e (RAI 20), Leiden 1975, p. 117, cf. AK. Grayson, 
Assyrian Royal Wiesbaden 1976, p. 6     



  

pression ‘their country’ which isin agreement with the political and religious 
ideology. Another inscription states that Marduk entrusted Nabu-apla-iddina 
with organization of the cult, its rites and sacrifices.* When Sennacherib 
occupied Hirimmu during his first campaign, he not only reorganized it as 

lated that the “choic 
offered “for the gods of ASur, my lord 

  

  

an Assyrian province but stip est” sacrifices should be 
Esarhaddon did th 

    

   
    

  

er conquering Egypt in 671 B.C.*7 In anothe 
that the god ASur will name 

text Sennacherib says 
  scendant of Sennacherib “for 

this future king will undertake some 
¢ building 

  he shepherd 
ship of the land and people” an 
building activities. 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 
arm of the royal administration. By sendi 

    
Here we should observe th     

  

   military per 
sonnel and civil servants including priests in district capitals, at strategic 

  

  

cities, and in the national sanctuaries,the central government 
saw 10 it that both civi 

  

and cultic laws were upheld and that taxes were 

  

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

the nation or when a new city was built* Especially instructive s an ex. 
ample from the time of Sargon L. After buildin 

ners in the new city, Sarg 
overseers (akl)* to teach the people the ways of Assyria, “to revere (fear, 

1) god and king” (palah ili u Sarri) * Because life was steered by the 
gods, religion was at the base of all human and national existe 
quently, the S 
and temple need: 
refers to the national rel 

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 

       Dur-Sharrukin and settlin 
alled Assyrian officials such as 

  

    
  

espe     
  e. Conse. 

  

I to taxes for “royal 
   

n quotation cannot be limited to 
M. Cogan suggests.® Here tt 

  

        e phrase palah li 

  

  

4 LW, Kin Stones and MemorialTabets in the Briish 
Museun, London 1912, pp. 122, ol 11: 29 . 1 10. See lso W.G. Lambert (r 
of F. Gossmann, “Das Era Epos”), 410 18/57-55, p. 398. 

    

  

    
D.D. Luckenbil, The Annals of Sennacherib (Oriental Institute Publications 1), 

Chicago 1924, p. 57, lins 18-19, f.p. 5, lines S8:59, and p. 67, lines 89, 
47 R Borger, Die Inschriften Asarhaddons, Konigs von Assyrien, Graz 1956, pp. 45 

£ H.W.E. Suggs, The Greamess that was Babylon, New York 1962, p. 242. 
4 AK. Grayson, “The Walters Art Gallery Sennacherib Insciption”’, Af0 20/64, 

.96, 
4 Cf. Nebukadressar's “Bauinschtif”, . Langdon, VAB 4, No. 11, 1912, . 99 
% Cr. AL Opp p. 119. 

1t would, perhaps, be possible 1o see some government offcils as having both 

  

  

  

  

Mesopor 

  

relgious and non-eligiows duties, 5 was the cas in Egypt, se below, p. 15 
5 CADIA:1, 50, p. 278 
53 Imperialism and Reliion: Assyri, Judoh and Israel in the Eighth and Seventh 

  

Centuries .C.E., Missoula, Mon   

 



ts of the ancient Ne   same principle can be found in other p 
vernment’s activities. The 

      

East™* where 
  

ult established the 
estivals, the divine 

, the      

  

    
      

right contact between god and nation and through its 
order was established and the will of the gods was made known. 

A parallel ides s in Southeast Asia. Here kingship is understood as “th 
a  the organizer o this workd in its spects s polty and 25 a link 

e of heavens of gods and the level of this world of 
umans.” $.J. Tambiah, World Conquerer and World Renouncer (Chapter 7 “The 

Galact Cambridge Studies in Antropology 15, Cambridge 1976, p. 108 
Thus,on  that “the King, his place, hiscapital re the pivots and embodiments 

of the kingdom givine mountain was ot only physically reproduced in the  



    

  

    

    
    

    

    
    

   

    

   
    

      
   
   
    
   
    
   
    
   
   

    

   
    

   
    

    

CHAPTER TWO 

BUILDING OF CITIES AND FORTRESSES AS A POLITICAL TOOL 

In th 

  

preceding chapter the phenomenon of urbanization was described 

  

as an ongoing political process. Further examples of this type of activity and 
other royal building projects will be discussed in what follows. For instance, 
“The Instructions for Merikaré” (21st century B.C.) are illustrative in this   

  

  

        

regard.! Merikaré was “told” by the Pharaoh, his father, to construct large 
fortified cities and fortresses in the castern Delta. The rationale behind the 
order was to protect the area from plundering by enemies (the *3mw) 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 Ph 
fortresses and towns not only to stabilize conquer 
them securely to the Egyptian administration and to prot 
an architectural point of view, the fortifications around these to 
to be unmodified copies of a type of temple enclosure wall in Egypt itself.* 

      
ed areas,” but to 

* From 
      

  

  

ur Konig 
haven 1945, pp. SOIT        A Volten, Zyei ar 

(Pap. Carlsberg V1) und. 
R.0. Faulkner in 

Haven and London 19 

     i Lehe des Konigs Amenembet, Kl   

he Literature of Ancient Egypt, ed. by W.K. Simpson, New 
7, p. 180 T, 1.A. Wilson, ANET, pp. 414 1f 

propogand tract by Merikaré himself, se E. Ot 
   

2 This text was understood as 
Agypten. Der Weg der Pharaonenreiches, Stutigart 1953 (1958), p. 101, A. Schar 
Der historische Abschit der Lehe fir Kanig Merikaré,” Sitzungsberichte der B 

schen Akademie der Wissenschaften 8, 1936, pp. 6 £, A. Volten, op. it pp. 53 
T. Sive-Soderbergh, Pharaohs and Mortals (iand. by R_E. Oldenburg), Indianapolis 
and New York 1961, p. 65, A. Badavay, “The Civie Sense of Pharaoh and Urban 

ment in Ancient Egypt,” Journal of the American Research Center in Egypt 
105, W. Helck, Die i im 3. und 2. Johr- 

1971, p. 39. See also Th.L. Thompson, The Historicity of 

    
  

  

    

    siehungen Agyptens zu Vorders   

tausend . Chr, Wisba 
the Patrarchal Narratives (BZAW 133), Betlin 1974, p. 13911 

3 1. Sive-Soderbergh, Agypten und Nubien. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte alzgypr 
cher Aussenpoltik, Lund 1941, pp. 80 IT.,cf. also W.A. Ward, “Egypt and the East 
Mediterrancan in the Early Second Millennium B.C.," Orientalia 30/61, p. 143, K.-H. 
Bernhardt, “Verwaltungspraxis im spitbronzezeitichen Palistina,” Beirage zur sozalen 

Sturkiur des alten Vonderasien (Schiften zur Geschichte und Kultur des Alten Orient), 
4. by Horst Klengel, Berlin 1971, p. 135, 

'S, Clarke, “Ancient Fgyptian Frontier Fortresses,” JEA 3/16, pp. 1SSIT, of 
AH. Gardiner, “An Ancient Egyptian Lis of the Fortresies of Nubia,” JEA 3/16, 

pp. 18411 
£ B.J. Kemp, “Fortified Towns in Nubia,” M 

Peter J. Ucko, Ruth Tringham and G.W. Dimb 

  

  

  

  

   
      

  

i, Settlement and Urbanism, e4. by 
Mass. 1972, p. 653 

  

  

Cambri   



Further, the Ph 
to “teach” the people of the a 

ohs of the New Kingdom built temples in Nubia in order 
he Egyptian way of life.* Ramses Il built 

a fortress temple at Zaweit Umm el-Rakham, 25 km west of Mersa Matru 
and constructed others along the Mediterrancan protecting the border with 
Libya.® Behind the phenomenon of establishin 

  

  

  

  

    

god's (and king’s) territory 

  

ypt dominated Palestine during the period of the New Kin    parallel with the situation in Nubia cannot be drawn. Palestine 
incorporated as a province of the Egyptian empire nor was it 

by the military. Thus, from an administrative point of view, Pales. 
  

s status was different from that of Nubia. Indeed, in order to show that 

  

its legal status was not that of a provine, it is best termed an Egyptian 
‘dominion” ! Iis kings or petty princes were the Pharaoh’s vassals who, 
ogether with an Egyptian offici 
for keeping the area under the rule of the Egyptian king. Scattered Egyptian 
military bases did exist in Palestine and the administrative cent 

  

  

                

Gaza where there was an Amun temple."" The Harris papyrus mentions nine 
towns in Canaan that belonged to the estate of Amun.'? In addition, Egypt. 

. H. Kees, i Kulturgeschichte des Alten Orients I (Handbuch 4 
Altrtumwiss 10T 1.3.1), Minchen 1933, pp. 3491, . Si ieypen 

L. Habachi, “Décowverte dun te de Ramsés 1L in “Les grandes 
dicouvert 954," La Revue du Caire 33, 1955, pp. 

s cr Third Inte period in Eeypt p.C 

According to W.C. Hayes, pls s departments of “the royal 
administration,” “Egy pt: Internal A Thutmosis | o the death of Amenophis 
L CAH 11 of. p. 359. 

10'D.G. Hogarth distinguis carees of suzeninity in ptian domi 
nated areas. The first is “te dominion secured by permanent occupation.” Th 
second degres “meant perm: utary allegiance” and did not include occuption 

the country. Because of the fear of reconqust, oy a few garrisons and agents and 
the prestige of the conquerer™ were nceded. The third degree was “little more than 
sphere of exclusive influence, from which trbute was expected.” Hogarth places Ples 

Egyptian Empire in Asia,” JEA 1/14, pp. 9 
11 The Papyrus Harris 9, 1.2, cf. W. Helck, Die Besichungen Agyptens, pp. 444 

The LB Hathor temple at Ti o ed, see B. Rothenberg, Wer 
These King Solomon's Mines?, New York, 1972, pp. 1251f., 201. However, this 
and the whol of Sinai ave bee Egypt during this time. Even if the 
temple s charscterized as Egyptian, from an a ical point of view. al   

12 CL W, Helek,op. it p. 252, 1.A. Wi NET. pp. 2601  



    

    

      

      
   

    

                

   

12 BUILDING AS A POLITICAL TOOL 

ian inspired temples have been found at Beth-Shan'® and Jaffa.* In most 
other places the Pharaohs erected stela 
Canaanite gods, a phenomenon which could point to an identification of 

ptian gods with the Canaanite deities.”* In 

  

  

  

sal country the in   

    ods had to be worshipped because they “governed” the life of 
both men and nature. The existence of the Amun temple at Gaza may b 

  

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 
very large staff of religious and civil functionaries,” 
government appoint 

  must have house   

  

  

A Hittite text containing instructions f   

manders in border areas evinces the royal concern for the cult and the mair 
tenance of the temples in these areas. The commanders of the border guards 
had to inspect the temples and insure not only that the cult of the country 
was performed, but that the temples were kept in good condition. If neces: 
sary, the commander had to make sure that the temples wer 
rebuilt " 

In Syria we know that the Hittites built  line of “square-walled fortress 
towns from Qadesh (Tell Nebi Mend) on the Orontes to Jusuf Pacha on the 
Euphrates, with Qatna (ca. 100 ha.) as its best known stronghold.”!” 
line of fortified towns was not intended solely as protection against Egypt 

restored o   

Iis 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 

  

13 A Rowe, The Four Canaanite Templs of Beth Shan, 1:1, Philadelphia, . 1049 
of. the discussion in 1.0, Thompson, Mekal, The God of Beth-Shan, Leiden 1970, 
PP. 161F,and W. Helck, op. cit. p. 444, 

* H. and J. Kaplan, “Jafta,” Encyeloy 
Holy Land, I, Jeruslem 1976, p. S40. 

  

  

  

15 Concerning these problems, see also A. Alt, “Agyptische Tempel in Palistn 
und die Landnahme der Philster,” ZDPV 67/44, pp. IfT. (= KS 1, 1953, 
One exception that shouid be mentioned i Byblos. This city considered 
Egypian, Thus, the Baalat (Ashtarte) of Byblos was identfied with the Egypia 

  

goddess Hathor, cf. R. Stadelmann, Syrish-paldstinensische Gotthe 
(Brobleme der Agypologi 15), Leiden 1967, p. 9. 

16 For the king as temple builder, see F. Starke, “Halmauit im Anitta-Text und 
die hethitsche Ideologic von Konigtum,” ZfA 69/19, pp. S91 

O.R. Gutney, The Hitits, London 1952, p. 145 
8 See A Goetze, “From the Instructions for the Commander of the Bord: 

Guards,” ANET, 1950, pp. 2101.,cf. H.G. Gaterbock, “The Hitite Temp 
1o Writien Sources,” Le Temple ef le Culte (RAI 20), Leiden 1975, p. 125, 

19'W.J van Liere, “Capitals and Citadels of Bronze-lron Age Syra in their R 
lationshi to Land and W, 

  

  

    

  

 



Several other examples from the Levant of kings as city builders should 
be mentioned. On a Hadad statue from Zincirli (8th century B.C.), king 
Panammu 1 stated that he was given a command by the 
through a prophet) to build and restore a number of cities.2* King Zakkur 
of Hamath and Luash (8th century B.C.) reports in an inscription® 
after having built Hazrak, he buil strongholds and temples throughout his 
Kingdom. In addition, the text mentions that Zakkur built, or rebuilt, Afis 
(ape%) and “[let the gods live in] the temple [of Iluwer] " According to 
a Luwian Phoenician bilingual inscription from Karatepe (8th century B.C.), 
Azitawadda built fort 
people to settle in them.* In one of the cities he built, Azitawaddiya, he 
installed (327) a god, BaslKRNTRYS, and sacrificed to all the g 
Setli 

  ds (probably 

  

  

   
  

    
  

  

    

a conquered area implics that the King 
his own subjects to move to the territory. Their function was to promote 
stability and control. Building temples and “installing gods™* in the 
fulflled the same function. Such temples were part of the royal admins 
tration and, thus, were state property since the realm of the king and th 

    

    

  realm of the god were one and the same. 
The so-called Moabite stone (9th century B.C.) offers information not 

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

  20 Donner-Rallig, KAT text 214:10. J.C.L. Gibson understands 
+b3 s cities, towns and vllsges, Texthook of Syrian Seitic Inscriptions 1, Oxford 

KA1 text 20 
2 For 1 reconstruction of the text, sce Gibson text SB: 4-13. For the 

reading Zakkur, see J.C. Greenfield, “The Dislcts of Early Aramaic,” JNES 37775, 
p.93,.9, cf. T Noldecke, “Aramische Inschriftn,” /A 21/08, . 376, M. Lidzbars 

4, “Epigraphic 
ention t0 th 

   

    

  

Ephemeris fi semitische Epigraphik, Giessn 1915, pp. 31T, A.R. M 
Notes, Aramaic and Hebrew, PEQ 110/78, p. 2. M. Black has drawn 

        

  

parallel with Mesh The Zakic Stele,” in Documents from O 
Times,ed. D. Winton T on 1958, p. 250 
KA text 26:1:131E, <f. M. Miller, “The Mosbite Stone s & Memorial Sels, 

PEQ 106/74, . 
4 Col. 111711, In Col. HL:181. the text has b Ymm el qn 'rs oS “Im whl dr bm 

m (“Bal of the Heavens, I the “owner/ruler™ of the carth e my Aspects of Syn 
reism, pp. 74(.], and Sama¥ of ctemity and the whole sssembly of gods™). The 

Luwian version hat rendered Baal SMM with ripasas Tarhunzas, Le. Tashunzas of the 
   

        
     

Heavens, 1 gn ‘ars with the sun of heaven, and Sama¥ “m with Ea. This may show that 
he Luwian sc ot 100 with the Semiti deities nd their names. Fo 
instance, Saw the name Baal they trandited it with Tarhunzas, H.G. 

al communication). For 4 discussion of these dety names, s aiso M. 
Flement phanikischer und Kilkischer Religion in den Inschriften vom Kara 

epe.” XVII. Deatscher Ori om 21 Juli 1968 in Wirzbure, Vor 
irige, 1 (ZDMG Suppl. 1:1), Wiesbaden 1969, pp. 191-217. For the Luwian text, se¢ 
1.D. Hawkins and A. Mopurgo Davies,“On the Problems of Karatepe: The Hieroglyphic 
Text,” An dies 28/78, pp. 103-119.      



   

  

   
    
    

  

   

   
    

     

   

   

     

       
    

     
    
   

               
     

    
        

  

14 BUILDING AS A POLITICAL TOOL 

about an Israclite 
that the Israelite king (Omri or Ahab) built both *Atarot and Jahas. In the 
war of I 

  

ing’s activity in the same sphere. Mesha mentions (1L 91T.) 

elites, Mesha captured these two 

  

ration against the lsra 
(8ift?)* to Chemosh and Moab, he killed all the 

  

ng others. As a I 
people of *Atarot and brought the 9K of its god Dod?” to hi 
mosh (11 121.). The same treatment was accorded to another captured city 
namely, Nebo (Il. 14-18). Th or " [R]x of its god Yahweh wert 

before Chemosh. It is possible that both the >3 and the 

    
od Che.   

   
    

      
symbols of these two Israclite deities or holy vessels. As such they 

were brought as trophies to Chemosh, the main god of the Moabites, who 
was also honored with the slaughter of the population of these two cities 
The gods of the Isaelites were thus nullfied, the people annihilated, and 
“Atarot was repopulated with Me 

‘Subsequently, Mesha annexed Jahas to Dibon (1. 20 Althou 
not told whether th 

  

  

  

e was a sanctuary in Jahas, it is probable that this 
town, like other cities, had its own cult place. This assumption is supported 

Josh. 2 L, C and Ben Hayim) and I Chr. 6:78, which mer 
tion that Jahas was given to the Merarites as a Levitical city (as were Bezer, 
Heshbon and K 

       

  

       
in Transjordan)  Consequently, it is possible to 

    

   
o 1 e the discussion by S. a 

when Kanigsinschiife” Archiv Orientalni 29/61 Karn 
p. 175, 1. Liver, “The Wars of Mesha, King of Moa 

 For Dod as a de SR, D; Text of the 
Books of Samuel, Oford 1890, p. XCI, G.A. Co i Semit 

  

       
             

  

       

       
   

inseriptions, Oxford 1903, p. 11 KaI 1, p. 175 \ 
im 89, Lund 1959, pp. 1641, A. va wsrip Beiru 
962, pp . Buceellati, 7 e Ur I Period (Publicazioni del 

Seminario di Semitica. Ricetche ), Naples 1966, p. 139, M. Hofrer, “Dic vorilamisc] 
R Arabiens,” in H. Gese - Maria H Kurt Rudolph, Die Religionen 

und der Mandaer (Dic Religionen der Menschhit 10/2), St 
1970, p Js0 S.1. Fegin, “The O LOH, God' in Hebrew,” JNES 3 

44,p. 259, .1 Anderson, “Moabite Syntax,” Orientela N.S. 35/66, p. 90, 
The toxt does not mention whether Mesha settled Moabites in Nebo, cf. Max 

Millr, “The Moabite Stone a5 2 Memorial Stel,” PEQ 106/74, pp. 131 
2 According to Eusebius (Onomasticon 1041917, Jahas was located betwee 

Medeba and Dibon, more speciically, somewhere n the N.of Dit 
Mesha says that he annexed. Jahas to Dibon. Therefore, Jahas and its teritory must 

ave bordered on Dibon's. Y. Aharoni places i the north-st of Dibon at 
Khitbet cl.Medeiyinch, nd of the Bible, Philadciphia 1967, p. 306, map 2 

C.F. Burmey, among o tes it n the vicinity of Dibon, The ook of Jul 
London 1918, fon bel 

One sould note that if Omi built Jabas, the two passages — Jos 
and 1. Ch. 6:78 — are of no historical value fo o settle 

of the Isacltes in the 13th and 12th centuries B.C Numbers 32:3 
     

 



  

associate them with the city’s cult place.” Just as 
(bord 
50 the Levtes of Ja 

  temples, or temples in occupied territories, were royal officials, 
a3, like those of other “Levitical cities”, may have been 

  

  

  an arm of the royal administration. In the case of Jahas, that would be the   

  

northern kingdom, Israel. If this thesis i correct, the Levites must 
state employees (more about this below).™    

  

In order to strengthen his position in the enlarged kingdom, M 
only built or rebuilt cities, he also ordered cister 
t0 be constructed. Israclite prisoners of war, ame 

cts (Il 25f.). Among the cities (re)built by Mesha were Baal 
Meon, Qaryaton (IL. 9 f) and Aroer (1. 26)* In addition, he built the 
house of Medeba, the house of Diblaton, and the house of Baal-Meon (IL 
30£). The term n°3, “house” in front of these place names may refer to the 
temples of the 2 being the common Canaanite and West-Semitic 

nation for temple). This conclusion is supported by the fact that in 
same of the city. Therefore, the phrase berh 

ouse (temple) of the city of Baal-M 

  

ns 10 be dug and highways   

  

  these proj 
  

      

  

cities    

  

   
    9, Baal-Meon occurs as the     

    
         
Baal- Meon is the 0% The temples 

by the king in these cities should be understood as royal sanctuar 
and, as such, part of the state administration. Such building activity must be 

  

seen as part of 
his kin 

king’s policy of incorporati onquered a 

  

    

  

M. Haran’ thesis that the Levites only lived in the “Leviticl” cities (7 Service in Ancient Irael, Oxford 1978, pp. 1161E) i rather unconvincin 
W. Helck, Die Besichungen Agypte 
    

    
   

  

  

... 17. According to W.F. Edger of civil servants, pricsts and army officrs “overlapped more of Iess™ and were “by no means mutually cxclusive,” “The Government and the G in the Egyptian Empite,” JVES 647, p. 152. C . Otto, Agypren. Der Weg der nreches, Stuttgart 1958, p. 156 
Sce below, Chapter IV 
In the excavations at Aroer, a S0 X SOm square fortress was uncovered, see 

    

E. Olfvari, “Fouilles 3 ‘Aro'er sur FAmon,” RB 76/69, pp. 2301T. The fortress was 
structed by the Moabites and later by the Nabateans. However, its orgin goes 

back to the Early Bronze Age. According 1o P.W. Lapp, Aroer was no 

e Twentieth Century, ed. by J.A. Sanders, Garden City, N.Y. 1970, 

  

st “Palestine in the Early Bronze Ag     

5 Thus Max Miller, “The Mosbite Ston 
F.1. Anderson, “Mosbite Syntax,” O Pp- 84,93. The term bet b 

' 27 may, therefore, refer t 3. Liver, “The Warsof Mesha, Kin Moab,” PEQ 99/67, p. 17, n. 10. Donner & Rollig identity Beth-Bamoth i 
Bamoth in Num. 21:19F, and Bamoth-Baal in 22:41 and Josh. 13:17, KAT I, p. 178 

Memorial Stela” PEQ 106/78,p. 14, 

            

  Establshing new settlements o rebuiding old ones may have been  functio 
f toyal organized corvee and impressment of prisoners,” Alan D. Crown, “Some 

Factors Relating to Settlement and Urbanization in Ancient Canaa 
st Millenia B.C.” Abr-Nahvain 11/71, p. 38. Inaddition t 

  

  

  

  

a king usually owned extensive lots of teritory in the country where he could sett 
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  The Amvp (qarko, qirko) mentioned in the Mesha inscription can per- 
haps be equated with the acropolis of the city of Dibon (I 3,21 fF.). Ac 
cording to B. Mazar, girku, “actopolis,” is an Akkadian loan-word  How 
ever, A.L. Oppenheim understood the cunciform kirju as “neither Akkadian 
nor Semitic,” but maintained that it should be compared with a Hittite 

d Yarazzi¥ gurta, which means the upper city. In that light, 
as a walled area (cf. OECT IV 150,IV,6 =daru, “wall”*) in 

      
      phrase to be 

he saw kiru 
the center of a city 
If the connection between Kirju and Mesha’s Amp is correct, it means 
that the inner walled city of Dibon was this A7, acropolis, on the 503 1 
where Mesha built 

Il the more interesting because it affords us a glimpse into Ancient Near 

  

  

“containing the temple and probably also the palace." 

  

  

  

a sanctuary for Moab’s god Chemosh.** The phenomenon 

  

    
     Eastern city planning. In other words, it may have been common to begin 

construction with fortifications, administrative buildings an 
the hi 

  

  

    

hest spot of the chosen area surrounded by a wall 
city, then, evolved out of, around, or at the side of the   cropolis on a lower 
level, and was similarly enclosed by a wall.*> 

Konig. Fin Beitrag 74 den neuassyrischen Eigentumsverhaltisien,” Altorentalischer 
Forschungen 4/76, p. 104 

7 Encyclopacdia Biblica IV (in Hebrew), Jerusalem 1962, col. 923, cf. Bezold. 
Goetze, “Bollwerk,” Babylonische Assyrisches Glossar, Heidelberg 19 

3 H_Giterbock (private communication). 
3 Lam indebted o Prof. M. Weippert fo ths eference 
“© Ancient i pp. 131, <f. H. Gilterbock, CS 10/56, p. 95 Il 3311 

The Hittte Temple Accord rle Culte, p. 125 
That the Ugaritc grd¥ was derived from the Hittite kurtal (e W.F. Albight, “New 
Canaanite Historical and Mythological Data,” BASOR 63/36, p. 21, n. 9) has been 
refuted by A. Goetze, “The City Khalbi and the Khapiru People,” BASOR 79/40, 
P. 33, and ako by 1.C. Greenfield, “Some Glosses on the Keret Epic,” Eretz Jracl 
9/69. p.61. 

41 Cr. M. Noth, “Die Wege der Pharsonenheere in Palistina und Syrien,” ZDPV 
60/37, p. 49 (= Aufsitze I, p. 61). Concerning AP A.H. van Zijl suggests the reading 
A or Ty, The Moabites, Leiden 1960, . 80. 

42.Cr. J.C.L. Gibson, Textbook of Syrian Sem 
P 78. — The term “the sons of Qorah™ would thus be & suitable 

  . businessmen, miltary and cult personne, see Julia Zablocks, “Palast und 

  

    
  

  ‘o Written Sources,” Le Temg 

  

  

  

  

    

    ions 1, Oford 1973, 

  

  

prists of such  fortresstem 
4 CF. A.L. Oppenheim, Ancient Mesopotamia, p. 131. Evenif the ground happened 

1o be almost level with the rest of the area chosen fo the city,the place of the temple 
citadel could be aised and enclosed, as was the case, for instance, at Khafaje and Kh 
sabad. Compare also the modern Ebil (ncient Arba’ lu) where the         the center of the city, as was the temple in ancient times, see H. Frankfort, “Town 
Planning in Ancient Mesopotamia,” The Town Planning Review 21/50, pp. 981, and 
fig. 6. See also A. Moortzat, Allsorderasiatische Maleri, Berln 1959, pp. 115, and 
B. Heoud,  since OId Babylonian times “wird der Tempy 
noch zusaizich dadurch von seiner profanen Umwelt abgesetzt, das e auf cine Art 

Sinne des Wortes ethaht wird," “Le mobiler 

  

  

      

  

  

   



  

Mesha's capital at Dibon appears to have been a new settlement not 
preceded by any Late Bronze Age or Early Iron 
A.D. Tushi 
the “middle of the nint 

e city™ According to 

  

h century B.C.,”* which coincides with “the floruit 
o Mesha — about 840-30 B.C. valel Mesha 
building of Dibon with the phenomenon of creatin ciies “on virgi soil s 
new capitals (Kar-TukultNinurta, Kar-Sulmanataridu, Dar-Sarrukin) 
Onii's purchase of the hill of Shemer® for 
Samaria,is another paralel Did Omri build a temple there? | am inclined to 

  

    
  Thus, it is possible o s   

  

  

  

onstruction of a capit 

  

Culte, p. 155..A. Gallry s 

  

and.temples in Sumer a5 & phenomenon of 
from fooding, “Town Planning and Community Stru 
(Bibliotheca Mesopotamica IV), Malibu, Ca., 1976, pp 
sccording to Thukydides (V1:2), the Phoenician setiers on Siclly founded thee cites 

nvironmental defense” giving protection 
xe”, The Legacy of Sumer 

  

   

     

  

n heights and hillocks close o M. Noth, “Zum Ursprung der phénikischen 
Kistenstidte,” Welr des Orients 1/47, pp. 211T., Emst Kirsten, Die griechische Pols 
storischgeograpisches Problem des Mittelmeeraunes (Colloquium Geographi 

Band $), Bonn 1956, pp. 461 
Some sherds from the EB period have been found but no buiding remains, 

  

F.V. Winnett and W.L. Recd, The Excasations at Dibon (Dibin) in Moab. Prt II: The 
Second Campaign, 1952 (AASOR 36:37), 1964, pp. 13,15. The excavations were 

    

  

carred out on “the southeastern part of the mound.” A.D. Tushingham thinks that 
a LB or lron I town cxisted, it should be sought “an the higher land further to the 

orth,” The Excavations at Dibon. (Dhiban) i The Third Campaign 1952-5         (AASOR p. 5. For the probablit of sevral Iron | sttlements in the rea, 

  

med that ther is some po 
of AASOR 40), Annualo 

20775, p. 103. E. Stern connected 
ound at Timna, JE7 25/75, p. 181. In a templ ls rom the time of Ramses I, a city 

b s mentioned and has been identified with Dibon, see K. . Kitchen, “Some New 
ieht on the Asiatic Wars of Rameses I1,” JEA SO/63, pp. 71, 55, W. Helck, Die 

Bezichungen, pp. 212, $89, $98. S. Ahituv denies the identiication of -b-1-7 with 

y which may be dated 1o thi period. 
he De s GJordan), 

1y with the so-alled Midianite pottery 

  

       
    

  

  

  

Dibon because of the occurrence of the town name fpn in a it of Thutmosis 11 This 

     
town should probably be sought in Galle, “Did Rameses Il conquer Dibon?”, IEJ 

pp. 1411 The same name oceurs ss (3p(..., in an Amenophis I lst, Ac 
rding o E. Edel, because this st mentions names from Allakh in the north 

Dothan in the south, no “Moabite™ teritory would be included, Die Orisnamenlisten 

  

  s dem Totentempe 5) Bonn 1966, 

    

1 (Bonner Biische Beitrige 

  

      see Edel, p. 24, Thus, one may conclude tha they are not dentical 
45 Tushingham,op.<it, p. 15, f. pp. 234 

4 Tushingham, p 
A.L. Oppenheim, Ancient Mesopotamia, p.119. Because the Dhibinexcavations 

carried out on  smal area, one cannot, a yet,draw any definitive conclusions 
38 B. Mazar suggested that there was a family esate on the hill owned by Sheme 

sce Y. Aharoni-R. Amiran, “A New Scheme 1 
Palestine.” E1 8/58, p. 179, n. 
before the time of Ormri. The pottery from the Early lron Age cannot prove the exist 

the Sub-Division of the lron Age in 
     

     



    

    
    
   
   
    

       
   
   

    

      

     

    

   
   
     

    

     

      

      
      
        
    

         
         
     
       

  

  

18 BUILDING AS A POLITICAL TOOL 

answer in the affirmative. Just like any ancient Near Eastern head of state   

undertaking construction of a new capital, it was one of his duties to plan a   

sanctuary of temple within the palace complex. An indication that this was 
 calf of Samaria (8: 5L.), most probably 

his designation of Samaria’s official cult. Therefore, the sanctuary of the 
calf of Samaria was different from the temple that king Ahab built for his 

the Tyrian Baal, the latter should be understood 
n and her entourage. That it became a competitor 

the case is Hose: 

  

s reference to   

  

wife Jezebel. Dedicated     
  

of Israels official religion is another story. The point being emphasized here 
is that a palace complex in the nation's capital required a sanctuary, for 

  

zion and state could not be separated. Indeed, “religion was the ideolo     

  

cal base both for the ki 
of view, A. AlL' su 

existence and for his policies.”*® From this point 
stion that Omri had a sanctuary in his new capital® 

    

The Acropolis phenomenon 
  As mentioned above, th 

nection with building fortified cit 
  

s and was, therefore, not only limited   

%9 G.W. Anlstram, “King Jehu — A Prophet's Mistake,” Serpture in History and 
Theology Ess of 1. Cocrt Rylaarsdam), ed. by A.L. Merrill and T.W. Over 

54, ¢ also M.A. Cohen, “In sl Faitness to Ahab,” Ere 
e sbove, p. 2, . lso G. Widengren, Sokrales Konigtum im 
Judentiom (Franz. Delitzsch-Vorlesungen 1952), Stuttgart 

    

        
56 The ph If of Samaria” does not necess 

Bethel as W.F. Albright, smong others, has su 
ough this reading i 

  

ted by reading 1539 s  dual al. 
bl it can aso be nterpreted as both a singular and  pl 

Pl or dual, it s defectively wrtten), Archasology and the Religion of Irael, Balt 
more 1946, p. 160, cf. H.W. Wollf, Hosea (BK XIV,1), Neukirchen 1961, pp. 179¢. 

  

  

  

      
  

The structure of Hos. §:4-6, with the phrase 11950 39 in v. 6, shows that 1923 in 
S must be singular, The prophet starts with the idols o the nation Istacl, and from 

1 he moves towards the center and the god of the capital. For this type o poetic 

  

cf. Ahlstrom, Psalm 89, Lund 1959, p. 91. One cannot simply state, on th 
basis of 1 Kings 12, that there were only two bullidols 

  

nd two temples) in lsacl, 

  

His aim was to discredit the rval cult at Bethel. It should be noted that Hos. §:41f 
Bethel and Dan. The Judean “historiographer's”concern was not with satst 

  

deals with a nation that should not have existed. This is clea from the phrase, “they 
made kings, but not thro 

  

me" (v. 4), and its parallel, “with thei siver nd gold 
ey made idols for themselves™ In other words,state and rligion were completely 

ablishment with ts Yahweh of 
5, the Hosea passage contains information 

£0d of the capital and all the other gods o the country - information 

  

they were not 4 part of the Davidi cs     
      wite of Hosea used in his prop: 

added that 2 in s S0 tive 7, according 
0 H.S. Nyberg, who trandiates: “Denn was hat Iscel mit fim (dem Kalb) zu 
Studien zum Hoseabuche (Uppsala Universiets Arsskrft 1935:6). Uppsala 1935, p. 62, 

anda against the northern Kingdom 
7316 should be seen s the inter   
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0 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, 
“double” city built on two geographical “humps”. % As carly as 1876, 

3. Fiirst understood the dual form to refer to a “Doppelstadt”, .. an upper 
and a lower city; the upper city having been constructed first> According 
o 2 Chr. 11:9, Adoraim was one of the cities fortified (or built) by kin 
Rehoboam of Judah. Another city fortfied by the same king was Azekah, 
usually identified with Tell Zakariya. Excavations at this tel have unearthed 
an acropolis with a large fortress 5* 

The city of Ramathaim, Samuel’s birth place (1 Sam. 1:1), may be 

  

    

    

  

  

another example of this phenomenon.5* Its sanctuary could have been 
located either on one of its heights or on a hillin the midst of the city and 

wall 5 This city seems to be the one to 
. m. 9:6. In this text Saul and his natar, “knight, attendant,’ 

come to the land of Zuph where Ramathaim is located. The naar 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 

h the narrator 

  

     
    

        

  

  

  

51 “Der St maria,” Kleine Schriften 11, 1959, pp. 274(T G. Walts con 
siders the “Echtheit” of Hos. 8:F. as dubious, “Jerusalem und Samaria als Konigs 
stadte,” VT 2676, p. 490. Sec also below, p. 611 

52 For 4 discusson of the root Y, see ANltrom, VT 17/67, pp. 1-7. In | Mac 
3:20 the city is called Adora. It has been identified with Dicd, ca. § km. SW of     

   

  

Hebron, 1. Simons, The Geogr end Topographical Texts of the Old Testamen, 
Leiden 1959, p. 369. For a discussion sbout the name, see W. Borce, Die alten Orts. 
namen Paldstinas, Hidesheim *1968, p. SSIE, C. Fontinoy, “Les noms de leux en 
ayin dans 1y Bibie,” UF 3, 1971, pp. 39F, M. Gorg, Untersuchungen zur hieroglyph 

  

schen Wiedergabe palstinischer Ortsname (Bonner Orientalische Studien, N.S. 29, 
Bonn 1971, pp. 3. For variant forms of n, -On. -aim,-sin, <, sec slso . Tadmor, 
“The Campaigns of Surgon I of Assur: A ChronologicalHistoical Sudy,” JCS 12/58, 

  

    

53 Hebraisches und chaldiisches 
1876, 5 

54 E.J. Bliss and RA.S. Macalser, Exca Pl 
18951900, London 1902, pp. 121, and plate 3. E. Stern dated the fortressof Azekah 
0 10 earler than the cight century B.C., “Azckah,” EAEHL 1, Jerusalem 1975, pp. 
18111, An insription — most prob 
fortifications at Azekah, see N. Na'aman, “Sennacheri's “Leter to God on his Cam 
paign to Judah,” BASOR 21/74, pp. 255, The so called Azekahfragment (BM 82323, 
131) has by Na‘aman been scen s being  part of text K 6205. H. Tadmor asribed the 
Asekah-fragment o Sargon I, JCS 12/S8, pp. $OI. 

55 According to Y. Aharoni, this name has o uf 
The Land of the Bile, p. 109, 

56 For the sanctuary,the bamah, bing located nside th ity wall,sce W.B. Barrick, 
The Word BMH in the Old Testament (Unpubl. Ph. D. Diss. Universty of C 
1977), . 

  fandwarterbuch zum Alten Testament, Leipzi 

  

  sine during the years     

  bly ~ by Sennacherib tesifes     

    

     

  

  

  

    

  

28711, Note, for instance, that in Am. 7:9 bmot snd migdd are purallel  
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that the narrator of chapter 9 has used folkloristic motifs to tel his story,* 
namely, how a young man, Saul, “unsuspectingly” became king. In  sense 
this seems to be correct, but the point to be emphasized is that Saul was 
divinely chosen — in accordance with the Near Eastern royal ideolog 

tually enthroned* The mediator of 

  

    
  

  and appointed nagid before he was 
the divine choice was to be Samuel. 

If indeed the name Ramathaim means “the two heights”, the disc 
ancy® between 1 Sam. 9:14b and 9:18 disappears (if the text refers to 
Ramathaim). In v. 14b, when Saul and his knight enter the city, they see 
Samuel coming towards them in order to g0 to the bamah. 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 bamah.® This i also clear from 
the following; when the cult feast and its sacrificial meal were over® the 
participants went down from the bamah but were still within the city limits, 
Ty, v. 259 

‘The acropolis phenomenon may also help us to understand 1 Sam. 10 
SIf. Here Samuel told Saul that on his way home he would meet ecstatic 
prophets in gib‘eat ha'&lohim who were descending from the bamalh, the 
sanctuary, of the city. Both this verse and verse 13, suggest that the bamah 

  

  

    
  

    

    

  57 For chapter 9 showing folkloristc morifs, see H. Gressmann, Die dleste Ge 
schichtsschrelbung und Prophetie srals von Samuel s Amos und Hosea (Schiiften des 
Alten Testaments I1:1), Gottingen 1921, pp. 261, . Iva Hylander, Die e 

Samuet Seul-Komplex (1. Sam. 1-15) traditiongeschichtlich untersucht, Uppsals und 
Leiptig 1932, p. 146, Ludwig Schmidt, Menschlicher Erfolg und Jalwes Initat 
(WMANT 38) Neukirchen 1970, p. 19, B.C. Bitch, The Rise of the liaelite Morarch 
The Grovth and Development of  Samuel 715 (SBL Diss. Seies 2), Missoula, Mort. 
1976, pp. 33T, A.D.H. Mayes, “The Rise of the Isaclte Monarchy,” ZAW 90/75, 
Pp. 11T 

58 CI. B.C. Bitch, op. cit. p. 38, T. Mettinger, King and Me 
Biblica, O1d Test. Seris 8), Lund 1976, pp. 701t 

59 That the Deuteronomist was “Torced” ideclogicaly to accept Saul's divine 

    
  

      

election, see R.E. Clements, “The Deuteronomistic Interprtation of the Founding of 
the Monarchy in L. Sam. VIIL" V7 24/74, pp. 4071 

60 Ludwig Schmidt, for exampl, consides verses 14 and 18 as being writte 
-t hands, Menschlicher Evfolg und Jawes Initative, p. 72, M. Haran, on the 

  

    
  

  

      

  

other hand, says that there “is no convincing reason to doub the Homogei 
continuity of the marative in 1 Sam. 9, Temples and Temple Service in Ancient [ral, 
Oxford 1978, . 311,n. 35 

61 Verse 13 may also indicat that the baniah ws insid 
62 Called a coronation banquet by L. Schmidt, 0. it 
€ According to M. Haran, the thirty men invited to the feast were the heads of    

amim,” VT 19/69, pp. 176. I s possible that 
and that Samuel acted s theirleader, fazanmu 

  the families of the city, *Zebah hay 
these men were the eldes of the tow 
(“mayor”), to wse an Akkadian word,cf. the discussion below, pp. 221 

    

  
  



    

is inside the city, cf. 1 Chr. 16:39, 21:29. When Saul re: 
which was probably his home town, he entered its sanctuar 

    

  

    
  and was asked by his dwd where he and his 793, knight, had been. Saul told 

him about the search for the she-asses, revealing only that they had been 
found. Who, then, is this dwd? One m 
10:5, rison.% I this city is Gibeon, from a geo- 

  

ust first re to   

ity had a Philistine     
on for the Philistine 

ty, the dwd 
in the service of the Philistines whose duty it was 

on ther d, if this s the case, that Saul 

phical point of view, it v        
occupation forces to station a command post.” Consequer   

may have been an offic 
to keep an eye on the going 
did not tell the dwa 
able. As a Philistine official, this man, even if he was one of Saul's relatives,%* 
could quickly have destroyed both Saul and his dreams about kingship 
Here the narrator utilized known facts of lfe from this period, namely, the 
Philistine occupation. It was his intention to show that Saul was divinely 
appointed to kingship ™ before he embarked upon his military career. To do 
50 he wrapped his story in the guise of folklore, dep 
savior whose election to kingship, willed by the deity, had to be kept a se 
50 that the oppressors, the 
composition gives an aura of latent drama 

  

  

  about his designation to kingship is totally understand 

  

ting Saul 2s a future     
     

  

  

  

Philistines, would not learn of . In this way, the 

  

4 L AL Demsky, G 
Should be noted that the people 

  

bcon,” BASOR 212173, pp. 26 
ity knew Saul and his family vry well 15    

  

    
      

0:11 1. For Saul and the Sauldic family's Gibconite conncctions, see J. Blenkinsopp, 
beon and Iizael (Society for OId Testament Study 2), Cambridge 1972, pp. S8 

5 L. Schmidt maintains that the phrase “and he entered the bamah,” 10:13, 
ot be the “urspringiche Worthaut”. Following several other scholars, he changes the 
ext 10 read 53 instead of k3, Menschlcher Erfolg und Jahwes nitative, p. 115. I     

  

    

  

should be emphasized that the Hebrew textual traition i unanimous. No MS 
Thus, Schmidt interprets a text that does not exist, asfar as we kn 

6 The 7293 of the MT may be a misspeling of 23, f. 1. Sam. 13:3.1Sam. 13 
19T el us that the Philstnes kept an cye on everything in order to prevent an uf 

7 1. Hylander maintained that Saul laer tred to make Gibcon his capital, D 

  

eraische Sam sl the discussion by J. Blenkins 
and I 

8  According 1o Josephus, his dwd was Abner who lter became Saul’s generalis- 
mus, Antiqities, Book Six, Chapter 4, f. 1. Sam. 14:5( 

9 P.R. Ackioyd considrs the dwd {0 be “an offcial t the shrine to which Saul 

      
     

  

  

went,” The Fist Book of Samuel (The Cambridge Bible Commentary, New English 
Bible), Cambridge 1971, p. 86. D. R. Ap-Thomas maintained that the dd was a Pils 
ine offical, “Saul’s Unéle,” PT 11/61, pp. 2411, If this man was the “governor” of 

      

61111, and the call of someof the prophets,se HL.H.Schimid, Der sogennante Yahwist. 
   cobachtungen und Fragen zur Pentateuchforschung, Zisich 1976, p. 19  
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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 (Ma1pam, v. 16)" he is said to have “judged 
0w, ie. governed, ruled,™ the people who, in the Hebrew text are called 
Israel, 9%9w>n 7 Together with Ramah, Samuel’s city of residence, these 
three places were probably the important administrative and cult centers of 
the area over which Samuel ruled. There he carried out administrative duties 
and “reestablished” the religious order of the society year by year.™ Inall 
probability, his area of jurisdiction did not extend beyond these towns and 
their immediate surroundings. In other words, his rulership was limited to 

  

         

  

    

  

  

the central hill country 
The exercize of power in 4 city (and 

much in the hands of the cit 
  sumounding district) was very   

elders.” In the Ugaritic rural community, for 
the hazanms, ™ an Akkadian 

  

example, the most prominent of the elders 

  

For 0191 as a frequent cult place designation, se F.F. Hyidberg, “The Cansanite 
Background of Gen. L1IL” VT 10/60, pp. 28SIF., S. Talmon, “Synon; 

in the Testual Traditions of the OId Testament,” Seripta Hierosolymit 
lem 1961, pp. 359, M. Weinfeld, Deutcronom and the Deuteronom 
1972, p. 236, n. 3. Tt showld be added that the LXX transiates the 

  

mous Readings 
VI, Jerusa 

Sehool, Oxford 
   

     
  The term 05w refers to al the duties of a rulr,cf. 1. Sam. 8:20 where it is 

linked with R¥” expressing the idea of the ruler leading the peopl in war 
3 Cf. C.H.J. de Geus, The Tibes of Iiacl, p. 60. Hete we should alo note that 

Samuel (1 Sam. 7:13) was adorned with the same Laurels as Saul and David,cf. . Gress: 
mann, Die dleste Ges ibung und Prophetie Isacls (Die Schiften des Alten 
Testaments 11:1), 
by the 

      
   

the cities taken from Isacl 

  

en 1921, p. 26. In this pas 

  

  lsines are said to have been restored to her. However, since Itacl as & 
nation did not exist at that ime, o ciies could b given back to it. The text i written 
i int of a later time. A Weiscr believes this to be the time of David 
Samuel. Seine seschichiliche Aufgabe und reliose Bedeutung (FRLANT 81), Gotting 

n 1962, pp. 22r, 1d. “Samuels Philiste-Sieg,” ZTHK 56/59, pp. 2531T. See also, 
1. Blenkin p. 79, T. Mettinger believes that 1 Sam. 7:7-14 

  

  

        

  

v, Gibeon and sra        
  

    
“presupposes David's subjection of the Philsines,” King and Messah, p. 92. How 

1 Sam. 12:11 underscores that one cannot completely dismiss Samuel a having been a 
‘savior™ from oppression. 

  

 As a parallel it should be mentioned that the Hitite king and queen as well s 
als at different temples, H. Otten 

“Goterreisen. B. Nach hethitischen Texten,” Reallexikon der Assyrilogie und vorder. 
asiatischen Archaologie,” Berln 1969, . 483. D. A. McKensio assumes that Samucl in 
his younger years, “had gone on a much mre extemsive circuit”, “The Judge of Isracl, 
VI 17/67,p. 121, This i, of course, nothing more than pure conjecture 

75 Cf. H. Kiengel, “Die Rolle der “Altesten” (LUMESSUGI im Kieinasien der 
Hethiterzeit,” ZA $7/65, pp. 2351, The eldersseem to have had both civilan 
duties, cf. G.W. Ahlstom, Joel and the Temple Cult of Jerusalem (SVT 21), Leiden 1971, pp. 356 

76 M. Helrer, The Rural Community in Ancient Ugarit, Wiesbaden 1976, pp. 801 

  

  

mbers of their court journe 
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word (cf. CAD) which may be translated “chief magistrate of a town"; in 
other words “mayor” or “Biirgermeister,”” “Ortsvorsteher.”™ This title, 

hich is identical to rabi’anum, rabanufm), “the great one”, i also known 
from Mari (ARM I11:73:9) and Alalakh where it oceurs, for instance, in 
context with the elders.™ In the Amarna le 

the ruler of a city-state.** This s quite natural, since a city ruler could not 
call himself a king when writing to the Pharaoh. It may, perhaps, be possible 

to compare fazannujrabdm with the Canaanite ¥2pet or &ar, both of which 
are found in the Old Testament. In Assyria and Babylonis, the jazan 
a city leader usually appointed by the King. According to H.W.F. Sages, in 
Babylonia his status was eligious as civil”* This may be ex. 
plained by the fact that tive phenomenon and, as such 
was community business 

With this s a background, it i tempti x of 
the Syro-Palestinian fazannujrabdnu-S0pet type whose influence extende 
10 other places outside his own city. To judge from the tradition in I Sam 
12:11, Samuel was an important leader (o the residents of the central hil 
country. This text states that Samuel was one of the four men of the pre 

    
  

  

    

ers it is often used to refer to 

  

    
    

  

  

       
   

    

  to see Samuel as a city lead   

  

  

    

monarchic time who saved the people from oppression. The three others 
ubbaal, Bedan and Jephtah It appears that certain groups of 

people remembered Samuel as a hero. Later tradition built him up as a 
er of al the Israclit a consequence, the biblical historiogr: 

rranged him among the “judges” and made him a prophetic spokesm 

  

         
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 perceiving him as a prophet since priests sometimes fulfilled prophetic   

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

C. N.B. Jankowska, “Communal Sel-Government and the King of the State 
of Arrapha,” JESHO 12/69, pp. 26511 

S H. Kiengel, “Zu don Tibitum in altbabylonischer Zeit”, Orientalia 29/60, 
pp. 3711 

 D.J. Wiseman, The Alalokh T 
50 Cf. H.J. Katzenstein, The Hi 

i, Cities and Nations of Ancient Syria (Studi Semitic 26), Rome 19¢ 
For the (occuring on a 7th century Akkadian inscrption, R.A.S 
Macalster, 7 of Gezer 1, L 
R.Giveon, “An Feyptian Offcial at Gezer,” £ 2 

. New York 196 
82 For this wadition which docs not know anything about a Joshua “conquest” 

see Ahlstrom, “Another Moses Tradition,” JNES 39/80, pp. 651T. Because thi text 
57, it may originate from a time before the 

  

lets 1953, text 2,21, f.p. 1580 (Index) 
ory of Tyre, Jerusalem 1973, p. 31. C1. G. Bucce 

Pp. 65T 
    

  

            

  

b 1430 
    

  

  

  

Knows of only four leaders or “savi 
Deuteronomic reconstruction of the hi 

 G.W. Ablstrém, “Prophecy,” Encyclopacdia Britannica, 15th ed. 1974, 
   ry which occurs in the book of Judges 
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    head priest of Shiloh, Eli, should also be se textual 
material about him reflects history. Eli was probably of Cana: 
riest of the god ‘Alu** As a leade 

n s a priestruler if th 
  nite origin    

of a central Israclite district, he was 
apher (1 Sam. 4:18) 

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

  

  

5" by the later historiog 
  

heroes. Consequently, the story about Eli and the Israclites worshipping at 
Shiloh may provide interesting hints a   Ihistory of the hill country 
in pre-monarchic time. The majority of people around Shiloh may have 
been of Canaanite origin. Dwelli 
Shechem and Shiloh, they were later counted as belonging to them.* We 

bout the re   

lose 10 the Israclites who lived between   

  

should also note that Eli is not given any ancestry in the book of Samuel. 
However, in I Chr. 243, like all prists who were “Isr 
nected with the “tribe” of Levi as an Aaronide of th 
(2 Esdr. 1:21. 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 royal 
prerogatives. Later Micah is said to b 
priest in the temple. Supporting 

  

citized”, 
line of Ithamar®® 

    

  

   
  

      

      
we appointed a Levite as the main 

  

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 pursucd 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 returned | 

Finally, one more observation is necessary. Because Palestinian 
  

archae-   

udien zum Religionskampt im Alten Testament,” ARW 35 

    s an epithet of Yahweh, f. L.Vigand, Nomi 
tioll di YHWH alla l el Nord ovest (Biblica ct Orientaia 31), Ror 976, pp. 41T 

  

 For the sttiement problems o the centealhill ountry, se my articl, “Another Moses Tradition,” pp. 631 

  

     

  

  

56 According 1o F.M. Cross, this statement i “based o a reordering of the gen. 
alogies and cannot be taken at face value,” Canaanite Myth and Hebrew Epic, Cam 

bridge, Mass., 1973, p. 207, n. 50. Crosssees the El clan s being Mushite, pp. 1951 
Because in the OMd Testament construction of history, Shiloh i mentioned 4 the place 
whete Yahweh first made his name “dwell” (Jer. 7:12) after the “conquest”, it is 
natural that the head prest of its temple be associated with the “tribe” of Lev 

57 G.W. Ahlstrom, Aspects of Syncretism in Isrclte Reliton, p. 25. As to the 
  probiems of composition, s, for instance, M. Noth, “The Background of Judg 

1718", Jsracl’s Prophetic Heriage, cd. by B.W. Anderson, and W. Harrelson, New 
York 1962, pp. 6. Concerning the historical waditions in Judg. 17-18 where no 
Judge” i me 

     
  

  ned (probably because the narrator'spattern did not fit his materia), 
R.G. Boling assumes that “by the mid-cleventh century they [the Judges] w 
ably quite ineffective and increasingly corrupt.” (1), Judges (Anchor Bible 6A), Garden 
City, N.Y., 1975, p. 23. This would be s logical conclusion only if one accepts th 
Tator's historiographic pattern as the historcalfact 

  

      

   



  

  ology has been ily “tell minded”, we have relatively little knowleds 
about the areas around the ancient cities even though several surveys have 
been undertaken during the last decades. We do not know, for instanc 
whether the vil 

    

  

overned by a city had any sanctuaries or cult 
places. Although it was not necessary to place cultic and military personn 

  

  

    
in these villages, several, 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 were out 

t the site, for example, at threshing floors and winepresses. If this was 
he case, these villages had their own cultic functionaries, just as i the king: 
dom of Ugarit.** Such a functionary could have been the leading elder of 

nunity who, like the fazannu, had cultic duties. However, one 
should caution against makir 

wymen. The leader of a community, be it a st 

erformed. These were probably acte     

     
     

the com   

  

tion between priests and 
ora village, was the leader 

   t00 sharp a distin   

      

55 M, Helzer, The Rur ity in Ancient Uarit, Wicsbaden 1976, pp. 711 
55 Cf, G.W. Astrom, “Der Prophet Nathan und der Tempelbay,” VT 11/61, pp. 

SI., Joel and the Temple Cul of Jerusalem, p. 111. For winepiesss in the area 
stound Ta'an my article, “Winepresses and Cup-Marks of the Jenin-Megidd: 
Survey,” BASOR 231/78, pp. 19-49. For Gr for instance, M.P. Nilsson, 
Gricchische Feste von relgiser Bedeutun ¢ der Attischen, Leipri 
1906, pp. 3311. In abjecting to £3ren, theeshing floor, as being used for harvest ritals, 

   
  

     
      

  

s   
   HLH. Rowley understood the information n 2 Sam. 24: 25, that David builtan alta on 

e threshing floor of Araunah, a5 proof that this was a non-acral sit. It became holy 
only with the construction of the Yahweh altar, Worship in Israel, Philadelphia 1967 

  

G. Minderlein, TAWAT 11 (1974), 1977, cols. 6     On the other 

  

    

  

   
      

  

and, one could refute this by saying that because Araunah's thieshing floor had the 
nimbus of sscrality, a Yahweh alta could be built on it Had the place not been sacred 
it would, of course, have been 3 profanation o built an alar there. F.M. Cross mis. 
anderstood the idea of the goren s 4 sometime cultplace when he stated that the “King 

of Jerusalem was not threshing in his sanctuary.” Candanite Myth and Hebrew Epi 
p. 210, n. S8. Cross did not understand the connection and relationship between hr 
vest and rtual. He supports his opinion by theorizing that the text is corrupt, Y. also 

V. Frita, Tempel und Zelt, Neukirchen 1977, pp. 171, However, to use, as Cross docs, 
Chroniclers version (1 Chr. 21:21) and the 4QSams text in order to rewrite the 

story of 2 Sam. 24:23a is  dubious method. Cf. Cross, “The History of the Bibli 
    Text in Light of Discoverie in the Judean Desert,” HTR $7/64, pp. 2941 1t should be 

mentioned that thete are no textual problems in 2 Sam. 24: 23a. The Masoreti i 

  

  

dition is unanimous and the versions support it. Rather, the problem comes after 
34, where it is possble o sc 2 gap in the (ext. Although my concern i not with 

Araunsh's (Orman's) actvities if indecd, he was threshing wheat, a5 the Chronicer 
says, this phenomenon was  itual one. Cross’reconstruction of the text s misleading, 

The “routine haplography by homoioarkton’” rfers o, s he notes, 2 Sam. 24:20 (th 
  MT has 193 and the text in I Ch. 21 07, 5 the one who wites mal gk instead 

am. 24: 232 The Chroniclr's 

  

o ich makes elic™ story out of the meetin 

  

ctween the two kings can 
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Popular religion 
  The existence of communa   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 ne    defined with regard to content in the 

e Near East. These local rituals were not part of the official 
national religion, which was directed from the capital by the kir 
tration. However, popular and national religion may have mutually influ- 
enced 

  

cultures of 
  ’s admins   

  ach other at certain times and, therefore, ressemblances are to be 
d. Indeed, it is probable 

  

    t royal actions in 
sulted in interference in the popular religion. On the other hand, there were 
times when the national r 

       fon received new   
  

that did not essentially 

  

er the rituals and belie 

  

of the villages. Whether 
nization of his administration and national 
igion is impossible to dete 

      for exampl Josiah's reor 
communal 

information about the problem s 

  

    
  

  ilable. What we do know is that Josiah’s 
reform was of some consequence for the national sanctuaries, 2 Kings 23: 5. 
Some priests, appointed by the kings of Judah, were deposed. Consequently 

it can be maintained that the Judal 
Because they were, in the main, directed to (the) fertility gods, Josiah’s 

rusalem could sacrifice be directed to Yahweh may not 
much, if anything, of the rural communities” religious life. It 

should also be remembered that the king could not easily alter agricultural 
customs. 

     te vilage festivals continued as before.   

   

  

  

order that only in 

  

  

   



CHAPTER THREE 

ADMINISTRATION AND BUILDING ACTIVITIES 
IN THE DAVIDIC-SOLOMONIC KINGDOM 

  Exactly how the nation was administered during the reigns of Saul and 
David is not made cf ricularly 
organization under Saul that escapes us. OF course, he could ot have ruled 
without some administrative personnel. For example, we know that Abner 
was his neralissimus, 1 Sam. 14:50, 17:55." The priest Ahia 
may have been the chief 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 hav 

the 

    

    

by the texts. It is  administrativ 
  

  

  

    
  

  

        comprised the king’s entourage, the court members. However, becau 
narrators were not interested in how the country was administered. 
0 more about it 

  

  

  

  

It should not be ed that     e administration of the monarchy of 
acuum. Instead, it must be remembered that Egypt     

played an important political role in Palestine.* Consequently, it can be 
maintain of the Can: 
nte city states were partly influenced by the Egyptian system, at least i 
the 18th dynasty. From the Tell el-Amarna letters 
of the Canaanite city states had to send their sons, the presumptive heirs, to 
Pharoah’s court to be ‘educated’ and o to become faithful vassals.’ In the 
Egyptian capit; 

    

  

that both the administration and the court syste   

       
e know that the princes   

    
    the Versailles of its time, they learned how court 

  

administration were organized and funct 
Egyptian administrators and military 
buted to the spread of the Egyp 

Co 

oned.* In addition, the presence of   

ersonnel in Palestine cert. 
jan system. 

sequently, it is likely that when Syro-Palestinian pe 
¢ the Jerusalemite kin nized the 

sinly contri-      

  

  y kings (in- 
pwn administrations, they           

+ This term is also used in connection with 
1:19, 35 wellas o two Aramean generals, 2 Sam. 

  

Judg. 4:7, and Josb, 1 Kings 
Kings 5:1 

     
2 The biblcal wrters do. not spell out the fact that the reign of 

  

exampke) alo was . time of Phoenician-Egyptian influence that was, b 
forcgn to the peopl of the hill country 

3 See, for instance, EA 171:4 nd 296:25-28. The later sys that the prince atir 
was first sent to.the Egyptan court and later was “tested Egyptian base st Azzati (Gaza), . A Knudtzon, Di Tell el Amarna Tafeln 1, beasbeite von O, Weber 
und E. Ebeling, Leipzig 1915 (reprint Aalen 1964), pp- 1275, 1346, 

4 Cf. K-H. Bernhardt, “Verwaltungspraxi in spitbronzezeitich 
ien, Bedin 1971, pp. 13318 

         
      

    
     

Palistina,” Bei. 
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used the Egyptian system as a model.* For instance, the mazkir of Jerusa 
lem which occurs in 2 Sam. 8:16 ef passim may have as its counterpart the 
Egyptian whm.w, “Sprecher, Miteile”, ie. speaker, spokesman, herald. 
Another title which appears in the abovementio 
Egyptian paralll s the s5 nsw, “royal scr have been 
common tile referring not only to the Pharoah’s chief scribe.” Another title 
for a high official is the “King’ friend” (73 of Gen. 26:26, Jer. 52:25, 
which also is known from the el-Amarma letters, 'iruji Sari, EA 228:11 
In the case of David, it s highly probable that his miliary and court system 
were fashioned both upon the Egypiian example 
practice.” His top government officals are listed in 2 Sam. 8:16-18 and 20: 
23.26, cf. 1 Chr. 18:15-17. If J. Begric 
correct, " the highoffical in order of rank would be: Joab (over thearmy), 
Seraiah (the sopher), Jehoshaphat (the mazkir), Benaish (over the Chere- 
hites and Pelethites), Zadog (the priest) and David's sons (priests). In the 
cond list, the order is diferent: Joab (over the army), Ben 

Cherethites and the Pelethites), Adoram (Adoniram of I Kings 4:61.; 528 
over forced labor), Jehoshaphat (mazkir), Sheya (sophér), Zadoq and A 

  

  

  4 passage is sopher. Its 
  e”, which s 

  

    

   

  

d Jebusite administrative   

  

  

s reconstruction of the first list is        

ah (over the 
  

  

5 CI. A. Cody, A History of the Old Testament Priesthood (Anslecta Biblica 35), 
Rome 1969, pp. 961 

© 1. Begrich, “SGphér und Mazkir. in Beitrag ur inneten Geschichte des davidisch 
hes Juda,” ZAW S8/40-41, pp. ST. CF 

David et Salomon,” K6 

  

  salomonischen Grosseiches und des Konigr 
R. de Vaux, “Titres et functionnairs & 

    

  

ol 

    

      

    

  

48/39, pp. 3941T, . Herrmann, A History of sracl ! Times, pp. 160 
For the translation of whm.w, see A. Erman-H. Grapow, Worterbuch der agprischen 
Sprache 1, Leipzg 1926, p. 344. It should be noted that Begrich also saw the “Fron. 
arbeit” system s being of Fgyptian origin, op. cit, p. 11. For a discussion about 
Egyptian influences in these matters, see also A. Alt, “Neues iber Palisting aus dem 
Archiv Amenophis IV, Palistinaiahrbuch 20126, pp. 34T (KS 111, 1959, pp. 1691 
3.A. Soggin, “The Period of the Judges and the Risc of the Monatchy,” in saclie an      
Judean History, d. by J.H. Hayes and LM, Miller (The Old Testament Libra 
Philadelphia 1977, pp. 3561t 

7 W. Helek compares it with an “academic” degeee, Zur Ven 
und Nesen Reichs, Leiden-Cologne 1958, p. 1. CI. R.J. Williams, “A People Cor 

  

  

        
   

  

of Egypt. tologist looks at the Old Testament,” SVT 28/74, pp. 235 
Willams understands the Hebrew mazKir as “chif of protocol,” p. 236. For a cortes. 
ponding ttl in an Amarnatext (316 16) from Yurza (837, “writer o letters,” occur 
ing 25 sabliha), sce W.F. Albright, “Cunciform Materia for Egyptian Prosopography 
1500-1200 B.C.,” INES /46, pp. 201. It also occurs in the Wen-Amun story, e 
H. Goedicke, The Report of Wenamun, Baltimore and London 1975, . 119. 

® 2 Sam. 15:37, 16:16f, 1 Kings 4:5, 1 Chr. 27:3, cf. Gen. 26:26. See H. Don. 
ner, “Der Freund des Konigs,” ZAW 73/61, pp. 269-2 

5 One should note that David did neither destroy Jerusalem or did he Kil its 
inhabitants when he conquered the city 

0 24 W $58/30.     
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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. 

Itis possible that the text of 2 n been   m. 8:17 is corrupt, as has oft 
argued.' After Zadoq the text mentions Ahimelek ben Abiathar instead of 
the expected, Abiathar. First it should be st   ssed that Abiathar’s position 

  at David's court is not quite clear, and that perhaps even his name is a   

insertion. Moreover, both lits of David's top officials have only one name for 
each office, but when two. This 
raises the question of whether the second priest name was added by the 
narmator — Ahimelek ben Abiathar in the first list and Abiathar in the 
second. Begrich’s reconstruction of the first list, which includes only Zadogq’s 
name, seems correct if the st refers to the top officials. However, from the 
narmator’s viewpoint it was astonishing that Abiathar was not 
post as the top ranking official of re 
priest of the pre-Jerusalemite time and represented a tradition older than 
the Jerusalemite one. From this point of view, Abiathar's inclusion in the 

ist, 2 Sam. 20:23fF., is understandable. However, he was never 
lishment — a fact that is 

  the priestly office is mentioned we find   
  

  

  

     

    

second   

  

the head priest of the Jerusalemite religious est 
not surprising when one considers the possibilty that David himself was not 

from Bethlehem, a city under Jebusite rule and not part 
* David was perhaps more familiar with the Jebusite 

  

an Israclite. Comir 
of Sauls kingdom 
administrative apparatus. Consequently, he did not put it out of business 
when he became king — but he could, however, have reorganized it. 1t was 

officials David took over from the Jebusite establishment 
ring David's regime. The 

  

  

Zadog, one of the 
who held the reins of 

  

  jous administration      
scholarly idea that Zadoq and Abiathar shared the position of chief priest 
is unrealisic. That Zadoq was the top ranking priest seems evident from the 
fact that he is usually mentioned first in the texts, of. 2 Sam. 15: 24fF.'5 As 

  

  

  

oyal admiristration bt wss David'spalace pries 12'S0 recently T. Mettinger, Solomonic State Officials, p. 7, F.M. Cross, Cancante 
Hebrew Epic, pp. 2111t 

     
13 The mention of Davd's sons a priests may indicate their high positon. It was 

ot uncommon at that time for high priesty offices to be given to princes. 
14 Davi ned in 1 Sam. 16:61. (Elisb, Abinadab, and Shammah) 

have Canaanite names. Morcover, David's own nsme cannot be abelled as Yah 
For David on-sraclite ses my artice, “Was David a Jebusite Subject?”, ZAW 
92/80, . 

15 CE, Ablstrom, VT 11/61,p. 122. A.R. Carlson maintains that “the Jebusite-Jeu 
saemite high-priest Zadok o position of prominence in the ‘deuteronomized 
version of 15:24.29, over against the Isalite ‘riumvirate’ Abiathar,the Ark snd 
Levites,” David and Chosen King, 1964, p. 174. Because of 1 Chi. 16:39 it has been 
suggested that Zadog was a Gibeonite, . Auerbach, “Die Herkunft der Sadokiden,” 
ZAW 49/31, pp. 3271, C1. slso M. Noth, “Das deutsche evangeische Institut fir 

            
    

    

  

           

     



  

30 ADMINISTRATION AND BUILDING ACTIVITIES 

t0 the Israclite pri 
prominent and 
vices to David, and perhaps also in order to 

Retuming 

  

   from Nob, Abiathar, it is possible 

  

that he was given a 
ratitude for his earlier ser 

ppease the peaple of the north 
t0 the two lists of David's official, it must be stated that 

t 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 lsts may reflect different points in time during his reig 
One indication that David either reorganized his administration or appointed 
additional personnel is the name of the sapher which is 
lists. In the first his name is Seraiah, but in the second, we 
Sheya 1 

The oce 

ed position at the court in   

  

    

  

  

  

ent in the two 
find the name 

  

    

urrance of the name Adora   in the second list, 2 Sam. 20: 
d Hadoram in 2 Chr. 10:18) may be another indication of adminis. 

trative. reshuffling. It is possible that he was of Jebusite desc 
longed 10 a religious group worshipping Hadad/Adad."” Probably late in 

  

  (spel 
t and be.     

  

  

David's reign he was appointed as chief over the forced labor on 

tumswissenschaft des Heiligen Landes. Lehrkurs 1956, ZDPV 73/S7, . 10. M. Haran suggested. that Zadoq came from Hebron, “Studics in the Account of the Levitcal     Cities IL” JBL 80/61, p. 161, snd so also F.M. Cross, Cancanite Myth and Hebrew 

  

Epic pp. 21411 Cross argumentation includes a subjectv o1, namely, that he 
cannot understand why David would invit a pagan priestss one of the high prests of 

he national cults,” p. 210. To this one can object that the term ‘pagan” s not appl-      
points whomever he wants. When David took Je 

    

salem, the cstablishment of the city became nominally Israclite. However, the chief 
priest of pre-Davidic Jerusalem continued in the ssme position under the new ruler. It should also be pointed out that David's Yahwism is problematic. David not only at- 
tempted “to draw all the ol League traditions 

  

his new establshment,” a Cross puts 
It (p. 210) [such a league i, by the way, an unproven hypothess], but imed to meld 
all he different peopls of his kingdom et 

of the most natural means for ths, the diff 
  

  

and Canaanite — became part of the nation's belefs. Thus, this means that most of 

  

  

his analysis of the early monarchy, he utlized viewpoints and evslustions about wh   

Yahwism ought to have been that derive from a lter tim 
16" A. Cody advocated that Sheya (K0D), as well as KD 1 Kings 4:3, and ko0,       1 Ch. 18:16, ae corruptions of the Egyptian sF 

nom propre de scribe de David,” RB 72/65, pp. 3811, f.aso T. Mettinger, Solomon 
State Officals, pp. 2SI, 3. Gray, | & I Kings, p. 132. R. de Vaux considered not only 

the offce of the saphér but also the family of scribesas 
yptiens i a cour de David et Salomon.” R 48/39, pp. 

  

   981, Howerer, this denics 
the possibility of any scribal actvity in the Jerusalemite court, Jebusite or Iachte 
The Amarma letters from AbdiHep of Jeruslem cont 

7 Cf. also the Akkadian name Adduramo. For the form Adonitam s be 
dentious rewritng of Adoram, see J.A. Montgomery and H.S. Gehman, A Crit 
Exegetical Commentary on the Books of Kings (1CC), Edinburg 1951, p. 119, cf. aso 
Metinger, o. ct. p. 133, 

dict de Vaux's hypothesis   

       

 



tinued in that position throughout Solomon’s tenure. Wh 
attempted to bring Israel under the Jerusalemite king’s scepter, he was 
stoned to death, 1 Kings 12:18. This is understandable if Adoram is viewed 
not only as a representative of the Jerusalemite administration’s labor 
policies but also as a personification of the “Jebusite” rulership of the 
Davidic dynasty which the north had come to distrust and to fecl 

Rehoboam   

    

  

as foreign. 
It should be noted that the corvée system was a well known institution in 

the Syro-Palestinian world long before the eme   nce of the nation Isracl. It   

is mentioned in a letter from Ta'anak (No. 2, 15th cent. B.C.),” in a lett 
from Biridiya of Megiddo (Amarna time),” in texts from U 

  

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

  

  

that even if the instances from Ta‘anak and Megiddo show that a foreig 
power, Egypt, demanded this kind of work of its vassals, it nevertheless “is 
evident that the Egyptians did not initiate this institution in Palestine. The 

local Egyptian officials simply continued a practice that had previously been 
employed by the native governments.”* Therefore, when David appointed 
Adoram™® as the chief administrator over forced labor, 2 Sam. 20:23,* he 
was following a w 

  

    
  

  

    

Solomonic kingdom   

When Solomon took over David’s administration, he must have enlarged 
it. Indeed, his district organization, with the building of store cities and 
  

     

  

  

18 W.E. Albright, “A Prince of Ta'tnach in the Fifteenth Century B.C.." BASOR 
94144, 

19'F. Tureau Dangin, “Nouvells ltters d'el-Amarna,” RA 19/1922, p. 97. C 
ANET p. 485 

20 1. Mendelsohn, “On Corvée Labor in Ancient Canaan and Isral,” BASOR 167 
62,pp. 31 

31" A.F. Rainey, “Compulsory Labor Gangsin Ancient Isacl” 67 20/70, pp. 1928 
Consult also M. Held, “The Root ZBL/SA. in Akkadian, Ugaritc and Biblical Hebrew 
JAOS 85/68, pp. 5096 

2 BASOR 167/62, pp. 321, 1 Sam. 8:11-18 can be understood againt ths back 
round, i 1. Mendelsohn, “Samuel's Denunciation of Kingship”, BASOR 143/56, pp. 

10311 
2 The problem of whether Saul and David forced the Isaclites and Judeans 2 well 
érim and the “subjected” Canaanits t0 do forced labor i, for the time, it 

fvant. Here, T am concerned at 

  

  

      

  

  

  

  

12:31 and 1 Chr. 22:2, excusing the lsraclites from this 
Kind of duty, may be expressive of 3 late ideology sccording to which only captivs, 
foreigners and abov all, Canaanites should do the diry work 

  

1. Gray doubts that the corvée system “was nstiuted at all under David.” How 
ever, at the same time he says that in “the Cansanite cites now incorporated into the 
Kingdom of Israclthe system had probably been i practice,” 1 & 1 Kings. p. 134. Yes, 

but what then about Jerusalem? 
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fortreses, the reorganization of the army and the introduction of chariotry 
required more officia personnel than the kingdom had scen thus far. From 
this time on we find, for instance, a minister (manager) of the royal palaces 
and estates called "aSer ‘al habbayit, | Kings 4:6.3 This tte is the paralel 
of the Egyptian imy3 pr wr which literally means “overseer of the house 
where ‘house’ has its wide sense of estate.”* It 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 
I, 22:15. 

1t had been maintained that Solomon’s division of Isacl nto twelve pro 
vinces, I Kings 4,2 was inspired by Pharoah Shoshenqs administrative sys- 
tem with its levy “arranged in twelve monthly sections® Taking into 
account the fact that Egypt had long provided the model for the organiz 
ation of the royal courts of Palestine, such influence is not impossible. How. 
ever, it is doubtful that the model for the distict division was that of 
Pharosh Shoshenq (945 —ca. 915/13 B.C). The biblical text does not state 
exactly when Solomon inaugurated thi system, but if it was initated during 
or shortly before he started to build his temple and palace complex (begun 
in the dth year of his reign, I Kings 6:1)," then his distict system was 

  

  

    

  

        

  

  

  

      

35 CL.J. Gray, 1 & I Kings, p. 133, T-N.D. Mettnger, Solomonic State Offcils, 
PP. 706, S also W. Helck, Zur Verwalrung des Mitleren und Neuen Reichs, pp. 1031 

26 AH. Gardiner, Ancient Egyptian Onomastica 1, Oxford 1947, pp. 45°1T, 
Helck, “Verwlter,” op. cit.. pp. 921, This kind of title may have been common in the 
ancient Near East, f. the Akkadian %5 mui bitini, “the (man) in charge over the 
house (palace),” see R.P. Dougherty, “Cunciform Parallels to Solomon's Provisioning 
System,” AASOR $/23-24, p. 31. See alo R.J. Williums, “A People Come out of 
Egypt" SVT 28, 1974, pp. 236 

37'W.A. Ward, “The Egyptian Office of Joseph," JSS 5/60, pp. 146 
. 1.G. May, “The Hebrew Seals and the Status of Exiled Jehoiakin,” AJSL 

56139, pp. 14611 
9 M. Noth, The History of ael pp. 212IT., G.E. Wright, “Te Provinces of Solo- 

mon,” Evetz Irael /67, pp. SB*IT. M. Ottosson maintains that 1 Kings 4:19 refers to 
the time before Solomon, Gilead. Tradition and History, Lund 1969, pp. 211. I 50, 
Geber would be g district governor from the time of David. This would mean that there 
were other governors in the Davidic kingdom. Considering the fact that several old 
Canaanite city-sates came under the crown of Jerusalem with David, 

  

    

     

     
   

  

  

    

    
ss military and cultc personnel had o be placed in them. The report about Davids 
census, 2 Sam. 24, may indicate the beginning of adistrict organization and a bsis for 

  

axation of the population, . A. Alt, “The Settlement of the sralites in Palestine 
Esiays in Old Testament History and Reliion, Garden City, .., 1967, . 211. Solo- 
mon then reshaped the organization. 

30 D.B. Redford, “Studies in Relations between Palestine and Egypt during the 
First Millenniom B.C.,” Studies in the Ancient Paletinian World, ed. by J.W. Wevers 
and D.B. Redford, Toronto 1973, pp. 1531t. CY. alo 1. Begrich, ZAW S8/40-41, pp. 
  

  

cussion by M. Noth, Konige (BK 1X), p. 110 and by Th. A. Busink, 
Der Tempel von Jerusalem 1, p. 589, . 69 
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instituted before the 

  

of Shoshenq.* The levy mentioned in 1 Kings 

  

1. (Engl. transl. 5:13fT.) 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 b nius of Siamon (979-960) or Psusennes 11 (960-946). 
Unfortunately, we do not know the regnal years of Solon 
David). Although he is said to have ruled for forty years, t 

  

on (nor those of 
 length of time 

should not be viewed as reliable. Rather, it equals the span of a 
That Solomon’s district organization antedates the conception that the 

people were composed of twelve tribes, is highly probable. The tribal 
tem may rep 

     
   

eneration*   

  

  

    aphical 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 “Israclite” peoples,* and was coupled with the 
late promise of the land to Abraham, the twelve tribal ancestors becoming 
his grandsons. ™ If this is indeed the case, it is incorrect to assert that Solo: 
mon disregarded the tribalsystem when he organized his kingdom in districts, 

ed by a governor.*” The division of the coun 
ographical “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 
both side:   of the Jordan river valley down to Adam. This area consists of 
lowlands, plains and valleys which hang together phically and thus 
economically. On the ghdr, or east side of the Jordan, the road called “the 
way of the phin” (2 Sam. 18:23) met the road from M 

      

do opposite 

  

2 See AR Green, who thinks that Jerob   am possibly influenced Shoshen in this         

  

matier, “Isaclte Influence a Shishak's Court?”, BASOR 233119, pp. 59-62. 
3 According o Y. Aharoni, the purpose of the distic organization was “to im: 

prove the fficiency and intensity of tax collection”, The Land of the Bibl, . 
% For the chronology of the lsralite and Judean Kings, se the discussion by 

J.M. Miller in Hayes snd Mile,/aelite and Judean History, . 682 
35 CL. CH.J. de Geus, The Tribes of Isracl, p. 117, Note the iformation given 

    sbout the Arameans descending from twelve anc 
lhmael and his twelve sons), G 

fors, Gen. 22:207, and the Arabs 
25231, and Edom (Esau and his twelve sons), 

Gen. 36:101F. These texts cannot efer to the MB I period. Becasue o the inclusion of 
‘e Arabs they may be from the time after ca. 800 B.C.,f. 1. van Seters, Abraham n 

History and Tradition, pp. 591 

  

  

  

  

the promie of the land, sse W.M. Clak, The Origin and Deselopment of 
"Promise Theme in the Old Testament (Diss. Yale Univ. 1964), pp. 611T.,cf. 

sl J. van Seters, op. it. pp. 2491t 264. Thomas L. Thompson dates the patrarchal 
ties o the lton Age period, The Historicity of the Fatriarchal Narratives (BZAW 

3), Berlin 1974, pp. 3251 
Contra 1. Wellhausen, Prolegomena o the History of Ancient lsrael (Meridan 

Books), Cleveland, Ohio, 1957, p. 456, G.E. Wright, “The Provinces of Solomon,” 
Eretz irael 8167, p. 59°, and T.N.D. Mettinger, Solomonic State Oficials,p. 119 

28 “Pojitcal units ace far more coincident with geographical reas,” C.H.J. de Geus, 
The Tribes of fsral, p. 138, 
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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      number 

astern side. It should be noted that the river did 
not really separate the two sides as did the Jordan plate 
many accessible fords.* In antiquity, it was not rivers and straits that 

of settlements on the   

  

ince there were,   

  

divided people, but mountains and heavily forrested ar    

  

In passing it should be mentioned that it took 

  

proximately thirteen 
years to complete the palace and seven years to build the temple. That the 
royal palace complex took that loy 
ompared with the size of the temple. It is no wonder that a district organiz: 

ation including the levy and 
build somethi 

reveals something about its size wher 

  

  

rvée became necessary. If Solomon wanted to   

  

on the grand scale of the Pharoahs, one could, of course, 
  sume that his palace and temple complex were Egy 
ever, it has usually been maintained that the 
Syran or Phoenician type of architecture,* because of 
employed by Solomon, I Kings 7:131T. It has been suggest 
was an exponent of the bit-hilani type*® and that the temple was modelled 
on the Syrian temple at Tell Ta'yint.** However, this temple is later than 
the Solomonic one (9th c. B.C).* Moreover, even thou 
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 (ara H) has also b d 
as a prototype for the Jerusalem temple.*” This is, however, incorrect. Th 
Hazor temple was originally (MB IC) a one-room temple of the broad-oor 
type with an entrance hall each side of which was “flanked by two rooms 
(or towers).”® In the Late Bronze period it was extended and 5o became a 

dan inspired. How 
esented a common     nple re 

  the Tyrian workers   

  d that the palace 
  

  

¢h there are simi   

    
  

          
  

         

 CL. Y. Ahstoni, The Lan 
4 Cf. M. Ottoson, Gilead, 
41 CI. Kenneth H. Waters, Herodotus on Tyr 

vty (Historia, Zitschift fur die alte Geschich 
1971,p.9 

47 See the summary of the dise 
1, . SSHIE, and S82T. I 
century B.C. has been found 

43 D. Ussshkin, “King Solomon's Palsces,” BA 36/73, pp. 87 
4 For the report,see C.W. McEvan, “The Syrian Expedition of the Oriental st 

tute of The University of Chicago,” AJA 41/37, pp. §1. 
% A.G. Barois, Manuel drchéologie bivlique I, 1953, 

Des Tempel Salomos und der “yrische Tempeltypus'.” BZA 

of the Bible, p. 53, and mp. 3 on . 40 
21 

  

and Despots. 4 Study in Objec 
Einzelschriften, Heft 15), Wiesbaden 
  

     fon in Th.A. Busink, Der Tempel von Jerusalen 
om the 10th 

    

    

   

  

  443, . A Kuschk 
05, Berlin 1967, pp.         

4" L. Th.A. Busink, . ct, pp. 61 
Y. Yadin, Hazor. The Head of AUl Th 

1972,p.36. 
    cdoms, Joshua 11:10, London 
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three-room temple. One should note that the middle room at Hazor was the 
  smallest one. In Solomon’s temple th middle room was the largest and was   

of the long-room cella type 
M. Ottosson recently advocated that the plans of Solomon’s temple and 

ces had Egyptian prototypes.® He stated that Amarna architect 

  

  

pal 
  

introduced into Palestine in connection with houses as well as temples. For 
the latter he refers to the temples of Beth-Shan. If, however, the Amarna 
style influenc e at Beth-Shan, it was certainly not the Aton 
temple whose layout differed from the two temples of strata VII and VI 
as well as that of stratum IX. Ottosson, following A. Rowe, " viewed all of 

ntatives of the Amarna style particularly those built close to 
the palace.** However, from Tell el-Amarna we know only that “some small 

were built in the same style as the above mentioned Beth-Shan 
temples.** Moreover, the finds from these Beth-Shan temples cannot be 
characterized as products of the art of the Amarna period.* The layout of 

the architectu 
       

  

  

  

  

temples of strata VI and VI at Beth-Shan has a north-south orientation 
which was not uncommon for Canaanite temples of the Late Bronze Age, 

the Hazor temple of area H. The temple of stratum VI is from post 
Amarna time.* This means that i the city of Beth-Shan was an Egyptian 
garrison city at that time, it is doubtful that so-called Egyptian buildin 

    
      

  

  
were built in the Amarna style since that type of architecture end 
Amarna itself. If Solomon’s inspiration did indeed come from E 

    

      

    
          

L. my aritique in “Heaven on Earth — at Hazor and Arad,” Religious Sy retism in Antiquity, ed. by B.A. Pesrion, Missoula, Mont. 1975, p. 71, . 1. Even there is no Canaanite prototype for Solomon's temple, it seems to be evident that the long-room cela was common in Canaan, . Th. A. Busink, op. ci, p. $92. 
Tempel och Palats i Jerusalem och Beth Shan,” SEA 4142/76-77, pp. 1661 now Ottoson, Temples and Cult Places in Palestne (Boreas 12), Uppsats 1980 

51 The Four Canaan Beth Shan I, Philadeiphia 1940, 
Ottosson, op. at., pp. 165 

Ottosson considers the “Southern temple” to be 4 palace built close to the Northern temple,” Temples and Cult Place, p. 113. The above mentioned acropols phenomenon may show that there i nothing specifcally Egypiian in building patace and temple close to ca 

  

53 R, Giveon, The Impact of Egypt on C 
Freiburg und Gottingen 1978, 

  

  

    

54 Giveon, . 24 
CF. A. Kempinski, “Beth Shan,” Encyclopedia of Archaeological Excavation 

e Holy Land 1, Jerusalem 1975, p. 214, 
56 Kempinski, op. cit. p. 214, R. Giveon, 0. 

7 It note vefer 0 houses in Amana only. For a comparison it s n 
sary 1o determine whether there was 4 speci ouse (or temple) type” in 
Egypt during the Amarna age, a type that then was spread by Eeypiian offcils (o the 
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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 clements, both Israclite and 
Canaanite (included in the term “Canaanite” are all nonIsraclites*!). 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-ities®? and cities for his chariots and horses (mares).* 

59 F. Wachtsmuth has pointed to the fact that many Egyptian temples had “Lang. 
ume" and “Langhallen” with pillrs, o those at Luxor and Medinet Habu, There 

fore, a comparison between Solomon's temple and Egypiian architecture would & 
  

   more legitimate than 3 comparison with Assyrian buildings. However, he thinks that 

  

jomen a5 longrooms etc., could 
Sesusalem, Der Raun 1, Marburg 1929, p. 61 

$9.C1.'Th.A. Busink, Der Tempel von Jerusalem 1,p. 61 
0 For the different types of Syro-Palestinian’ temple, see also D. Ussishkir 

Building 1V in Hamath and the Temples of Solomon and Tell Tayanat,” 1E7 1666, 
PP. 104IT., cf. pp. 1741, A Kuschke, “Temple,” Biblisches Realle 4.by K. Gal 
ling, Tabingen 1977, pp. 33311, Kuschke maintains that a type that i close o the Solo- 
monic temple type is the “Antentempel” at Tell Chaera, BZAW 105, 1967, p. 132. It 

should be added that R. de Vaux considered Adoram, whom he believed was 3 Phocnic 
ian, to be the architect of the temple in Jerusalem, Ancient Jsacl 11, New York and 
Toronto (1961), 1965, p. 318 

@1 The biblical writer of 1 Kin s, the 
Pesezzies, the Hivtes and the Jebusites, and e staes that these were made “forced 
levy of slaves, and so they are untl this day.” This may be an overstatement. From the 
viewpoint of the late Judean writer who, in principl, disked foreigners, no lsraclit 
would be made a save, They were,instead, sldiers and commanders of the chariots 

such ph fependently have come into existence 

  

  

  

   
  

s 9:21 mentions the Amorites, the Hite   

  

ind orses, v. 2. However, in 527, i aid that Solomon’s levy was made out o “all 
Tsral”, which may be more realstc. It certanly would concern al groups of people 
withinthe countr. Mettinger sees this s referrng to the northern people, which 
party explins the split of the Solomonic kingdom, Solomonic State O/fiias, p. 136 
CF. also A.F. Rainey, “Compulsory Labor Gangs in Ancient lrac,” /£ 20/70, . 202, 
. Niesen, Shechem, p. 205. 

€ According to S. Mittmann, Tamar is identical with 
s, in Dt 34:3, “Ri , 16f und das Siedlungsgebiet der Kenitischen Sippe Hobab 
ZDPY 9377, pp. 2201 

 The “Storecities,” M33wn 1y, are,sccordis 
provincial capitals, “the seats of the fiscal officers lsted in ch.4," & I Kings, p. 249 
The Hebrew phrase should be compared with the Akkad, maSkarum (v Soden 
der Hinlegens”, makantum makattum, “Depot”). 

©4'See D.R. Ap-Thomas, “All the King’s Horss, 

  

      

  

  013, Gray, probably Solomon's 

  

      oclamation and Presence, ed



  

1 Kings 9:15-19, 10:28, cf. 2 Chr. 8:44f. The fortified cities were not 
rebuilt solely for military purposes. Strongholds were components of the 
administrat   
posed of civil servants, including priests. This practice 

  

may be a continu:   

ation of the Late Bronze Age administrative system. 
The textu eals that Solomon’s building pr 

  

    
arily carried out in non-Judean areas, such as in the Galilee, the Jezreel 
valley, the mountains of Ephraim and in the Negeb. The king’s policy was 

ent areas together. Through these buildin 
out 

  

  

  

  activities, the arm of the nded throu   ntral administration was e   

the country making the different groups of people aware that they were 
united.“ Military personnel and such civil servants as priests, were a daily 
reminder of this fact.*7 

That the tenth century B.C. was a time of consolidation of the Israclite 
activi 

  

Kingdom is testified to by the great buildin ies of Solomon. In ad    
dition to textual information, there is archacological evidence from places 
not mentioned in the Old Testament. For instance, at Tell Qasile, stratum 
IX, th 
building were uncovered. According to the excavator this stratum represents 

  

nains of a casemate wall and what has been labelled a put   

the first Israclite settlement.** However, that depends upon how one defin 
the word ‘Israelite’. On the one hand, if it means that a new population. 
Tsraclite, settled in the town, more proof is needed. If, o the other, it means 
that the cif of Israelite dominance, then the population 
may have remained nonIsraclite, adding only officials of the new govern- 

mer he conclusion of A. Mazar who maintains that “the 
population did not change to any serious extent and that the local traditions 

    

entered the sph       

    This seems to   

by J.1. Durham & J.R. Porter, Richmond, Viginia, 1970, pp. 135-151. These stron 
holds. needed experienced commanders and they were probably not al of lraclte 
descent, of. 1. Gray, op. cit.,p. 252. 

  

5 Cf. K-H. Bernhards, in Beitrige zur sozialen Strukiur de 
Berlin 1971, pp. 145F. It should be noted that Solomon rebuit and fortified citis in 
arcas which, of cours, had not been saclite before the monarchy, cf. A. Alt, “Th 

   
   

   

Formation of the lsraclite State in Palestine,” Essays in OId Te History an 
Religon, Garden City, N.Y., 1967, p. 293. He sl jesin 
Hamath and on Lebanon, 1 Kings 9:19, 2 Ch. 8:31. 

® It s this forced unity that the biblcal writers used asan ideal when writng their 
hisory of the Isaclite and Judshite peoples. Here de Geus’ opinion about the tribes 

should be considered. He maintains that the “system of ribes wascieated t0 form an 
arifical framework connecting groups that formerly were politcaly faily indepen- 
dent of cach other,” The Tribes of sael, p. 118. For “dic ¢ dee 
K. Galling, Die Envihlungtraditionen Isrels (BZAW 38),Gicssen 1928, pp. 681 

7 For the Istaeite and Judean kings builing sanctuaries and appointin priess in 
he citiesof thir kingdoms, cf. 2 Kings 235, 19. 

B. Maisle, “Excavations at Tel Qasie, £/ 1/50-51, pp. 1361, 200 
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were kept.”® From a re 

  

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

  

the cult continued as before. Accordin 
chants who settled in the 
with the law, migpar, of 
the gods of the place. Mor 
from Jerusal 

Iy, the Israclite officials and mer 
y also worshipped at this temple in conformance 
igion in that part of the world. One worshipped 

ver, it is probable that a priest was sent out 
new nation. Asa 

emple practice. . 
f fortresses were also excavated at Tell Arad,™ Horvat Ritma,™ 

1 ‘Amal,” and ‘En Gev. At the latter, located ca. S km 
the eastern shore of Lake Tiberias, a 

    
  

  

     

     
  

    
  result, Yahwistic rituals were integrated into th 

Remains 
Beer-Sheba, ™ 
from 

  

   

    

aseribed to the time of Solomon was found.™ Tell ed-Duweir should also be 
mentioned since excavations there have revealed a sa 

  

tuary from the tenth   

century B.C.’ From Trans-Jordan excavations at Tell er-Rumeith 
a small citadel “with the east fort wall under 40 meters long."” In its earliest 
period, stratum VIII (10th c. B.C.), “its dimensions w     
32 m.”™ This place has (tentatively) been identified with Ramoth-Gilead ™ 
which is lsted 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.™ If this 
information is reliable. 
as government officials.* Because no remains from the time before the 
10th century were found at Tell er-Rumeith, if the 

tion is correct, it means that the passa 
before the united monarchy 

   

  

be posited that Levites were stationed there 

  

bove mentioned identi 
    in Josh. 21 cannot refer to a    
In the new kingdom of David and Solomon the security of the highways 

and of the trade routes throu 

  

the more sp   rsely populated areas was of 

  

  paramount importance. Solomon took special interest in the south throv     
 “Excavations at Tll Qasie, 19731974, IEJ 25/75, p. 88, 
7 Sce below. 
71 Z. Meshel, “Horvat Ritma — An lon Ag Fortress i the Negev Highlands,” Tel Asiv 4177, pp. 110-135. 

. below 
S. Levy and G 

RB 19/72, pp. 325.367. 
7 B. Mazar—A. Bian-M. Dotan -1, Dunayevsky, /67 14/64, pp. 1T 
7 Y. Aharoni, “Trial Excavation in the “Solar Shrine’ at Lachish,” £/ 18/68, 

P ISTIT, “Lachish,” [EJ 18/68, p. 255, and “The Solomonic Temple, The Tabe nacle and the Arad Sancuary,” Orient and Occident (AOAT 22), 1973, p. 6, Inves 
sations atLachish. The Sancruary and the Residency (Lachish V), Tol Aviv 1975 
P31 

76 PW. Lapp, The Tal of the Tel, ed. by Nancy Lapp, Pitisburgh 1975, pp. 113¢ 
" N. Gleck, Explorations in Eastern Palestine (AASOR 25-28), Cambridse, Mass. 

1951, pp. 98IT., B-W. Lapp, RB 70/63, pp. 4061¥..and RE 75/68, pp. 98 
™ CF. 1 Ch. 6:80. 

» CL. M. Ottosson, 

  

Edelstcin, “Cing années de fouilles     Amal (Nir David),” 

  

      
    

  

  fead, p. 220 59 See further below, pp. 471 
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which he had access to the Gulf of Aqaba. The Gulf and the Red Sea be 
came one of his main arteries of trade, cf. 1 Kings 9:26.81 In order to 

n the Gulf of Aqaba to Jerusalem and other places in 

  

  secure the trade fr 
his kingdom, it was necessary to build “a network of fortresses™ along the 

The fortress and its temple at Arad may be one example of this 
Itis 

. a geographical area which, by the way, saw an increa 
    ossible that such constructions   policy * 0 2 population increase 

in the Ne 
settlements in the Early Iron I period.* 

This does not mean that one can jump to the conclusion that all these 
aroni.* Nor can one conclude 

      

new settlements were Israclite, s does Y. Al 
  

that some of the settlements, such as that of Tel Masos, were built by 
elite seminomads, as does A. Kempinski.®® The latter maintains that 

Sippor (in the Shephelah) 
were “wellintegrated into the culture of their Canaanite neighbors.*” Indeed. 
from this, the conclusion that Canaanites from the Shephelah moved to the 
Negeb can be drawn just as well.* They may have moved there for the sa 

both the settlers of Tel Masos and those of 
  

     
  

  

  reasons that others withdrew to the hill cou 

sy s in Solomon's martime expeditions a joint Tyrian-Isulit “initit 

  

break the Egyptian monopoly”™ of the lucative Red Sea trade, “Did the King 
doms o Isracl have o Maritime Policy?” JOR S0/59:60, pp. 1 

82 M. Evenari-L. Shansn—N. Tsdmor, The Negev. The Ch 
Cambridge, Mass., 1971, p. Iso Y. Aharon 

  

    rerunners of the Limes: Iron 

  

      
  

  

Fortresesin the Negev;” 167 17/16, pp 4 Several smal fortee und in the central Negeb north of Kaded 
Bamea. Aharoni thinks that some of these were built before the time of the monarchy. 

1 Beer-Shebs, 1975,” 7 25/75, p. 170, f. “Nothing Early and Nothing Late: Re 
writing Isael’s Conquest,” B4 39/76, pp. SSIT. Concerning the sttlement problems 
the area, sec S. Mittmann, “Ri. 1, 161. und das Sicdlungsgebiet der kenitischen Sippe Hobab,” ZDPY 93/77, pp. 21335, 

85 1EJ 25/15, p. 170, f. 84 39176, p. 60 
5 In' A. Kempinski-V. Fritz, “Excavations at Tel Masos (Khirbet el-Meshish) 

Breliminary Report of the Thizd Season, 1975, Tel Aviv 4177, p. 144, 
57 0p. cit. p. 144. Kempinski emphasizes that the pottery types show “cloe 

affnites with the late 13th century pottery of the Shephelah. It s notyet possible 
determine which types should b regarded as “Tsaelite’ and which were borrowed from 

the Canaanite potters” p. 146. If that i the cuse, how can one be 5o cerain that the settlers were Istaeites? What Kempinski is say 

  

s that the material culture s thatof 
he Canaanites. First with David did this srea come under the Isackte crown 

55 1t should be remembered that diferent cthnic groups like the Kenites, Jerahme 
ites, Calebites, Amalekites and other Edomites settld this rea and part of what lter 
became southern Judah. Part of the distict outh of the Judean highlands was the are 

  

  which David carried out his plundering campaigns during his “Philstine” period 
1Sam. 27:81T. One o 
(around 1000 B.C) as the result of David's raids. — Concerning the Simeonites, i 

1d thus view the destruction of some of the Negeb setlements 

  

should be added that S. Mittmann maintains that “cin simeonitisches Siedi 
hat esim Negeb niemals egeben,” ZDPV 15, 

55 C1. Ahlstrom, JNES 39/80, pp. 65 
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The fortress of Ar 
relationsh 

ad in the N 
between royal administrat 

that this fortress was pl 

        ent example of the 
    n and national religion. It s possible 

  

ced in an area that had recently been claimed by 

  

the Israclite government (by David). Is location is on the so-called “way to 
Edom”, f. 2 Kings 3: 20, which connects the Beer-Sheba-Hebron-Jerusalem 
highway with the Arabah and the Gulf of Aqaba. The fortress evid 
royal policy of protecting the a 
building of the fortress has been 

  

  nces the 
and, in particular, this trade route.® The 

ributed to Solomon (stratum XI).* A 
temple was included in the compiex and represents the offical state cult. 

  

  

Priests and the military we   e 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 fortr 3, “a temple of the 
kingdom,”* a phrase which occurs 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. 

  

ss can perhaps be labelled a n39mn 
      

  

B. Mazar advocated that the Arad temple was the successor of a Kenite 
cultplace taken over by the invading Israclites who built the temple but let 
the Kenites continue as 

      

riests serving the Iscaclites.? The basis for his dis- 
a small oper 

place (stratum XI). This settlement has been dated to the 11th century B.C 
and both Y. Aharoni™ and B. Mazar® identifed its seutlers s Kenites, of. 
Judges 1:16. However, their hypothesis s unrealistic since it s more prob 
able that a kin 

  cussion is that the excavators found village” with a cult   

  

  would appoint his own men (representing the Jerusalem 
ather than use personnel from the local 

population. It should be added that Arad was not a city. It was a fortress 
compoun 

  line) as priests in 2 royal temple     

  

  ts small area, 50x 50 m.% could accommodate few more   

than government employees. 

  

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

0 For a short report ab . Insciptions and Tempie,” BA 31/68, pp. 2T, and “The Negev,” in Archacology and the Od Testament Study, ed. by D. Winton Thomas, Oxford 1967, pp. 3921T. Because 
70 detailed excavation report has been published, 
cation o the datingsgiven by Aharoni o Fo 

  ot the excavation and it fnds, see Y. Aha 

  

    
  

s impossible to discuss   

    

raphy of Arad,” IEJ 1565, p. 180, Y. Yadin, “A Note on the Stati- 

  

  

  being used about kings o royalty, s, or instance W.L. Motan, “A Kingdom of Prists,” The Bible in Current Catholic Though, ed. by 
1.L. McKenzie, 1962, pp. 151, M. Daood, “Hebrew-Ugaritic Lexicography V," Biblica 48/67, p. 426, A. Cody, “When isthe Chosen People called  gdy,” VT 14/64, .3 53 '“The Sanctuary of Arad and the Family of Hobab the Kenite,” JNES 24/65, 
PP. 297 G. Boling fllows Mazar and assumes that Arad was used “orly s a seasonal 
@Qenite?) high plac,” Judges (Anchor Bible 6A), Garden City, N.Y , 1975, pp. § 9% B4 31/68, p. 4 

      

  

    

  

The temple areais 20 X 15 

 



ADMINISTRATION AND BUILDING ACTIVITIES 4 

    

at compound. Some of the ostraca 
he fortress.*7 The opening formula 

  indicate Arad’s status as a governm 
  orders to the commanding officer of 

of these writings have been scen as echoing those of the Amarna letters.** 
That the style of administrative writing in Palestine was influenced by the 
Egyptian tradition is highly probable if one takes into consideration the 

Palestine from the 18th Dynasty™ 

  

  

  

  

fact that Egypt politically dominat 
down to the beginning of the Iron Age 

T 

  

  occurrence of pes ound on the ostraca supports the opin- 
A ot only part of the royal administration as a military 

base but was also an arm of the national cultic establishment. Among the 
names are Meremoth (Arad no. 50) and Pashur (no. 54), and the phrase the 
sons 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 ©23°n3). 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, i of certain 
interest. The name is known in the Old Testament from priestly ci 

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

  

of 
  

  improbable that he had Leviti 

    97 Y. Anaroni, “Seals and Royal Functionaries from Anad," Eretz Israel 86 
pp. 1011T. (Hebrew), Arad Insciptions (udean Desert Serie), Jerusalem 1975, cf. lso 

D. Pardec, “Letters from Tel Arad,” UF 10/78, pp 
ues, Paris 1977, pp. 145 

% Anaroni, B4 38/61, p 
M. Weippert, “Zum Prisksipt der hebri 

   289336, A. Lemaire, Inscription: 
  

    For the types of introductory formulae, see also 
en Briefe von Arad,” VT 25/75, pp. 202   

      
  

212. Weippert also draws attention to parallel with Phocnician and Aramaic (Elephan. 
tine) texts. Consut also D. Pardee, “An Overview of Ancient Hebrew Episolography 
JBL 97178, pp. 3211 

5 C1. EW. Heaton, Solomon's New Men. The Emergence of Ancient Isael as          New York 1974, pp. 121 
1t should be added that Fgyptian hieratic numerals were used in Palestine both 

he Late Bronze period as well s in the Iron Age period, Y. Aharoni, “The Use of 
Hieratic Numerals in Hebrew Ostraca and the Shekel Weights,” BASOR 184/66, p. 19, 

Tel Halit,” BASOR 332175, 

  

  ibed Late Bronze Jar Handie from 

  

101 Aharoni, B4 31/68, pp. 10f. For the term qrh 3s rferring to an “acropoli” 

    
bove, p. 16. Concerning the phrase béné gorah one could ask whether it has any 

hing to do with being baldheaded o whether it implies 3 certin temple place. From the 
cultc laws we know that the prists were not permitted to shave off their hair, Lev 
21:5, Ezck 44:20, cf. Dt. 19:1. For Pashur s an Egyptian name, see M. Noth, Die 

\n der gemeinsemitischen Namengebung. St 

  

sraliischen Personennamen im R 

102 Sce the discusson by B.A. Levine, “Notes on a Hebrew Ost 
IE7 19169, pp. 49:51. The 

rom S98/97 B.C. 1E7 16166, pp. 
o 1t 

    
on from Arad,” 
din to Aharor, 

         
s with the name Elyashib ar, acco 

  

1d be added that the “Kittim” mentioned in some of the ostraca from 

   



   
Another place to be considere   in this connection is the city of Beer 

Sheba in southern Judah. No building remains from the Bro ¢ ha 
been found on the tell* and the frst fortified city is dated to the 10th 
century B.C. Because o the planning of the city, Y. Aharoni concluded that 
it was not only a royal citadel but was also a district capital.”® Thus, Beer. 
Sheba too, is an example of the great building activity of the new natior 

  

   

    
that rose to power in Canaan ca. 1000 B.C. Its location in the southern pa   t 

of Judah, north of the Sinai desert, may have made it an important military 
base. If that is true, its cultic 
tered I el 

  

tablishment was part of the Jerusalem-cen- 
jon. From the textual material we know that the city was 

  

   

    

  

e place, of. Am. 5:5, 8:14. Therefore, it is possible that 
it had more than one cult place and that the large homed altar, found inside 

the city not far from the city gate, belonged not only to the official Yahweh 
cult place, but to another cult place as well. The exact location of the 

d is not yet known. 1% 

  

  

   
sanctuary to which this alar belon     

Recently, another Judean fortress was found, namely, Kuntillet ‘Ajrud, 
  

located in the northern Sinai ca. SO km. south of Kadesh-Barea on a hill 
close o the highway Darb el-Ghazze, “the way of Gaza.” %" Even if it is 

from it demonstrates, as does the Arad fortress, the intimate     

Arad can be 

  

       

  

         
    

probably al se with the Kittim at the fortress of Mesad Hashavyahu on the 
coust and at Tell Mill south of Arad, Ahsroni, 84 31/68, pp. 131, and H. Tad 
Philstia under Asoyrian Ruke,” BA 29/66, p. 102, n. $9. 8. Yeiin see in the Kitt an indication that Arad was ot a Yahwisti sanctuary, “On the Use and Misus 
Achacology in Interpreting the Bibe,” American Academy for Jewish Rescarch, Pro 
ceedings 34/66, pp. 15211, The mention of the “sons of Qorah” and the above men. tioned priest names may contradict Yeivin, Whether the Kittim were stationed at Arad or not is imposible to decide, cf. Y. Yadin, “Four Epigraphical Queris,” /£ 24/74, p. 01T Ostracon no.  may indicate that the Kittim were stationed in th vcinity 104 Siherds from the Chalcolithic period and from the 12th and 11th centaries B.C provide some intersting hints about the settlement history of th (el sce Y. Ahator 
Beer-Sheba 1. Excavations at Tel Beer-Sheba (Tel Aviv Institute of Archacology, Publ     

  Tel Aviv 1973, 
195 0p. it pp. 17, 110 

106 A The' Hormed Altar of Becr-Shebs,” 84 37/74, pp. 20T, and Bearsheba,” IEJ 24/14, pp. 21T, Y. Yad <heba: The High Place Desto by King Josah,” BASOR 222/76, pp. SF. Yadin maintins that the buikdersof bamoth (he associates the altar with a bimah, a term he does not define) the prohibit 

      
  

  

ns in the Mosic law and, therefore, the bamr-cult was dedicated to   

  

en gods, p. 11. Yadin did not substantiate ths sccusation. The Mosaic law may not have been in cxistnce at that time. Indeed, it scems t0 be.a law for the reconsiruc 
    s citique of Yadin's theoris about the location of the sanctuary of Beer-Sheba, sce Z. Herzog—A.F. Rainey—Sh. Moshkovitz, “The Strat aphy at Beersheba and the Location of the Sanctuary,” BASOR 225/77, pp. 49-55   

1t should be added that from what is being maintained in thi investgation, the term 

  

often refers t 1oy 
2. Meshel 

Istacite and Judahite sanctuaries, see pp. 46, S9¢. 
d C. Meyer, “The Name of God in the Wilderness of Zin,” B4 39/     

  

 



relationship between military d    fense and national religion. The potter 

    

d here suggests that the buildings are from the 9th-8th centuries B.C 
f the rooms inside the entrance of the western building has been 

    

of the fortress. Among 

  

This room could, therefore, be seen as the cult r 

  

the finds, the stone vessels and wall plaster with inscriptions should be men. 
  

     

  

tioned.'% There are also some pithoi with drawings of deiies (i.c. the Egypt. 
ian Bes). One of these has an inscription with the phrase brkek lyhwh. 
wI'Srth, “may you be blessed to Yahwe... and to his Asherah.”""® This shows 

that Yahweh had a consort,a paredros, at his side, namely, Asherah."** The 

  

    

  

of this is threefold. It is one more exa   le of the fact that the   

royal establishment was expressed.in military. and religious forms. It also 
es us rare information about the extension of the Judean kingdom of that 

time, and it illustrates the dimensions of the official Judean religion. It can 

  

    

  

    ncluded that this find corrects the picture of the 
Judah as advocated by the later biblical 

  

ers. Their censorship has been   

    

6. op. G, For some reason the authors do not the Asherah phenomenon in 
ihis report. 

087, Meshel, eh have 4 Consort? The New Religous Insciptions from 
the Sinsi,” Biblial Archacology Review S/19, pp. 241 

    Duwei, s Y. Aharoni, Investigations at Lachish. The Sanctuary an i 
achish ¥), Tel Aviv 1975, pp. 2615 

     11 Theo st iterary snalysis, | sons, see m 
book Aspects of Syncretism in sraclite Religion, pp. SOF 

That Yahweh had a consort, Meshel considers “a thoroughly blasphem 

  

notion,” op. et p. 1. Yet, howcan the official Judean elgion b called blasphemo 

of gods “other than Jehovah™ () most 
points 10 the time of Queen Athliah of Judah, “Kuntilet ‘Ajrud. An Isac 

        

Religious Center in Northern Sinai”, Expedition 204, 1978, pp. S0-54. One could 
object 1o this by saying en i the scipt is Phoenician in syl (which is not tha 

much different from what could be called south Palestinian, <f. alo, for nstance, the 
Mesha inseription) it does not mean that the religous establishment of Judah had mor 
Phoenician influences st this place than the offiial relgion of the kingdom had had 

  

  

sciption from Kuntillet ‘Ajru informs us sbout their stae religion. I   

  

ocnician style” of the inscriptions 
it is hard to discuss this before a complete editon of the text (with plates) h 
published. From Meshel's (p. 33) published photo it scems doubtful that the inscip 

  

        
tury dalt of Hebrew seals. On Phoenician seas this form does not occur. The kap is 
150 close to that of the Hebrew sals of the same time, ss s the amed. The bet and 
the mun seem 1o be 8 century Hebrew forms. Consult L.G. Herr, The Seripts     Ancient Northvwest Semitic Seats, Missoula, Mont, 1975.  



  
    

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 distinct groups which was not always the case.) Al 
though the textual material ot 

  

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 
pecial place — a sanctuary, chapel, or “cult room"” — in the gow 

complex.! If the districts were divided into smaller a 

  

  

  

ach 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,* 
Mahanaim (Eshba‘als capital), and Shechem appear to have had a cult p 
Beth-Shemesh may be added to these, especially since its name refers to a 
site well-known for its sun worship. Because nothis 

  

    obably 
       

indicates that this cult 
sed when the city became part of the Israclite kingdom, it m 

assumed that rituals dedicated to Yahweh were incorporated into it 
Among other district capitals, Dor is worth mentioning 

near Samaria-Sebastiye had led to speculation about whether Yahweh was 
worshipped there.” According to N. Avigad’s reconstruction the seal bears 

  

    

  

al found   

    

. Am. 4:4. 
 E. Stern identiied the house found at Tel Mevorakh (sratum VIIL, tenth century B.C) as an administratve building of one of the subudisticts of Dor, Fxcavarions a Tel Mevorakh 1973-1976. Part One: Fronm 

9, Jerusalem 1978, p. 77 
ng t0'G.E. Wright, Ramoth-Gilead “was founded by Salor 

  

  Iron Age 10 the Roman Period (Qedem 
  

          

  

  

   

ict administrative center,” “The Provinces of Solomon,” Everz racl 8/61, p. 67 
¢ For the “aultic structure” (tenth century B.C.) at Ta‘ansk, see PW. Lapp, “The 1963 Excavations at Ta'sunek”, BASOR 173/64, pp. 261T., The Tale of the Tl p. 95 
¢ The buildings o stratum V (cf. 1 Sam, 31:10, 1 Ch. 10:10) may have be 

use during the time of Solomon. F.W. James dates the lower stratum V to the period 8. 1100-900 B.C., The Jron Age af Beth-Shan, Philadelphia 1966, pp. 301T, 1401F 

  

© G.E. Wright, Encyclopaedia of Archacological Excavar 
Jerusalem 1978, p. 1093 

7 M. Huran, " Temple a Dor, 

  

i the Holy L   v 

  

      £   
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the inscription W 113 ™3 

  

”[belonging to Ze] charyahu, priest of 
Dor."® Even if this seal is dated to the mid-cighth century B.C., it may still 
indicate that Dor long had a sanctuary since it seems to have been one of 

) of Canaan. Its 
recently found tablets from Tell Mardikh (ancient Ebla)” in Syria which are 
dated to about the 24th century B.C. From the Amarna tablets w 
that Dor was under Egyptian administration.1* According to the Wen-Amun 
report, at the time of the raids of the Sea-peoples, Dor and its surroundi 
were populated by the fkr.!" In the Old Testa 
participant 
Meron, Josh. 11:2. In Josh. 12:23 the kin 
the defeated Cana 

istence is attested by the       the very old cities (city 

  

know   

  
  

ment Dor is mentioned as a   

  

n a Canaanite coalition against the Israclites at the battle of 
Nephat-Dor islisted as one of   

gs. This indicates that the biblical writer did not   nite ki   

  distinguish between the Tieker and the Canaanites; all enenies were labelled 
g 0 Judg. 1:27 the “tribe” of Manasseh was unable to 

Shan, Ta'anak, Ibleam, and Megiddo. This means that 
Canaanites. Accord 
conquer Dor, Bed 

  

    
those areas later considered to be the Manasseh territory were not so during 
the pre-monarchic period. Morcover, it indicates that the city-state Nephat 
Dor'? was incorporated into the Israclite nation under David, if not later 
According to V. Fritz, Josh. 12:9-24 contains a lst of cities (some of which 
did not exist in the Early Iron Age I) all of which were fortified by Solomon. 
Because this list includes Dor, Fritz maintains that it became Israelte during 

Solomon’s reign (Iron IA).™ Be that as it may, when Dor, an important 

    

    

  

  * “The Prest 
which was 3 divine and 

 Dor,” IEJ 25/75, pp. 10MF. The seal has the Eeyptian uracus 
symbol. This,again, shows the Egyptian cultral influence 

in Palestine. Here one should also note Avigad's statement that “pristhood in racl 
was royal appointment,” p. 104 

9 CI. G. Pettinato, “The Royal Archives of Tell Mardikh-Ebla,” B4 39/76, p. 46 
Orientaia 44/15, pp. 61T F 

Tia: A Preliminary Fvluation, March 
1.A. Knudtzon, Dic EL.Amarna Tafein mi 

2:12), Leipeig 1915, p. 289. CI. A. Alt, “Agy prische Temple in Palistine und die Land: 
ilister,” Kleine Schifien 1, Minchen 19 . n. 3, and “Zur Ge 

n,” KS 1, pp. 2461T, S. Herrmann, A Hisiory of Lsrcl in Old 

    
  

    
     

pleitung. und Ereuterungen (VAB     
  

  

   
  

       Testoment Times, p. 90 W. Helck, Die Bezichungen, p. 229¢ 
J.A. Wilson, in ANET, p. 26, H. Gocdicke, The Report of Wenamun, Baltimore 

and London 1975. Accordin to Goedicke the tkr were Semites, p. 182 
12 For Nephat:Dor as a larger area than the city itslf, cf. 1 Kings #:11. It s pos. 

sible that the area o this ity kingdom extended as far asthe Philstne territory. Thus, 
it was about the same size a the later Assyrian province Du'ru stablished by Tiglath    

  

Pieser I, <f. A. Al KS I, pp. I88IL. For 
area,” se the discussion by M. Ben-Da 
People”Origin,” Tel Aviv 3/76, pp. 7073 

13 “Die sogenannte List der besicsten Konige in Jos. 12,” ZDPY 85/69, pp. 13611 
M. Noth m: 

el at the time of his district division, Kon 

   
       

    intained that Solomon only ook the “Hinterland"” of Dor and not the city 
16 (BK X:1), Neukirchen 1968, 

  

p. 70, However, 1 Kings 4:11 seems to 
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port city, became a city or a district capital of Isracl, Solomon dispatched 
    officials (some probably called of the district know 

how to “revere god and king.” This does not mean that an Israclite sanctuary 
was built in the city. A p 

tes) to et the peop 

       vary may have been used as part of 
the new government’s administrative center. Therefore, we cannot assume, 
as does M. Haran, that there was no temple in Dor in which to worship   

Yahweh of Israc 

  

onsideration that kings were temple builders, it is natural to 
d) ha 

a cult 1o0m which served as the sanctuary of the official state 

Taking into 
  assume that Solomon’s district capitals and his fortresses (cf. Ar    

  

    jon. That sanctuaries were an integral part of the royal a 
evident from 1 Kings 12:31 and 2 Kings 23:19. According to 1 King 
12:31, kin i 
2 Kings 2 

ministration is 
  

Jeroboam I built 1 n his country. From 

  

inctuaries 

  

n that in the Assyrian province of Samerina, king 
Josiah of Judah destroyed all the W37 N3 that the kings of Israel i.. the 

dom) had buit. Because 

  

  

sanctuaries were built by the   

state and were part of the royal administration, it may be concluded that   

of the district governors. Examples from 
e llustrative. The Egyptian district governors functioned as temple 

“Tempelkuratoren”) at the main temple of the district 

  

       
capitals.* It should be noted 

    

offiials of the crown was n 
example, it was not unknown for 

d,a Pharaoh mi 
of high priest* 

izier.”” On    

  

    point a favorite civil servant o the of     

  

s possible that such a system was operative in Israel as early as the 
time of king Saul. For exampl 
Saul’s servant, . 

  

iccording to 1 Sam. 21:8 (Engl. 2 
v, Doeg the Edomite, w the chief officer over the 

f Yaho 

  

        
      

  

  

      

14 IEJ 27/77, pp. 12:15. Haran thinks that an Israclite templ had to b built by 
David, Solomon, or Jeroboam 1, and because the Old Testament does not mentior 

such 4 building project, the supposed temple cannot have existed. mes tha 
the prist of the above mentioned insciption “resided in Dor” but that he held his 
cultc service at another phac 
15 For reading plural, see M. Noth, Ko p 

16 T Save-Soderberg, Agypten und Nubien, Lund 1941, p. 68. 
       

17 E.Otto, 4 
18 W.C. Hayes, Internal Aftais from Thutm 

s L CAH 1131, p. 327. M.F. Gyles, Phare 
323 B.C. (The James Sprunt Studis in History and Politial Science 41), Chapel Hil 

. Der Weg des Pharaonenreiches, 3 ed., Stttgart 1958, p. 156, 
    is 110 the Death of Ame     

  

Polices and Adinistraton,   

  

N.C, 1959, gives other cxamples of the combinat 
5 Cr. P.R. Ackroyd, The First Book of Sam 

ary of the New Englih Bible), . | 
see E. Kutsch, “Die Wurze 
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at th 
p 
flocks, he may have 
the temple of Nob was und 
same would then have been the 

When David became king in Jerusalem he appointe 
nite “levitical” families a his officials in Transjordan, 1 Chr. 26: 30T 
text states that they were sent out “for all the work of Yahweh and the 

rom this one can conclude with R. de Vaux, that the 

  

mple of Nob. Although we do not know the significance of Doeg’s 
nce at Nob's temple, as the chief officer of the shepherds and their   

been acting in a supervisory capacity. If thisis correct, 
he direction of Saul’s administration.*! The 

  

    
ase for other sanctuaries. 

  

  

members of Hebro- 
The     

  

service of the kin 
not only off 
orce™ (2775) “who supervised all the affairs of Yahweh and the 

g on both sides of the Jordan.”* Thus, areas newly incorporated by th 
ministered by faithful personnel from his old court and capital, 

Hebron. Not only did he know and trust these men but they, in turn, 
ably knew his approach to and system of governance. Th 
since the laws of the new government had to be made known and followed 
2Sam.8:157 cf. 1 Sam. 10:25 

Another passage should be noted in this connection. In 2 Chr. 17 

fated as priests but as civil servants, judges and as a        

     
  

    was import      

    

King Jehoshaphat of Judah is said to have placed chief officials and Levites 
  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 
nt cities through of placing government officials including priests in diff 

out the nation to instruct the p 
  

ple and to collect taxes, cf. 2 Chr. 24:11 
  

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

  

   
e taken in its wider meaning of both civil an 

ly, it is nat 
arding duties. The 

ion with David's placing 

  

  ligious law, i.e. the “way” of the nation. Consequ 
suppose that priests and Levites had military and/os 
Hebrew word d in cont 

n Transjordan, 1 Chr. 26:30fT., and which can be translated 
n “guard, class of officers.” According to Je 

visor or commander of the tem; 
gnated as 33 TP , “chief guards: 

  

   

  

      
of Levite: 
“administrati 
29:26 the head priest was the s 
In Jer. 20:1.3, the priest Pashur was desi 

  

    

  

    
  

   
   

Pp- STIL. G.W. Ahlstrom, B2 13/69, pp.96 
bei Jehu ben Chanani und A von Slo,” V7 

ass, “Tradition und Inerpretation 
S, pp. 1821 

Thus, Seul was within his rights to punish the priesthood of Nob for supportin 
i insurgent, David 

2 This negates M. Haran's th 

  

Ancient Il    tes, “they did not offciate in them, 
Oxford 1978, pp. 202 For the problem of the “Levitical” ites, se below 

New York and Toronto 1965, p. 13: 
. the Akkadian phrase 

mentioned above in chapter 1 in connection with Sargon 1 building of Dis Sharrukin 
d with foreigners who had to be taught the Assyrian way of 

    
  

a cty which he popul 
. C1. M. Weinfeld, 
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man.” The title n7p5 593, “commander of the guard,” ocours 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 x3¥ and ¥ 
cerns® These m: used as a police force to 
guard the deity and his sanctuaries, and perhaps also to guard the royal 
estates, cf. 1 Chr. 26:30ff. Indeed, it s possible that the men Jehoiadah 
(the first priest of the Jerusalem temple) posted at the temple in connection 
with the coup d’état 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 

the temple but that during the night one of the high-priests was in 
arge 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 o bess the 1 of the Levites and smite “the loi 
his enemies.”* The term n may be translated “army, police forc 
the like. It is, therefore, quite in harmony with an old tradition when 
Nehemiah 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 m (lawah), “to accompany 
in niph. “to attach oneself to,” or “to be bound. 

  

     

which, likewise, seem to indicate 
signify that the Levites we 
    

        
    

    

  

     

  

s of    

  

  

  

These persons were, 

    
  

35 3. Milgrom, Studies in Levitial Terminology 1, Berkeley, Cal., 1970, pp. 8T 
J.R. Spencer, The Leviical Cites: A Study of the Role and Function of the Levites in 
the History of Irael (Unpubl. PAD. diss University of Chicago), Chicago. 1980, 
chapter I 

26 B. Mazar, “The Citis of the Prests and Levites,” SVT 7, 1960, p. 202 
Cf. abov, p. 12, and E.H. Sturtevant and G. Bechtel, A Hittite Chrestomathy 

Phiadelphia 1935, pp. 12711, A. Goetze,in ANET, pp. 20711 
Goetze, ANET, p. 209. CY. the discussion by 1. Milgrom, . cit.,pp. SOIT 

39 Concerning the date of Dt. 33, C.H.J. de Geus has 1 
guistic reasons we may not give it a very early date,” The T 

  

    sined that “for i 
es of Isacl, p. 99 

    
   

A Cody sees the utterance aba   1 L in verses 9b-10 as stemming from the cighth 
century B.C., A Histor. of Old Testament Priesthood (An 
1969, p. 120, 

30 ., for instance, K. Budde, Die altisracltsche Religion, Giessen 1912, p. 137, 
E. Dhorme, L évolution rligieuse d lsaél Brusses 1937, p. 227, G. Widengren, “What 
do we know about Moses?," Proclamation and Presence. Old Testament Eviays in 
Honour of Guynne Henton Daics, cd. by J.1. Durham and J.R. Porter, Richmond, 
Ving., 1970, pp. 378, n. S8, <f. also W. von Soden, Akkedisches Handworterbuch 

jecta Biblica 35), Rome   
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thus, associated with, or attached, bound, to the central government as its 
employees. If this s the origin of the social class of Levites, two things must 

stressed. In the first place, the Levites never constituted a tribe 
artificial systomatization-of Yahweh's people into twelve such “tribes. 

   
   before 

  

th 
This is supported by the fact that some Levitical families, for instance the 

nd the Libnites, came from different got 

  

Hebronites   graphical areas. More 
over, as G. Holscher maintained, their names are gentil 
whether or not the Levi 
Second, any royal appoint 

@ Consequently, 
    s were originally a secular tribe is a moot point 
  e, cither in Israel o in Judah, may have been 

called a Levite. They were not a special clan or priest family during the time 
by the fact that in the biblical texts 

  

  

of the monarchy. This is supporte 

  

0 the premonarchic period Levites are rarely n 
In connection with. the templ 

  tioned as priests 

    

of Dan we learn that its priesthood was 
mosaic” and “levitical”, Juds. 17-18. The concern of this text was or 

Iy to advocate a Yahwistic legitimacy of Dan’s priesthood —a | 
which must have been questioned, thus, the tradition is rather late. The final 
commentator has used this to critize the Levites of Dan for worshipping idols, 
Judg. 18:31,% an accusation levelled against them also in Ezek. 44110, 

In times of rel diversity and assimilation such as marked the period 
of the united Israelite monarchy, it would seem, as a matter of course, that 

inal   

      

    

  

  

wherever  priests/levites served, they     acquainted with idol worship 

p. 541. In post-biblical Hebrew 
the 

st word for “escort” is Y . For 
lowi.1), “the clent of E1 . Simons, Hand 

for the Study of Egyptian Topographical Lits Relatng to Western Asia, Leiden 193 
p. 165, W. Helck, L 37, M. Weippert, The Setdlement, p. 43, n. 139, 

31 Lo, Pauly-Wissows, Real Encykiopadie der closischen Altetumswissenschaft 
XII:2, Stutigart 1924, pp. 21SSIL., cf. Aa. Bentzen, Studier over det sadokidiske 
Praesteskabs Histore, Kgbenhan 1931, p. $9, . Liver, “Korah, Dathan, and Abiram,” 
Serpta Hierosolymitana /61, p. 213, A Cody, A History of the Old Tes 
#00d, p. 161. 1t s probable that the Mushitcs belong to.the same category. In N 
3:170. they are connected with the Hebronites and the Libnites, cf. also N 26: 55 
The 

  

        

    

      ment Priest 

  fation with Mosesis, thus, secondary. For a discussion sbout whetheror not 
he Levites orginally constituted a scula tibe, consult .R. Spencer,op.cit. Chap. I 
with it 

  

  

For the Egyptian term: nw” referting to southern Palestine, i i impossible 
o demonstrate that it had anything to do with the Old Testament Levtes. CT. also 
M. Weippert who maintains that that “the so-<alled ‘seculat trib” of Levi oriinally had 
mothin 1o do with the Levitical priesthood; the two entitcs w 

onsiderable time after the disappearance of the tribe from history,” Th 

  

  

  

      
W. Ahlstrom, Aspects of Syncretism in Irclite Religion, p. 261. R.G. Bolin 

in the amphictyonic period,” Judges, p. 266. One 

  

   

  

  

  

ime. Besides Micha's Levie, another one is mentioned in Judg 

  

  ure is ascribed 1o its 
9.20. This Levite was living in Ephraim. Although nothing substantive is known about 
i, he and his concubine are said o have been the cause of the war betucen the Ben:    



   
Ind 

  

the prophetic polemic 
Istaclite religion 

  inst idols p 
eriod. For example, the above-mentioned 

s that not only the Levt 
lation they served worshipped Yahweh and other gods,® in the form of 
idols, %9193 From this and from Juds. 17-18 mentioning the Ephraimite 
petty ruler, Micah, having instal 
concluded that the Levites of 

  ides a graphic picture of 
    in the pre-xilic 

passage in Ezek. 44:10f. in     but the popu 

    

Levite” to serve his idol, it may be 
  hat time were representatives of a religion 

that still had no commands against idol worship 
Acknowle 

problem of why they were called a “tribe” yet had no “inheritance’ 
(e 

  

ging that the Levites were government officials solves the 
  

they settled), in the land.* As officals at 

  

  

  ational shrines they could not. Their employer, the state or state sanctuary 
d land outside the cities where they lived. In later descriptions of the 

Levites and their rights this land is called w3, “the land which is separated. 
Viewing the land as part of the payment given to sacral 

and civil servants it is possible to further elucidate the phenomenon in th 
light of an Egyptian parallel. In Egypt the priests lived off the fields of the 
temples. Morcover, the 
position of the 

  

  

  parcelled off       

  fields were exempt from confiscation® The 

  

evites may have been similar. If too much land had become 
tax exempt and revenue was needed it is clear why king Jo     

    

      

33 From the Ezekiel passage one may see the worshp of idols being a fact alo ater the siah. 
G, Fohrer thinks that the Levies were “more cautious about adopting alien 
nents than the Jerusalem priests of o 

D.E. Green, Nashville and New York 197 Conee     Aspects of Syneretim, pp. 4611 o 

  

a legal term belonging to the aws ofinheritance, . 1. P. Weinberg 
Die Agrarverhilnisse in der Bilrger-Tempel Gemeinde der Achimenidenzeit,” Acta      

3 AH.J. Gunneweg hypothesizes that the Levites were a relgious order. The 
« gérim who had broken off from s trbe and formed their own group, a elgious 

order, dedicated to preserve the amphictyony, Leviten und Mricster (FRLANT 89), 

  

  

  

Gottingen 1965, pp. 33T. For  critique of Gunneweg’s hypothess, see C.H.J. de Geus, The Tribes of el p. 95. 
This term refes to the area n front of the city wall outside the city and occurs 

i late texts, Lev. 2535, N, 36: 2.7, Josh. 14:4, 21:242, Exek. 27:28, 365, 48.15. 
17,1 Chr. $:16, 6:40:6, 13:2, 2 Chr. 11:14, 31:19. The measarements for his kind 
 land given in Nu. 3546 are the same for al citis, and are utopian (1000 cubits 

fone cubit =50 cm] “round about” from the walls of the cities), <f. J. Wellhause 

  

Prolegomena, pp. 1591, M. Hatan, Temples and Temple-Service, p. 123. L. Delekat 
translates the word with land “dic Sadt als Girtel umeibt,” “Zum hebrsischen Worte 
buch,” VT 14/64, p. 17. For migrdf as usufruct for the Levtes, see abso H, Strauss,    

® W. Helck, Zur Ven 
Agyptologie 3, Leiden 1958, 

    

  
ferungen der vorexilischen Leviten, 1960, . 13 

des mittleren und neuen Reichs (Probleme der     
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  trative reorganization had the potential to become a financial disaster for 

  

the Levites.” 
From the above it is possible to explain why the Levites were “asso- 

category of o3, “aliens, clients, newcomers.™* The 
word huy itself meant a client. As government appointees they were not 
members of the clans of they we 
of the government. Ranking the Levites as a “tribe” is, as already indicated, 
a construction made 1o suit the later idea that Isracl was composed of 
twely e ideal of totality). When a 
history of the two peoples (Israelites and Judahites) was constructed from 
the Judean viewpoint, all Levites 
ben Ya'acob, e given a genealogy I 
Lewi*' In the Judean construction of the “settlement” in C 
Levites were religiously legitimated as the guardians of the Yahweh cult by 
stating that, upon a command from Yahweh, Moses — the later historio- 
grapher's great authority — g 
of the country, cf. Nu. 35:1 

of appointing priests at 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 
of an Istaclite institution long before they were built or became part of the 
nation Isracl. As will be shown below, some of them did not exist before the 

tenth-ninth centuries B.C. The “institution” is, n all ikelihood, a construc 
tion.* Although its purpose is never mentioned, it may perhaps 

    ciated” with ¢ 

    

e district where they L he clients      
  

   the number twelve expressing 

  

ere considered to be descendants of Lewi      

  

nd all priest classe them to   

  an, the 

  

           in cities to the Levites in lieu of part 
  

  

sh. 14:4, 21:1. Thus was the phenomenon 
   

  

  

anaanite cities part 
  

  

  

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

  

country as their inheritance 

  Levitical cities 
  A list of “Levitical” cities can be found both in Josh. 21 and in 1 Chr. 6. 

In the former all these cities are said to have existed during the time of     

  3 If this was the case, the b 
for king Josiah 

' Cr.Dr. 14:27 
ok of Deate 

which reflect a lter time. Nu. 18: 21F. mention that the tithes 
nheritance. Nothing is said abou the Levites 

he tithe to Aaron 

  

    

  

  

  

* that they gave part of 
Fohrer, I 

Sce also Neh. 10:38 mentioning that a pr 
    The text, 0 

p. 1 
when they collct the tithe 

5, eflects postexilc ime, ¢ uction 10 the Od Test     thas o be with the Leites   

31 For information that a “kvitcal monopoly " was non-<xistent n arly monarchic 
ime, cf. E. Auerbach, “Der Aufstieg der Presterschat zur Macht im Alten Isae 
SVT9, 1963, p. 23 

4 ndependently, IR, Spe 
chapter in his dissrtation The Levit 

   



  

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 * 

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 
ed back into time. In this respect, the purpose of the “Levitical 

ht of 
was proje 
cities was to show that they existed before the people came into the | 
history. Of course, the “Levitical” 
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 “Con 
for the lteral inauguration of the system of the * 
ever that may be, if the “Levitical” cities were p 
govemment 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 sanc 

    

ities could not have come into existence     

    

st was, thus, a suitable perior 
evitical” cities.* How 

es where Levites as 

        

  

  

ment agencies.* 
Evidence from archacology 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 lsraclite 
monarchy. Archacological 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 

  

  

    

  43 “The Land Promise s used for etological purposes to legtimize the po 
of the Land.” W.M. Clark, The Origin and Development of the Land Promise The 
the Old Testament (Unpubl. P D. diss, Yale Universty), New Haven 1964, p. 98. The 
Lund Promise Theme s not originally 4 part of the patrsrchal wadition, ace 

3.van Seters, A 
in History and Tradition, New Haven and London 1975, pp. 2791F 

44 1 should be noted that A.G. Auld considers the ls of Josh. 21 {0 be younger 
than that of 1 Che. 6, “The “Levitca Ciies': Text and History,” ZAW 91/79, pp. 199 
3. Wellhausen considered the idea of Leviica cities as a “physical impracticabil 

    

  

Clark, pp. SSI. For a discussion about Gen. 15 and 17, sc¢        

and, therefore 
W I 

ment system, they could have cor 

ate phenomenon, Prolegomen, pp. 159 

  

it may be concluded that i the “Levitical” cites were part of a govern 
into existence as an institution under Saul. Con- 

  

  

  corning the discussion about the “Leviical” citis, see, for instance, J. Wellnausen 
Prolegomens, pp. 159F., W.F. Albrght, “The List of Leviic Cities,” L 
Jubile Volume, New York 1945, pp. 49T, A. Alt, “Festungen und Levitenorte im 
Lande Juda,” KS I, Manchen 1953, pp. 306IT., B. Mazar, “The Citcs of the Prie 

and Levites,” SVT 7, 1960, pp. 19SIT., Y. Aharoni, The Land of the Bible, pp. 26915 

  

  

  

  

1 " Cities” of Joshua 21 and J.L. Peterson, A Topographical Sursey of the Le 
1 Chronicles 6. Studies on the Levtes in Iraeite Life and Religion (Unpubl. ThD. 
diss., Seabury Western Theol. Seminary), Evanston, Il 1979, J.R. Spencer, Th 
Leviial Cities, 1980. 

  

 



and Mahanaim.* R 
ture s stil unclear. Because only a few potte 

arding Heshbon in Transjordan the archacological pic 
  

sherds have by   found it 
appears that no major settlement existed there between ca. 1050900 B.C 

The fact that more pottery has been found from the ninth century B.C. may 
indicate a settlement 47 

  

If Ramoth-Gilead is identified with Tell er-Rumeith it came into exist 
ence during the tenth century B.C. As mentioned ab 
to the tim 

  

ve, no remains dated 
before the tenth century have been uncovered there.** 

Another “Levitical” city in Transjordan tha 

  

should be mentioned is 
Jahas. It has tentatively been identified with Khirbet el-Medeiyineh® or 
Khirbet Zibb.** A recent survey showed that the 
eleventh or tenth 

  

was no pottery from the           nturies at these places. Even 
a complete picture of a site’s history, it does 

  

  urvey cannot give 
ive 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 Israclite king 
Jahas. Because the v 

    probably Ormri) built (n13) 
it may mean that this 

tructed by the Israelites.” Therefore, it can be con: 
    build”, s use 

  

cluded that Jahas did not exist during the period of the Judges and the 
united monarchy. The buildiny 
example of urbanization a 

  of the city of Jahas can, thus, be seen as ar 
a political tool, 

Other cities labelled “Levitical” include Jutta, Eshtemoa, and Jattir 
These three cities were located south of Hebron and may ha 

a defense line. The above mentioned survey of “Levit 

  

     

  

al Cities” turned up 
no tenth century potery there. The earliest settlement at Jattir (probably 

46 See W. Helck, Die Berichungen 
onenhecre in Palising und Syrien 

Thind Intermediate Period, pp. 432 
47 See R.S. Boraas and L. Geraty, “Hesbon 1974, Andrews Universiy Semin 

dies 14/16, pp. J.A. Sauer, id., p. 60, <f. also Geraty, “The 1974 
Season of Excavations at Tell Hesbin,” Annual of the Department of 

p. 219, M. Noth, “Die Wege de 
27711, KA. Kitchen, The 

  

   
  

      

  

9 Y. Ahar 
Khibet Iskander 

L Pe 

pp. 187, 308, F.M. Abel identifid it it 
1, Paris 1938, p. 354, 

  

  rion, A Topographical urvey. He ses Kh. cl-Medeiyineh ss an ater 
e place 4 picture of north Transjordanian settlement problems, consult 

M. Torahim 1 A. Saver-—K. Yassine, “The East Jordan Valley Survey, 1975," BASOR 
     

     76, pp. 41-66. According to this survey, most Bronze Age sites show  confinuous 
occupation in Iron 1 and I periods. However, at “Iron | stes vry ltl, if any, ron TA 
pottery was found,” snd some of the Iron If sites did not yield any pottery from the 
Tron I peiod, p. 56 

CEKATILp. 169, 1 
J.C.L. Gibson trandiates “fortified”, Textbook of Syrian Sen 

1,0xford 1971, p. 76 
   



  

moder ‘Attir), for example, seems to be from the late Iron II period; only 
one sherd from the cighth century B.C. was found. The picture appears to 
be the same at Jutta and Eshtemoa.”” Contrary to Aharoni, this indicates 

1t of Rehoboam’s defense line, 2 Chr. 11 
 does not mention them either. I 

three cities really were a part of a defense line they may have come into 
ing to 2 Chr. 17 

  

that these three cities were not 
5-12.% The text of the Chronic       

  

existence during the time of king Jehos     
dsh and strengthened his defenses   2,12, stationed garrisons i the cities of J 

by building forts and store cities 
It is doubtful whether one can conclude from 2 Chr. 17:2 that Jehosha- 

phat of Judah divided his kingdom into twelve districts.* Simply because 
17:1 

  

he built store cities and fortresses, 2 Chr. 17:12, does not mean that new 
district divisions were created. However, 2 Chr. 19:4ff. may indicate that 
the king did reorganize his administration.** This text mentions that Jeho- 
shaphat appointed judges in al the fortified cities of Judah (from Beer-Sheba 
to the hill country of Ephraim)®” and established what could be c: 
tribunals in Jerusalem. Religious maters, “all matters of Yahweh” ( 
" st, Amariah, and civil matters or “al the 

Zebediah, the nagid (chief 
1 

states that the Levites were officials of these courts. They were the 0™bw 
riest and of the 

  

  

  

led 
5% 

  

    
were under the chief       

King’s matters” (Tonma7 93%), were 

  

governor) over the house of Judah, v. 11.% It should be noted that ve   

  scribes, officers or commissionaires, of the chie 

That the Chronicler does not m 
reign of king Jehoshaph 

tion the “Levitical” cities during the 
  

  

s significant. If the king indeed 
Levites under th 

the Jerusalem temple and others under the supervision of 
how they were 

        

  

administration and place command of ¢ 

    

some reference o the Levites of the “Levitical” cities 

  

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

  

  

52 At Eshtemos Z. Yeivin found S with jewellry from the 10t9th ce 
s, “Es-Samo'a (As Samu),” 1EJ 2 174 

The Land of the Bible, p. 292, Concerning th fortifcations bt by Rehoboam 
onsult G. Beyer, “Das Festungssystem Rehbeams,” ZDP p. 113 
Ahlstrom, “Is Tl ed-Duveir Ancient Luchish?,” PEQ 112/80 

  

    55 CI. Y. Ahuroni, The Land of the Bibl, 

  

       
56 Cf, W.F. Albright, “The Judicial Reform of Jehoshaphat,” lexander Mar 

Volume, pp. 611F. W. Rudolph, Chronikbicher (HAT 21), Tubingen 1955, 

The mention of the hill country of Ephrsim may refe to cites (smong them 
    Ramah and Mizpah) taken by Abiam and Asa, 1 Kings 151615, 2 Chr. 16:11f.,cf. 

Y. Ahatoni, “The Province-List of Judah,” VT9/59. p. 230f. For Josh. 15: 21T, as 3 
ictdivision of Judah, sce A. Al, “Judas Gauc unter Joia,” Paldsin 
p. 100-116 (= KS 11 pp. 276-288), and also the summary discussion 

  

  

  

  

    

Testament Presthood, pp. 1211 

   



  

possible that the new organization did not affect the Levites outside Jerusa 
lem. On the other hand, the Chronicler’s complete neglect of the “Levitical” 
cities here may indicate that they did not yet an insttution 

This is supported by 2 Chr. 19:7ff. which states that Jehoshaphat sent 
high officials (“princes”) and Levites to all the cities of Judah in order to 

he people the law, t3rah, of Yahweh from the lawbook they carried 
with them. The narrator reported a common phenomenon but gave to it his 
own i 

   xist 

  

  

  

“teach 

  

  etation. Just as every government had to 
so Je 
light of his own understanding of the facts. By saying 

ook from which they taug 

ad its officials over   

      

  

the country, so 
phenomenon in 

that the Levites had 
of Yahweh, he made them 
standing of religion.®” 
which he judg 
other words, th 
th 

hoshaphat. However, the Chronicler viewed this 

     t the people the laws 
d teachers of his own time’s under     

  The 10rah of his time was us 

  

s the yardstick 
    pre-exilic time. In 

  

ous and political phenomena o 
history of 

  

     e monarchy is presented as if it were part of 
e post-exilic Jewish communit   

    

  

From the above discussion it is clear that the lists in and 1 Chr. 6 
do not refer to an institution of so-called “Levit 
the 
his concept 

  

cities that arose du   

   narchic period or before.5° T 

  

post-exilic historiographer®" derived 
n of 

appointing, among others, priestly and civil personnel to serve in certain 
cities. This was especially important in strategical places and newly incor. 

  

“Levitical” cities from the old administrative syste   

   nak 
them. This was initiated at the beginning of the “settlement” in tf 

areas. In other words, in the historical reconstruction one way of 
g the different Canaanite areas “Istaclite™ was to place Levites in 

  

country 
Therefore, the logical thing to do was to anchor this phenomenon in a 

Nu.35:17 
Tist of “Levitical” cities may 

i 

   decree given by Mose:   

  

    i part of the literary activity 
whose aim was to justify the claim on the country. In    

  the historical reconstruction, the fact that Canaan was once under Israclite 

  

    

    

59 GLE. Wright argucd that the Levies were sent out as teachers of the tordh,the 
law, “The Levites in Deuteronomy,” VT 4/54, p. 329. He s f J.L. Peterso 
who views the Levites as religious teachers of the Mosaic lw. The *Levitical” it 
should have become “Yahveh teaching centers,” A Topogr 7. The national 
cultas the main artey of the nation's e is ignored by Wright and Peterson, who make 

    

like modern teachers of theology and ethic. It should be added 
Peterson ses the “Levitcal” cites a a north-lsaclite phenomenon which came info 
existence during the time of Jetoboam I, pp. 2651, This docs not, however, <olve the    problem of the “Levtical” citis of Juda 

    0 The Leviticl Citis Survey determined that only twenty ot of over 
seventy places surveyed showed any pottery from before the 9th-8th centuries B.C. It 
should also be mentioned that the majority of them were probably unwalled setile 

  

61 CY. 1. Wellhausen, Prolegomens, pp. 160L, A.G. Auld, ZAW 91/79, pp. 2001 
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Davidic rule played an important role; it was according to the will of 
Yahweh. The “Levtical” cities phenomenon is to be seen as one expression   

of this ideology 
Tuming to the reign of Jeroboam I it should be noted that his first 

was the ancient city of Shechem, 1 Kings 12:25.% It 
an 10 rebuild and fortified it immediately (here the verb 

7123 is used). It may be assumed that the choice of Shechem was made be- 
cause it was known as having been an old royal city, and because it had once 
been a center for the béne yisra 'el. However, Jeroboam’s intention to make 
Shechem the capital of Israel never materialized. The ex: 
Balata (ancient Shechem) show that the place was an in 

  

    choice as capi     
  

  

  

  

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 (Xs?) 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: 
porary place of refuge for the new government. According to 1 Kings 15:6, 
there was an almost permanent state of warfare between Judah and lsrael as 
long as R nd distant place from 

nd govern. 

  

  

  

oboam of Judah lived. At a more secure   
  

the battles with Judah, Jeroboam could beter organize his army 
ment appa 

sites of iron ore.* 
A second and perhaps me 

  

atus.* Moreover, Penuel was not too far from the Transjordanian   

  

nd the move to Penuel ® 

  

was Pharaoh Shosheng’s campaign in Palestine. This may have poseda threat 
0 all Palestinian states and their ir 
Jeroboam did not have tim 

  

endence. It is most probable that 
to make Shechem a real stronghold or to build     up his war machine because of 

  

e Egyptian army. Thus, in 
order to avoid a battle with the Egyptians, he leftfor Penuel and Mahanaim.*” 

    

it to throne, s sed. 
62 G.E. Wright, Shechem, pp. 14T, L.E. Toombs, “The Stratigraphy at Tell 

Balaah,” ADAJ 17/12, pp. 99-110, cf. Toombs, BASOR 
“Shechem: Problems of the Early Isaclite Era,” Symposa, ed. by F-M. Cross, C 
bridge, Mass., 1979, pp. 6911 

© ‘Thus B. Otsen, lsrae 

    

76, pp. S81., and 

erne i Palaestina, Copenhagen 1977, p. 212, CX. the 
parallel with Echbaal, Saul's son, making Mahanaim in Transfordan his capital, 2 Sam 
2:8, 

  

  

65 Penucl “was the only mining town” within Jeroboam’s kingdom, M. Har 
“The Vally of the Craftsmen (gc” haharaSim),” PEQ 109/77, p. 85, n. 63 

46 M. Noth, “Die Schoschenklise,” ZDPV 61/38, pp. 2711, B. Mazar, “The Can   

  

ien of Pharsoh Shishak (o 
mediae Period, pp. 293 

€7 Kitchen, op. cit p. 298, cf. W. Helck, D 9. 1 has been 
sted that the name -7d" (or -u-se’) in the Shoshend ls (no-59) b 

lestine,” SVT 4/57, pp. ST KA. Kitchen, The Third 
In   

Besichungen, p       
      

   



  

    as we know, the Egyptian campaign did not result in any lasting land 
ossessions. No texts tell us whether the Palestinian states were reduced or 

  

became vassal states. It is possible, though, that the territory of Judah was 
diminished. That Rehoboam did not rebuild Arad may indicate that it was 

dah.* Whether the Pharaoh wished only 
t for Egyptian power® or whether he 

  

10 longer within the borders of J 

  

to “show the flag” and reclai 
dominated parts of Pale 
that as a 

  

  ine for a short time is not known. What is clear is 
esult of Solomon’s death inian 

to nations of little importance. Consequently 

     nd Shoshenq’s invasion, the P     
    

Jeroboam moved his residence to Tirzah, 1 Kings 14:7, a city more casily 
defensible than Shechem because of it geog 

According to the Chronicler, when Isr 
priests and Levites left Israel for Judah and allied themselves with Reho. 
boam (2 Chr. 11:13f.) be: in the 
new kingdom.™ a political and administrative point of view this is 
uite natural. Jeroboam could not trust the officials of the old government 

Indeed, it is probable that most of them were faithful to Rehoboam. Dis: 

  

  

el declared its independence, 
  

  se Jeroboam chose others to be priests 

  

   

solving_the union and making Isracl a   ndependent nation, Jeroboam ap 
  pointed, of course, officials, including priests, who swore all 

  

nce to him 
  who were appointed by Solomon’s governn 

may not have left the new nation of their own fr 
alone. Priests and othe nt and 

    who opposed Jeroboas 
will; it is probs     ng dismissed them. Because the late 

Jero. 

  

historiographer viewed the break between Isracl and Judah as a s 

  

    oam’s act of appointing his own priests was characterized as il 
Naturally, the Chronicler ignored the royal prerogative of appointing 

   
  priests 

  

since it did not suit his theological reconstruction of the h    
It must now be asked why Jeroboam chose Bethel as a royal sanctuary 

e but did not make it the capital of Israel. Although the biblical text is 
not informative, it may be assumed that when Shechem was abandoned as 

  

     

  

B. Moz . p. 60. This identification i, sccording to Helck, “sus der Luf 

G.W. Ablitrém, PEQ 112/80, p. 8. 
© s He 4 History of lnael, p. 19 
70 N. Allan belioves that Jeroboum left Shechem because he came into conflc 

h the Levites of the city, “Jeroboam and Shechem,” F'T 24/74, pp. 35311 
7 For the theological aphy of the Chronicler, ee PR. Ackroyd, “Histor 

ind Theology in the Writings of the Chronicler,” Concordia Theological Monthly 38 

      

    

  

    

  

67, pp. SO1S1S, snd “The he Chronicle,” (The Sehwyn Lectures for 1970 
delivered at the C Saint John the Evangelst, Auckland, New Zealand), Col- 

quium 1970, pp.431T. For the cvluation o Jeroboan in 1 Kings 12, see, for instan 
H. Donner, who says that “Jeroboam could mot have Known anything about this 
Deuteronomic law of centralization. ame into being only centuries et “The 

  

States of srael and Juds and Judean History,ed. by J.H. Hayes 
and J.M. Millr, 1977, p. 385 

   



  

the capital, Bethel, a prestigiuos cult place in the hill country,™ was a 

  

atural choice for Jeroboam.™ Because it had bee   an Israelite cult place 

  

o   rusalem came into the picture (cf. Gen. 28:10fF.) Jeroboa   

  

  could advocate that it was closer to the mainstream of Israelite religion than 
was Jerusalem with its new temple and Zadogite, non-Jsraclite priesthood. ™ 
Therefore, Bethel did not become a national sanctuary because it was close 

  

to the border, as has been maintained.” Of the three old sanctuarics to 
which Samuel went once a year, Bethel was the most northern. OF the other 
two, Mispah was too close to the border with Judah and Gilgal was located 
100 far 0 the east of the classical Isaclite territory.™ However, also Bethel 
was located in the southern region of the new kingdom and, thus, dange 
ously close to Judah 

The textual material is of no he 
the city of Bethel under David and Solomon. Unfortunately, there are no 

  

  

  

  

  

in trying to assess the importance of 
  

  references to the city during the time of the united monarchy. However, 
from archacology the conclusion may be drawn that Bethel (if it s identified 
with modern Beitn)™ was a prosperous city in    
period.™ This may have further induced Jeroboam to make the city a 
national el   jous center 

To determine the religious position of Bethel in the new kingdom, one 
    could ask whether it was ke official cult place of the national re 

its administrati words, should Bethe 
with Jerusalem’s temple? 
answer. However, it s cle 

  

In othe   s cult place be compared    
in the historical texts 
that Bethel’s sanctuary never became a kings 

palace sanctuary. Here one should remember that Jeroby 
to make the new nation a viable one, and for that purpose he required an 

  

not give us an exact   

  

      am’s first task was 

  

    
         

  

72 I, F.F. Wvidberg, Weeping and Laughter in the Old Testament, Leiden and 
Coperhagen 1962, pp. 8SIL., E. Niclsen, Shechem, p. 307, F-M. Cross, Canaaite Myth 
i Hebrew Epic. pp. 199, 379. 

78 IF the Danite pricsthood at the time of Jeroboam long claimed descendance 
an ancestoral hero, Moses (Judg. 17-18), it s understandable why Jeroboam 

     elevated Dan's mple to the satus of & royal sanctu 
Cr. Ahisstm, “Der Prophet Nathan und der Tempelbau,” VT 1161, pp. 1 

Was David a Jebusite Subject?,” ZAW 92/80, pp. 2861 
Y. Aharon, BA 31/68, p. 28 

6 CF. H. Motzki, “Fin Beitrag zum Problem des 
schichte Lsral,” VT 25/75, p. 474 

77 King Abjlam of Judah incorporated Bethel it his kingdom, according to 2 Ch. 
13:19.Itis not known under which Isacite ing Bethel was retaken (Baasha? 

% D. Livingstone identifes the moder Birah with ancient Bethel, “Locatior 
Biblical Bethel and Al Reconsidered,” The Westminster Theological Journ 

  

    

  rkultes in der Religionsge 

  

       
  

For a crtique of Livingstone's theory, see A.F. Rainey, “Bethel is sl Beiin, 
The Westminster Theological Journal 33/60, pp. 1751t 

™ W.F. Albrght and J.L. Kelso, The Excaration of Bethel 
39), 1968, pp. 361.,and 50 

  

   960) (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 cha 
the levy of the “house of Joseph,” and occupied one of the most prominent 
positions in the northern part of the nation,ic. the part which later became 
his kingdom. Consequently, he was well acquainted with the districts, their 
functions and the religious duties of ¢ 

     
  

    e officials. It should not be assun 

  

that the district organization ceased to function when Solomon died and the 
united monarchy was split. Thus, Jeroboa 

  

had an organization to fall back 
  not mean that the forced labor system continued exactl 

King 
£ Indeed, not to have 

on. This d 
before. Th 

  

    must certainly have made some ch     
  one so would have meant running the risk of 

  

hat Jeroboam had to decide quickly was where to 
or the 

a revolution. One 
locat 

  

ficia nation’ official religion and cult admin-     
istration — a place where the king himself could fullfil his religious duties 
Although he chose Bethel, whef 

    
    er or not the choice was meant to be tem: 

porary is unknown. In his reorganization of the new nation’s cultic calendar 
the king had to institute a royal festival in which he himself was to 

after the royal festival of 

  

This festival was naturally p 
12:32.% Itis, thus,a possibility that Jeroboa inten 

to make Bethel his capital but soon found it strategically unsuitable 
er, kept ts status as @ royal temple place. This s clear from 

Amos 7:13 where the (chief) priest, Amaziah, tells the Judean prophet Amos 
that he is forbidden to deliver his “dangerous” oracles at Bethel because it 

isa king’s sanctuary, 7 d a temple of the kingdom, n 
Amos, who was not an Israelte citizen, threatened the life of the king and 

     

   
   

  

     

  

his dynasty, 7:7-9. To do so on royal prope 
a revolt, 7:10f. As a citizen of another nation it was natural to ex 

and order him back to his own country, Judah. 

was understood as instigating 
1 him 

  

  

  

  
The two above mentioned phrases may not be exact synonyms. 
nates both royal property and a temple where the king himself coul 
fate, as did Jeroboam, 1 Kings 12:32f. The other phrase, n3n 

clong 

    

off 
  

     

  

d t0 the nation’s official re 
ligion and was, as such, part of the royal administrative system.** The sanc 

    

  

      
  

$1°Cf. E. Nielsen, Shechem, p. 277, Abistsém, Paim 89, pp. 93 
52 1 7 13 was the common term for  state temple it may be asked why its 

e is not more frequent in the O Testament. The reason may be that i a later tim 
the term amah became the technical nd derogatory term for the sanctuarie outside 
Jerusalem. Because the biblical narrators were in favor of the Jerusdlem temple cult   

and considered it the only Yahweh temple where the nation’s god could be worshipped 
      

problem, see W. Boyd Barrck, The Word BMH in the Od Testament (Unpubl. P1.D.    
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tuaries mentioned in 1 Kings 12:31 and 2 Kings 23 :19 may be examples of 
pher). It 

should be noted that the latter passage mentions that the kings of Isracl 
the second category (they are called bamo by the later historio 

  

built MR N3 in their kingdom.™ These, then, were sanctuaries of the 
kingdom, n3om 

The characterization give 
a temple of 

    

  to Bethel in Am. 7:13 shows that it still was 

  

her rank than an ordinary n3%mn 3. How its 

  

  

he royal establishm     pared with the sanctuary of ent in Samaria is unknown. 
As usual the narrators do not tell us the whole story. Their interest in Isracl 

is doctrinal throughout, not historical.* Thus, neither Tirzah nor Samaria 
are pictured as religious centers. However 
ter for the government’s religious affairs, the narrators did not need to em 
phasize this phenomenon. It was natural fo expect a temple or a 
within the palace complexes of these two cities. Even if th 

     
because every capital was the cer   

  royal chapel     

  

    
  the national relig 

national cult place was very strong and continued 10 be 50 even after the 
collapse of the kingdom of Isracl. 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 out 
efficiently, according to its norms, mi¥pa, 2 Kings 17: 26(f 

1t should be noted that Bethel’s temple is called a 723 in 2 Kings 23:15.% 
This text states that king Josiah of Judah broke down 

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 br 
pieces its stones, crushing them to dust; also he burned the Asherah.” The 
Hebrew text, however,says something ele. It has 73K 
only be translated “he burned the bamdh.” Thus, bamah cannot possibly 
mean the altar, as proposed by P.H. Vaughan, 
something made of wood or partly of wood, p 
reason why the word bamah is used for the temple of Bethel s that the 
writer, who favored Josiah's r 

ion was centered in the capitals, Bethel’s importance as a 

  

  
  

     

  

  

  

  

  

  

       

obably a_ building. The   

  

jous and political activites, regarded only 

     

diss, University of Chicago), Chicago 1977. P.H. Vaughan, The Meaning of ‘b i 
the Old Testament, Cambridge 1972, i not fully convincin 

53 Cf. Barrick, op. et . Torzyner (Tur-Sinsi) sys that he “tried o 
Show that “bamot” sre not “high places’, but sacred buildings on both high us in 

  Places,” Lachish I: The Lachish Letters, Oxford 1938, . 
51, Tadmor prefers to see Samaria as o sculat city and not a a center for th 

ation' relgion. “On the History of Samari in the Biblicl Period,” Ert: Shomron 
Jerusilem 1972, pp. 671 (Hebrew). H 

  

        

  

of Samaria s an offical Yahweh cult place because o thei principal oppositon to th 
existence of Isracl 25 4 nation. Because the archacological materal thus fa available is 

a true picture of thecitys reigious stablishment cannot be drawn. 
85 1. E. Niclen, Shecher, p. 197, 
86 The Meaning of ‘bamd in the Old Testament, p. 326 

  

    

   



one Yahweh temple as legitimate, Jerusalem’s. Thus, he used his own devalu 
ating term for Bethel’s temple. No longer a royal cult place, Bethel was 
nothing more than one among many cult places in the (now crumbling) 
Assyrian empire. However, as an important Yahwistic holy plac in the pro- 

vince of Samerina, it was stil an important competitor to the Solomonic tem 
ple for the zealous Jerusalemite writer.* 

  

From what has been said above, it is probable that both Tirzah and 
el in the royal quarter or in the palace 

itself* Indeed, at some point, Samaria may have rivalled Bethel as a cult 
Samaria had a sanctuary or 

  

®7 It s possible that the uterances in Am. 9:1 and 1 Kings 13:2 re prophecies ex 

  

eventc which must be understood in the ight of 2 Kings 23:15. If Am. 9:1 s a pro- 
phecy ex eventu it may be concluded that the book of Amos was composed in its 
present form after king Josiah's destruction of Bethels emple. Another indication for his is Am. 9:12 which mentions the DYTR R¥K, “that what i keft of Edom. According to the prophecy, the people of Yahweh will take possesson of the re 
nant of Edom. Such an oracle cannot have been pronounced during the mid-cight 
century B.C. when Edom was 4 Judean vassal state, <f. 2 Kings 16:6. Under such a 
political situation the oracle would have been meaninglessfor the peaple of the north- e kingdom. Is then Am. 9: 11T, sscondary”? It depends upon how one looks at the problem of composition. Although it is probable that these words were not spoken by 

    

R.A. Carlson has advocated that Am..9:7-15 is a compositional counterpar {0 1. 
2:16, “Profeten Amos och Davidsrket,” Reliion och Bibel 25/66, pp. 74. No objec 
tions il be raised here. However,this docs not necessarly mean that the compositon 
Of the book s from the time o the prophet or made by the prophet himsel. It may be 

oncluded that the composer, iving some hundsed years after the prophet, used an Amos-uadition which he reinterpreted in order o speak to the people of his own time 
(ca 500 B.C 
Judahitestried o reorganize themselves. The composer of the bo     K of Amos is dvocat 

  
ing the right of the Judahitesto the od country. In his propaganda he goes back (o the 

odel of the Davidic kingdom, the ideal kingdom which was willed by Yahweh. The 
harmony that exists between the end of the book of Joel, 4: 8. (lso from ca. S00 
BC., see G.W. Ahlsteom, Joel and the Temple Cult of Jerusalem, Leiden 1971, p. 
12017 and the end of Amos, 9:111f. shoud be noted. Both mention Edom in s hosile 

anner (cf. Obadiah, and Ezek. 25:12IT., 35:11F.) and both mention the ideal time t 
come for the people of Yahuch, cf. H.W. Wolff, Amos (BK XIV), p. 406, 

85 E.L. Sukenik found the remains of what he called an “Isaelite shrine” outsid 

  

he city of Samasia, see J.W. Crowfaot, K.M. Kenyon, E. L. Sukenik, Samari-Sebast,   

  

  

    

The Buildings of Samaria, London 1942, pp. 231. and fi. 11. However, nothing indi. 
ates that this structure was  sanctuary, Sukenik's conclusion isbased on the “immense 
quanity of portery... coupled with the extraordinary lay-out of the whole structu 

p- 24. The quantity of potiery s, however, no decisve factor for determining a place 45 
being a shrine. The structure, which is 4 trench, seems to be unt Becans 
some cuttings in it have the form of, for instance, & dromos, 4 cave, or a tumulus, on 

sy suspect that the purpose of cutting the trench was 1o mak place, which 
was never finished. It is namely possble that this “sructure is postIszscit. Some of 
he figurines found in it have been dated o ca. 725-700 B.C.» cf. T.A. Holland, “A 
Study of Palestinian lron A Baked Clay Figurines, with special Relevance to Jerus 
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  center. That a sanctuary existed there is ind en 
tioned reference to the “calf” of Sama 
tendentious term for ¢ establishment of the c 

this holy place cannot be identified with the temple king Ahab built for his 
rian Baal 

igenous Baal of the 

  

a, 8: SF. which may be the prophet’s      
pital. ¥ Therefore,   e cultic   

    

  

    

  

n queen, Jezebel, and her entourage. Dedicate 
16:32, 2 god not to be identified with the ir 

territory of Israel, the temple was constructed because the queen had to 
worship her owngodin the new and strange country to which she 

  

     Thus, her te 
be viewed as a parallel to the sa 

5% As it tumed out, Jezebel’s Baal temple competed for a time with 
the official cultic establishment of Samaria. This means that there must have 

ple was not a “Reichstempel” but should, phenomenol 
tuaries Solomon built for his foreign 

    

been an official Yahweh sanctuary in the city.” Indeed, it would have been 
an exception to the rule in the ancient Near East to have a capital without a 

  

ministration’s religious affairs 
on in the northern king 

sanctuary as the center of the royal 
We learn very it 

  

  

about the royal administrs   

use of their ideological     dom, Israel, and its supervision of the cult. By 
tail such matters. As a break 
  

orientation, the narrators had no cause to d   

  9 Contra HW. Wollf, Hoses (BK XIV:1), 
tains that Jen 

  

Hosea. How     
        

  

  

  

  

£, he views Hosea’s eference 1o the calf of Sumaria as  reference 1o the bull 
Bethel. But, as Woll  the prophet talk to the inhabitans of Sa 

t compried an arca no greater than the city of Samari. It is thus the idol of 
the capita of Liael sbout which Hosea speaks. 

%0 Cf. G.W. Astrom, “King Jehu — A Prophet’s Mistake,” Seripture in Histoy 
nd Theology, Essays in Honot of J.C. Rylarsdam, Pitsburg, 1977, p. . 
51N Noth postulated that Samaria had its own royal sanctuary in which “prot 

sbly  olden calf was crected,” The History of Iael, p. 232 (German 3rd ed., p. 
2). Whether or n af was  symbol of the Canaanite-Jsrclite Baal or Yahweh, 

is never stated inthe texts. The latter would, however, be the most probable in view of 
   

   

1 Kings 12 (. Ex. 32),see also the personl name 1 
0. 41), D. Disinger, Le sersiont 

391, Concerning 1 Kings 12: 261F 
3 on an ostracon from Samaria 

i, Firenze 1934, 

  

    

    

Jeroboam 1 to present Yahweh to the people n the form of  bullimage if 
in that form before, <f E. Nielen, Shechenm, p. 277, G.W 

steom, P that Yahweh was long identi 
with Bull  E1 of Canaan, f. 1P Brown, “The Sacrifical Cult and s Critique in G 

and Hebrew (1" JSS 24179, pp. 16711, This is what Hosea opp 

    
           

      e cult of Bethel and Samaria. He call the god Baal instead of Yahwieh, ths twistin 
the fact. One should aso note that Fljah, for instanc 4 neither bull worshiy 
nor the existence of such cult parapheralia as massébat and 'd8érim, . Engnell, A 

  

iy, ed. by J.T. Willi, Nashville 1969, p. 132. For the cult of the ‘a5 
¢ cultform, e als . Talmon, “Divergences in Calendar Reckoning in 

 Judsh,” VT 8/58, . 50. 
%2 LR Fisher assumes that there 

“The Temple Quarter,” JSS 8/63. . 
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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 ki only what “was evl in the eyes of Yahweh.” 
One may assume, however, that the district organization Jeroboam I in. 
herited paratus he must have institut 
tinued with perhaps some necessary adjustments. In connection with Ahab, 

s 20:14f 
That the kings were the masters of the nation’s cultic affairs s evident from 

others, Ahab and Joram.** Not only did Ahab have the 
le built for his queen, but he also erected a stele to 

  lom could do 

            nd the administrative con       

  for example, we learn about the governors of the districts, 1 Ki 

  the reigns of, among 

Baal in Samaria, 2 Kings 3:2. That his son Joram 
a reaction against a god who was not originally part of the national 
of the country. If so, this Baal stele was probably a symbol for the Tyrian 
Baal * Joram’s removal of this stele may indicate 1 was more of a 
traditionalist and, thus, did 
ties in relig 

Jehu's slaughter of Yahweh priests and the priests of the Tyrian Baal 
cult, 2 Kings 10:11, reveals that his revolt was basically political and did not 

    

    

    
strongly support the queen mother’s activi 

      

reflect any religious disaffection. To firmly establish his position he killed 
not only the whole house of the Omrides but all who were politically allied 
with it as well. In this 

  

ay the anti-Assyrian politics of srael 

    

minated. The pro-Egyptian party was put out of function.® Jehu’s re 
suited the narrator of 2 Kings who 
were in harmony with his time’s concept of Yahwism. Nevertheless, he com- 
plains about Jehu, 2 Kings 10:29f 
They followed in the footsteps of Jerobo 
dealt with religious ma 
ever, that the official r 
now fre n competition 

Concerning Judah, the biblical writers consi 
the Judshite kings Asa and his son Jehosha) 

     ious color,as f it   

  

s he does about all the king     
1. How Jehu's administration   

ters is not really known. It may be concluded, how 

  

jon of Isracl continued in its traditional forms    

  

d from Tyr      

  

d the cultic reforms of 
hat, to be in harmony with their 

  

  

95 CI. . Bright, A History of Iirael, p. 233. The Samaria ostaca from the cghtl 
  

ntury B.C. have also been seen as an indication for the existence of 
  

tion of the northern kingdom, s 
W.H. Shea, “The Da 

p. 16:77 (with 1t. Concerning the importance of the ostsca also for Hebrew 
x, see A.F. Raincy, “The Samaria Ostrsca n the Light of Fresh Evidence,” PEQ o 3241 

94" For the 1l 

among others, Y. Aharoni, The Land of the 
and Significance of the Samaria Ostraca,” £ 2       

    
s situation under the Omrides, see my article, “King Jehu — A 

Prophet’s Mistake,” pp. 47-69. 
95 Ablstrm, op. it p. 53, 
%6 1. pp 
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ideals, 1 Kings 15, 22:41, 2 Chr. 1417.2" 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 bamdr, 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 king 
and because the later writers appreciated these actions they were seen as 
examples of “righteous” 

According to 2 Kings 12:5-1712 Chr. 24:4-11, king Joash of Judah, 
who ascended the throne after the coup against queen Athaliah, tried t0 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 o collect money for the work, 2 Chr. 24:4fF., the project was 
obviously hindered by Jehoiadah for 22 years, 2 Kings 12:6. After a rebuke 
by the King, however, he made a chest into which all the money brought to 

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 

  

  

e changes in cultic affairs, 

      

ulers.   

  

  

  

  

  

   

  

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 

o have followed other gods. He is also accused of takis 
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 

  

  

  

money from     
     

  theological ideal, the Priest is the one who should lead the king 
versa! Thus, only when Jehoiadah was alive could Joash have done anythi   

  

  

       

  

praiseworthy. ' This is adapted historiography, ic. information is dis 

57 From the time of king Asa we hear about a levy on the whole population of 
Judah, “none was exempt,” 1 Kings 15:22. Whether or not this gave A the oppor. 
tunity 10 start his religious “reform” is not known, but it should not be considered 
impossive 

98 For Asa demoting Maacha from her offcil position as kingmother, g2bira 
and destroying the cult symbol she had made for Atherah, sce my book, Aspects of 
Syneretim in Isacite Religion, pp. 763 

9 C1. 2 Kings 12:171. which does not have the information about Jehoiadah's 
death 

  0 C1. R, Mosis, Untersuchungen zur Theologi 
werkes (Freiburger Theologische Studien 29), Freiburg-Basel Wien 1973, p. 181 
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torte 

  

o reflect the writer's preconceived idea of what should have taken 

The Chronicler’s version of the reign of king Uziah of Judah should be 
noted. It is the positive aspects of a king’s reign that determ 
evaluated and how the material is arranged.'®' Thus, the Chronicler hails 

of Judsh. He was both a warrior 
and a builder. " According to the narrator, however, because 

  

   Uzziah as one of the most successful ki 

  

e became 
leprous he must have done something wrong. Therefore, it is said that “his 

ew high to destruction” and that he was false to Yahweh. The only 
  

  heart g 
  

“sin” the narrator can pin on the king is that he burned incense to Yahweh 
on the altar of incense, 26:16. However, that may be, the Chronicler s 
writing ir 

  

  

time when there was no king in Judah and when the tensions 
between kingship and priesthood were a thing of the past. Since the Chron- 

  

icler, ideologically, is a representative of a desacralized kingship, his report 
of Uziah's “sin”, ie. his sacrific s sick: 

s of the 
     is but a poor excuse for the kin 

  

ness.'%® Kings were heads of state and, as such, they were lead 
national religion and they could fulfill some cultic duties (cf. Saul, David, 
Solomon, Jeroboam, Ahaz). They could also make changes in the cultic 
festivals and appoint the priests of the national sanctuaries. Uzziah, as the 
top official of his nation’ religion, had the right to sacrifice. In this case 

  

    

  

  

owever, he could not do it because he had become leprous; in ot 

  nistrative and cultic reforms 
  King Hezekiah is well known for the drastic cf 

ers. % According to 2 Kings 18:4, he 
  inges he made in cultic 

a woved” the bamo of the 
kingdom of Judah, broke the massebor, cut the "derim, an 
      

mashed 1     
bronze serpent, Nehushtan, another divine symbol. In connection with 

  

nized a festival of such dimensions that it is said 
  

For instance, Rehoboam could not have donc anything praiseworthy after his 
 king and people walked *in the 

of David and Solomon,” 2 Chr. 11:17, P. Welen, Geschichte un 
i in den Chronikbiichern (WMANT 42), Neukirchen 1973, pp. 4211 

02 Uzziah is sad o have successfully fought the Phiistines and the Arabs: the 
Ammnites psid him tribute. He sh 

chr. 26:6 

     
   

  

    
      

  

103 Y, H.H, Rowley, Worship in Ancient Isacl, Philadelphia 1967, p.95. 
104 11.W.F. Saggs misunderstood this and maintained that Uziah attempted “to 

usurp the prerogatives claimed by the A rwith the 
1 Isacl, London 1978, p. 16         

  

s For the different 
Hezekiah, see H.H. R 

o 381431 

inions about the politialcircumstanees and the reform of 
zckiah’s Reform and Rebellion,” BIRL 44/61: 
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that “there had been nothing like this in Jerusalem” since Solomon’s time, 
2Chr. 30:26.1 

The 
later “removed”, 
Samerina and which 2 Ki 
Kings of Istael, 50 t0o the 

mot are the national shrines of the country. Just as king Josiah 
o, the e in th 

23:19 states were built in the cities by the 
bamot “removed” by Hezekiah were state sanc- 

1y as the cult places 
the people made for themselves under every green tree and in the valleys. 

  

            

  

  

     tuaries. They should not be placed in the same cate 
  

cult places the prophets complain about 
What happened to these bamor, sanctuaries? According to 

phernalia called massebor, “pillars 
for the goddess Asherah, were broken (¥br), 

  

  the cult and "@erim, i. the symbol   

  

down or cut to picces (Kr). 
emoved” (swr in 

ed the function of these 
    The bamot, however, were not destroyed, they 

hiph.), abandoned. It may be that Hezekiah chas 

  

  

sanctuaries; they ceased to be part of the royal administration and its juris 
diction. In other words, they ceased o exist as national sanctuarics. That 
Hezekiah did not remove the priests from thes: 
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 (1) the 

  

cult places may mean that 

    

bamét that his father had given up (73X in pi., a term which does not 

  

always mean “destroy”). The use of the verb b in this connection may 

  

refer cither to Manasseh having rebuilt the sanctuaries or to the narrator’s 

    

interpretation of the event. He may h e reinstitution of the     

ration but also as referring to building 
mentions that during the time of Manas. 

e official 

Judahite cult not only as a reconsey 
  

  activities. Thus, when 2 Chr. 33:1 
    means that 

ain administered all over the nation. 
ganization is not known, but 

in sacrificed at the bamot it   the people   

Yahweh cult of Judah was once a 
What led Hezekish to undertake his reor 

    

      oltical and economic nay have played some role in his decision. 
It could p n as part of his fortification program and part of his 
foreign policy reversal."® With the support of Egypt, he worked for 

inst the Assyrians. In centralizing everythis 

    
    haps be se 

      

  

alliance to the capital     

06 One may conclude that the passover had not been an important fstival during 
the monarchlc i 

197 The Chronicler has here used the verb s, “pul down, break down,” which i   

in harmony with his conceptio 
105 See below, Chapter V 10 7 

  

and interpr   

rpanizations in connection with royal bulding sctvities, see P 
1nd Geschichtsdarsellung in den Chronikbiichern, pp. 150fT 

M. Weinfeld, “Cult Centalization in Isael i the Light of a Neo-Babylc 
Analogy," JNES 23/64, pp. 20211 

      Walten, Geschichte o'     
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2 Chr. 31:10fF, he got all the taxes sent directly to Jerusalem. From th 
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 symbols, the massébot and the ‘2Serim. In this way he made 
it impossible to carry out further rituals as well as collecting tithes at these 
places. 1 

  

  

    
  

From a religio-political point of view several of Hezekiah's contemporaries 
could maintain that the termination of 
disastrous move ' 

  

official cult at the b 
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 re inasseh 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 o the. 
people of Jerusalem™* (most of them were undoubtedly soldiers), the 
Assyrian official, rabiaqeh, mentions that Hezekiah's abandonment of the 
bamot and altars of Yahweh had a ne rous to 
rely upon Yahweh since his power had been frightfully diminished 1S As 
we know, Hezekiah's policies also led the country to the brink of disaster 
Most of the teritory of Judah was given over to the Philistines by Senna- 

  

     
  

  

    t. It became dang 

  

  

111 The phrase G7bKn 773 11139, “The work o the house o God,” whic 
         

               

  

   

in the short evluation statement about Hezekish, 2 Chr. 31:21, may refer 
of the templ, the lturgy. It i found in paraleism with 7 and 73, aw 
mandments. Concerning the teasons for the 5o caled reform the Orental Institu 
Prism Col. 11381, mention that Murbi and damaqati were br 
Hezekiah. The damgii efers to soldiers and urbi may thas also refer 10 peop 
irregular soldiers, see the discusson by 1. Eph'al, “‘Arabs’ in Babylonia in the ci 
century B.C.." JAOS 94174, p. 110. One may ask whether the urbi were ordinary m 
who were “drafted” in order 1o szenghthen the defense of Jerusaem. This could have 
meant thatal activites outside the capital lmost came to a hlt including culic activi 
ties. If o, the biblial narrator may have wsed and developed this in this reportof the 
“reform,” thus gving  tendentious picture of 

112 For a possible prophetic apposition to Hezekiah's reform, e Weinfeld, p. cit. 
Pp. 2086, 

113" See further below, Chapter V 
114 H. Wildberger maintain that the tradition in 2 Kings 18 s taken over by ¢ 

witer of Ia. 36-39 who revised it, “Die Rede des Rabsake vor Jerusalem,” ThZ 35/70, op.35:47 

    

115 1t may be maintained that the rabigéh speech is a lterary propagands prod 
as s the Cyrus cylinder's reference to Nabunaid's transie of Babylonian gods to Bab 

lon shortly before Cyrus took the city. Still, there may be a kernel of truth in both 
storie, o the discussion by M. Weinfeld, JNES 23/64, pp. 2021T. For an Asyrian 
paralel (0 the rabTiqéh's negotiations with the people of a besicged city, sco H.W.F 
Saggs, “The Nimrud Letters, 1952 — Part 1" Irag 17/55, pp. 231   
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cherib. Only Jerusalem was left (perhaps also the Judean desert) for Hezekiah 
to rule."® Tn reality the kingdom of Judah had been reduced to a city state. 

The fact that the rabSigéh spoke Hebrew may indicate that he wa 
Israclte by birth. 7 The aim of his words was to encourage criticism and 
opposition to Hezekiah's actions. Indeed, t0.a great many people Hezekiah's 
actions against their cult places may have been impossible to comprehend 
From the rabiqel’s speech it is evident that the bamot and altars idled by 
the reform were seen as le 

  

  

  

       

    

timate Yahweh cult places."® Further, they 
  were not identical phenon 

came from a group that had accepted and also propag: 
one Yahweh cult place. 

The reforms of Hezekiah scem to have been repeated by king Josiah 
Both did something to the bamo, both destroyed massebot and ‘dserim. 
and both inaugura al 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 naratives 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 bamo of Judah. He is said to have “defiled’ 
(%) the bamdt of the cities, 23:9, because incense was burned there to 
Baal and the constellations, i.c. the heavenly host." 

2. Opposition to these arose at a later time and 
ed the idea of only   

  

ed a now fest        
  

    

® Morcover, he deposed 
those priests who fulfilled this function, namely the &v33." 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 bamor. 
priests could not go up “to the altar of Yahweh in Jerusalem unless they 
had eaten unleavened bread among their breathren.” The phrase 153K 7 

  
  

  

gives the condition'® under which they were permitted to offiiate at the 

16 See Crapter V 
17 H. Tadmor sees him as an exied Isralite who made  careet n the Assyrian 

rmy, 35 did many other men of subjugated peoples (in a lcture at the University of 
Chicago, June 1977), 

5 C1. M. Weinfeld, op. cit, p. 202, W.B. Barrck, The Word BMH i 
Testament, p. 

   
  

19 Either this means that the festval was a new one,of that the 
was “Yevised." It could also mean that the narrator considered the Josian festival to be 

  

inharmony with his ov time’s passo 
120 One wonders how this ffected the. 

  

cept of Yahweh as Zebaoth, “Yshweh   

  

1 This word does not mean “idolatrous” pricst, a the Eng. transhation renders 

  

t. The stem kmr means “t0 be hot, to burn." These prists are sid to have been ap 
  

pointed by the kings of Judsh, 2 Kings 23: 5. Ther culti 
official Judahite relgion until th time of Josiah 

122 See W.B. Barrick, The Word BMH, pp. 3326 
15 . Brockelmar Neukirchen 1956, §168, pp. 159., Ba 

    

Hebnasche Syniax,          
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altar of the temple of Jerusalem. From this W.B. Barrick concluded that the 
bamot-priests were put “under the control of the Templ 
Jerusalem." 

   

By changing the status of the national cult places, the bamot, by dismis: 

  

sing  priests, and by subjecting the rest of the priesthood to more d 
Jerusalemite t 

  

le control® the suj   ision of cultic affairs was 
ened. If this story is accurate, the Jeusalemite priesthoo 
hand in the struggle between the diffe 
started the so called Levitical problem. 

  

  

ined the upper. 
  

nt priest classes. This may be what 

  

Not only did Josiah remove from the Jerusalem temple all the vessels 
made for Asherah, Baal, and the constellations (the heavenly host), 2 K 
23:4, but he also removed the horses which the kings of Judah (sict) h 

ned the chariots of the sun, v.11. Further 
stopped the sacral prositution a 

     made for 

  

 sun, and he bu   

  the Solomonic temple, v. 7. Here the nar 
rator has provided a clear but short review of the real official religion of the 
Kingdom of Judah. In addition to the three main deities Yahweh Zebaoth 
Asherah, and Baal the p 

  

  ple has, thus,also worshipped the heavenly bodies. 
The logic of this is, of course, that there was no monotheism. This s a later 
speculative idea.”   

To conclude, as is usually done, that king Manasseh introduc 
cult phenomena and forei 
inated by Josiah, is contrary to textual information. The phrase “the kin 
of Judah (who made the horses for the sun) reveals the status of the official 
and traditional religion of the kingdom. When Y 
the gods after Josiah’s purge of the cult the content of the phrase “Yahweh 
Zebaoth” (Yahweh of Hosts) must have sounded somewhat empty — at 

d foreign   

  

gods some of which are said to have been elim: 

  

  

  

least for the time being. "™ If one considers Ezekiels vision of the twenty 

  

ive men worshipping the sun on the inner court of the te       mple, it appears 

ick, op. cit. pp. 329 

  

The details of the government’s control of prists and other vl servants 

  

     crning the Levites e put back in time by assigning them 35 4 part of the Mosaic 
lgislation. In this way the Deuteronomistic legiator got the authority for what he 
wanted t0 see as “taw.” — For the “Law 

  

  ied masterpicce of jurisprude 
ombined ancient civl and cultc egulations with internationalcvil eforms,” wisdor   

teaching, etc, s the wel argumented artc by S. A. Kaufman, “The structure of the 
Deuteronomic Law,” Magrav 1/19, pp. 105-158 (quote from p. 147). This law code I 

    
ss. program for the reconsiuc 

Becau 
disappears, it may be 
happened. 

128" A lter time gave the phrase 4 more “angelic” conten 

  
of the post<xilc socien 

the nartator makes clean sweep and staes that everything but Yahweh 
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that the worship of the sun was reinstated after Josiah's death, Ezek 
8:16.%% On the other hand it may be maintained that, even if Josiah re. 
jected all the symbols of the sun, the temple rituals may still have included 
a proskynesis for the sun which the prophet tells us was identified with 
Yahweh. 

As was mentioned above, Josiah did not destroy 
did h (abandon) them from 

  

he bamot of Judah nor   

  

“remove nation’s cultic establishment   

They were perhaps more closely supervised from now on. '™ Certain rituals 
were abandoned and the priests performing them, the kmrm were dismissed. 
There were, however, certain bamor (here one should perhaps read the 

ular br id pull down, This was the 
of th which was located at “the entrance of the 

Joshua, the 
23:8. To what city 

i or bme %) which the ki 
g 13 
commander of the city” to the left of the city 

refers is debated. It has usually been identified 
¥R, “and he pulled down 

This is supported by 2 Chr. 24:6. 
eform is reported to have included “the cities of Manasseh 

raim, and Simeon, and as far as Naphtali.” Beer-Sheba was in the terri- 
tory of Simg 
From Am. 5:5 we know 

       te of     

    

  

    

  

Jerusalem.™ However, the sentenc 
the bmt”, may refer to Beer-Sheba.'* 
Here Josiah's   

  

  n, the only area of Judal 
t Beer-Sheba was a renownd 

for the people of the northern kingdom, Isracl. Connecting this with 1 
fact that Josiah destroyed the sanctuaries of the former kingdom of Israel 
(now 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. Th the above 
mentioned cult place at Beer-Sheba were not to be associated with Yahweh 

  

which is mentioned in this passage. 
        

  

  

  

  

      
129 This is another example of the cons 

dificulty of changing rituals and beles th 

130 According to Psalm 84:12 Yahweh is call 
light and sunshine connected with the character 
9, p. BSIE. For Yahuh's horses, s Hab. 3:8 

This may it ory of W.E. Clab opines that the 
mainly a iscal one, “The Fiscal Basi of Josiah's Reforms,” JBL 92 

132 CF. W.B. Burrick, The World BMH, 
193 1. Gray prefers o 1ead o'arim, 

       
possibly in the form o the Assyrian “bullcol 

f. W.0.E. Ocstely and Th.H. Robinsor         and Deve London 1930 (1952),p. 112, W.B. Barrick,op.cit. pp. 351 
Sce, for instance, N. Avigad, “The Governor of the City," /EJ 26/76, pp. 178: 

135 CF. Y. Yadin, “Beer-heba: The High Place Destroyed by king Josih,” BASOR   

  

6, pp. 5-18, Barrick, op. cit. pp. 3SOIT. Y. Shiloh has here misread the Hebrew 
‘ext seing the singular vy as refering to citis, “Iron Ag 
Elements in Palestine,” Symposia, d. by F.M. Cross, 1979, p. 1 

  Sunctuaries and Cult 
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because ¢ 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 an   

inds 
or tolerate 

  ation that down to the time of king Josiah these gods had been part of 
d by — the official Judahite cult 

In principle a king 
territories under his command. His god is the god of the nation and not of 

  

an, of course, only organize and make changes in     

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 Samer   

  

the former kingdom of Israel. Many scholars have advocated that Josiah's 
  ion to the north indicates that he annexed this territory to Judah.   

Unfortunately 
noted that 2 Kings 2. 
Geba 

ined that this refers to the time 

    ere is no textual evidence for this. Instead is should be 
8f. mentions that Josiah’s territory streched from 

n the north to Beer-Sheba in the south. It could, of course, be main. 
fore Josiah marched northwards. How 

  

  

    

ever, because of the chronistic character of the text one should view the 
eatness” under Josiah 

h the ainst Israel in the OId Testa 
ment and Josiah’s actions in the north, it must be remembered that the offi. 

  

  

     In order to understand bo lemics 

    

the national god of Israel was not the Yahweh of Jerusalem. In 
reality it was the Yahweh of the northern kingdom with its famous shrine 

at Bethel and its cultic establishment in Samaria. The official el 
northern kingdom was not at home in or governed from Jerusa 
(later) Jerusalemite point of view, Isracl was a break-away ki 
thus, both the ki It were “wrong.” " During 

      

      

    

    
  

king Josiah, Bethel was stll the most important holy place in th 
carrying on the old traditions of the former nation, f. 2 Ki 

dent that Yahweh of Jerus: 
   

From the above it should be 

ince were more of a hostile nature than anything else. He is said to have 
burned the temple of Bethel and defiled the altars of the other sanctuaries 
by massacring the priests and burning their bones on the altars thus making 

them again. To burn the bones of human beings was 
Lev. 20:14, 21:9, Josh. 7:25. In effect, what 

  

  over the Assyrian province of Samerina. Josiah's action in this pro 

  

  

it impossible to u 

    

136 See, among others, A. Alt, “Judas Gaue unter Josis," Palstinahrbuch 
op. 1001F. (= KS 11, pp. 2761, M. Noth, History of Isuel, pp. 273, 1. Brght, A 
istory of Isael, 24 ed., 1972, p. 316, 5. Hetemann, A History of Israe in Old Tese 

ient Times, p. 266, A.D. Tushingham, “A Royal lrselite Seal(?) and the Royal Jar 
Handie Stamps,” BASOR 201/71, pp. 331 F-M. € 

Kingdom o 

    

cs 10 far a5 0 maintain that 
Davidin alldetal” Canaanite 

A out anything about Josiah's 

    

    

  

Myth and Hebrew Epic, p. 283. How can anybod 
137 This i the basic concept of the book of Amos.  
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Josiah did was 10 attempt o stop a rival Yahweh cult over which Jerusa 
lem had neither power nor influence. His expedition to the north was 
punitive.'** No text mentions that Josiah reorganized the province as a part 

f his nation. Ind 
n event which, had it happened, would have be 

  

  4, the historian would not have forgotten to record such 
n completely in line witt     

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 Hashavyshu (Minet Rubin), ca. 1.5 km south of Yavne Yam, was part 
of Josiah'’s defense system 

    
  

  as has been maintained, then the king was suc- 
cessful in extending Judah’s territory to the west at least.'” 

The Old Testament presentation of the literary phenomenon of the 
witten 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 
king himself took the initiative for the reorganization. Indeed, through his 
temple restoration, he instig 

  

     
    

  

ated the discovery of the “law book”; he s 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 2 Kings 22 
against any close relationship between god and king 
by a priest or as 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 
wil die in peace(!) and not see the disaster that will come over Judah and its 

capital (the later i certainly a post eventu oracle), 22:18f. This p 

  

that was not mediated   

prophet, it       
  

     
   

  

its the   

138 See my article, “King Josish and the DWD of Amos 6:10,"JS5 26/81 
139 For a leter in Hebrew found at this place, see J. Naveh, “A Hebrew Letter 

from the Seventh Century B.C.." IEJ 10/60, pp. and “More Hebrew Inscip 
m Mead Hashavyahu,” 1EJ 12/62, pp. 27T, A. Lemsite, “L'ostracon de 

Mesad Hashavyahu (Yavneh-Yam) rephcé dans son contexte,” Semitica 21/71, pp 7., D. Pardee, “An Orrview of Ancient Hebrew Epistolography,” JBL 97/78 
PP 325f. From names such as Obadyahu, Hoshayahu, and Hashavyahu it may be con 

    

  

    

  

cluded that the fortres was under the Judean king. Thi s, for nstance, the opinion of 
H. Tadmor. He maintains that the Greek pottery found at the place indicates that 
Josiah had Greek mercenaries in his army, “Philista under Assyrian Rule,” 54 29/66 
p. 102, n. 59. For the text, see Donner—Rallig, KA, text 200, J.C.L. Gibson, Text. 
book of Syrian Semitic Insciptions 1, pp. 261T I could be added that the seipt scems 

be south-Palestinian, not exactly Jerusalemnite 
K. N. Lohfink who points out that every thing centers around the king 

Bundesurkunde des Konigs Josias,” Bibiica 44/63, p. 276 
141 For the king as the “Offenbarungsbringer suf d 

Relionsphinomenogie, Berlin 1969, pp. S461T 

     

  

  

  

   

  

       

  

  



  

ROYAL PRIESTHOOD 

  

assumption that Josiah had already begun some cultic and administra 
  

eforms. 
Contentwise the “law book” seems to have been a scroll containing 

divine commands. In other words, the will of the deity was revealed through 
writings.\*? A. Bertholet maintained that the phrase “I have found the 

2 Kings 22:8, is a formula used to 
to the Egyptian 

  thes 
law book in the temple of Yahwel 
give the highest authority to an undertaking. He point 
parallel of a newly written text found at the feet of the god Thot in his tem. 

 acquired the character of divine revelation.'** 
he writin 

      

  ple at Hermopolis. The 
S. Morenz pointed out that in instances like this o     
iven an archaic character. 

As to the authenticity of the “law book”, the opinions of A.R. Siebens 
should be noted. He states that nowh al 
any hints that the temple was in such a deplorable state of repai that it 

eded to be renovated at that point in time.'* Further, he opines that 
1 if a “book” containing relgious laws disappeared, it s cerainly st 

in tendencies were forgotten, especialy those dealing 
¥ Priests usualy learned thattype of materia 

  

  

e in the textual material are there          

       
that its content and      
with cultic rules and practict 

    

by rote since it was impractical to carry a manuale while sacrificing or while 
  cult symbols in a festival procession. This indicates that if there ever 

had been such law book which had disappeared, it would 

  

not have be   

ficult to reproduce it 
d. He seems to have grasped the reality behind 

the story. It is highly prob: at Josial’s so called law book 
was a product of his own time and probably also of his own chancellery,a 
book m ive the king divine authorization for his reorganiz- 
tion program. The narrator used it 10 suit his own “historiographic” 
Very little is known about the administration of the kings who followed 

  

Sicben’s a 

  

uments a    
   

    

      
    

    142 For the divi ing reveald in form of a “book” often “hidden” and 
found", see G. Widengren, op. cit. pp. 553 

149 Gne could suspect that the phrase TMNT 700 is postexilic and, as sue 

  

Jnical term which the nartator has intentionlly used in order to ee the idealof the 
postexilic community being establshed already in the pre-exilc time 

144 Die Macht der Schrift in Glauben und Aberglauben, Belin 1949, pp. 42t 
Widengren, . cit, pp. $53 

145 gyprische Religion, Stuttgart 1960, pp.   31 

  

    

146 1 origine du code deuteronomique, Pais 1929, p. 92 
47 Op. cit. .95 

148 The religious and social reforms of the early Roman king Numa ae intresting 
paralels. About five hundred years after Numa the practor Q. Petilivs was presented     

with several books which had been dug up and which were said to be the works of 
Numa, As 3 ma sct, the Roman reigious law is 9id 10 be based on the com:     (memorand, wrtings, proceedings) of Numa, sce Edna M. Hooker, “The 
Significance of Numa's Religious Reform,” Numen 10/63, pp. 87-132, G. Widei 

    

   



   

    
    

  

Josiah. After his death the situation may h changed and the     
  old forms. This can be concluded from the state 

ments made about Josia’s two sons, Jehoahaz and Jehoiakim. The narrator’s 
evaluation of these two kings is negative. They did what was “evl” in the       

    

  

eyes of Yahweh, exactly as their forefathers had done, 2 Kings 23:32,3 
24:19. In reality this means that they did not embrace the ideology or 

     

    
      
       

   

Hezekiah and Josiah. 
sllow the customs that the narrator was in favor of, namely the reforms of 

      
5 Cr Jer. 11:9-13, Ezck. 8:11E, 2 Chr. 36:14, and see, among others, 
dersen, Jiacl 1LV 3. Lindblom, Prophecy in Ancient Tsrael, p. 375 

At Kieine Schriften 1, . 300, V. Maag, “Erwigungen zur deuteronomischen Kult 
p. 18, EW on, Deuteronomy and Tradition, pp. 

    and the Temy 
meri, Ezechiel (BK XIII:1),p. 151 

fem (SVT XX, Leiden 1971,    



CHAPTER FIVE 

KING MANASSEH AND THE REVIVAL OF THE 
TRADITIONAL RELIGION OF JUDAH® 

1 attention should be 
1417, 2 good example of royal activities concerning the o 

id to the information given in 2 Chr. 33     
ization of a 

  

nation and it om most of the   religion. From this passage, as well as 
biblical traditions about the Manasseh reg 
does not rate very highly in the eyes of the narrators, cf. 2 Kings 21:2 
2Chr. 33:2. As a matter of fact, he s said to have done more evil ¢ 
others, 2 Kings 21:11ff. and 2 Chr. 33:1. Taking into account the re 
ligious zeal of the narrators and their goals, it is not astonishing that Manas 

rkabl 
gh, is that most modern scholars have uncritically accepted as historica 

use him of 

  

  

me that king Manasseh     

  

  

  

seh is pictured as one of the worst kings of Judah. Wh     

  

  the biblical opinion about Manasseh. Consequently, they ac 
       introducing foreign gods and religious phenomena into Judah and of ina 

urating a period of rampant syncretism." It is a misleading picture, to say 
the least 

A more realistic portrayal of Manasseh can be found through an anlysis    
   

of 2 Chr, 
Babylon. 

  

14-17. This passage states that he was imprisoned for a time in   

  Upon his rele etun to Jerusalem, he fortified   and subsequen 

* The content of this chapter has been presented in o somewhat different and 
abbreviated form in Swedish (“Kung Manasse, en religos traditionalst”) in Rel 
och Bibel 38, 1979, pp. 

+ See, for cxampk, Y. Kaufman, Th 
H. Ringgren, Isaelte Religion, Philadelphia 1966, p. 276, J. Bright, A Hisory of 
Lirael, 2nd od., Philadelphia 1972, p. 291, M. Cogan, Imperialism and Relgion, pp 
S8IF, B. Oded, “Judah and the Exie,” i [y 
Hayes and J.M, Millr, London 1977, p. 453, P.D. Hanson, “Prl 
of Jewish Apoc 98, M. Haran, T 

nt Isracl, Oxford 1978, pp. 106L, 278, RM. Seltzer, Jewish Po 
Thousht, T ry, New York and London 1980, 

P. 103. RK. Harrison, for instance, writes that during the time of Manasseh “the 

  

Religion of e, Chicsgo 1960, p. 55, 

  

  

  

and Judean History, 0. by 1.1,   

        yptic,” in Magnalia Del, 

        Jewish Experience in Hi     
people of Judah sank o new depths of depravity and moral degradation,” Old Test 
ment Times, Grand Rapids, Michigan, 1970, p. 238. The sources, however, do ot 

  

    vel of popular ethics and morals, something 
ators aze more concered with the kings doings than with describing the morals of 

  

he population of Judat 
2 W. Rudolph belives that Manasseh rebelled against Ashurbanipal in connection 

  

with the uprising of Shamash-shum-ukin of Babylon which o the years 
652648 B.C., Chronikbiicher (HAT 21), Tibingen 1955, pp. 3161, He i folowed by 

  

   



  

76 KING MANASSEH AND THE RELIGION OF JUDAH 

the capital and put “commanders of the army in all fortified citis of 
Judah.” The Chronicler adds that he “took away the foreign gods” and the 
idol, 50 (a Judahite god image),* from the Solomonic temple, and he 
removed all the alars Solomon had built “on the mountin of the temple of 
Yahweh and in Jerusalem,” v. 15. Although the Chronicler complains that 
the people were still acrificing in the sanctuaries, bamdt, of the country, he 
adds the qualifir that they now only worshipped Yahweh there 

From this report, which cannot be a complte invention, it is evident 
not only that Manasseh rebuil and strengthened his defenses, but that he 

   

  

  

E. Ehrlich, “Der Aufenthalt des Knigs Manasse in Babylon,” Th 21/65, pp. 28111 
See also M. Flat, who efers to the striking paralll of Ashurbanipal’s reatment o rbellious king Necho of Sais in Egypt, thus maintaining that Manasseh and Nech were probably part of the same uprising and dealt with in the same manner, “Th 
Politicl Statusof th Kingdom of Judah within the Assyrian Empire n the 7th Century B.CE,” in Y. Aharoi, Investgations at Lachish: The Sanctuary and the Residenc 
(Lachish ), Tel Aviv 1975, pp. 66IT. CX. also E. Nie 
Cultural Development in Israel and Judah during the Reign of Manaseh,” 4th World 
Congress of Jewish Studies 1, Jerusalem 1967, pp. 1031, As to Assyri’s weatment o 
vassal Kings, see also H.W.F. Saggs, The Greainess that was Babylon, p. 242. 1t should be added that Ehlich points to the fact that Manasseh’s sacrifce of his son has 

parael in Ahaz" sacrfice during a politically dangerous situaton, 2 Kings 15:37, 16 
3, Is. T:AMT, ThZ 21/65, p. 283. I is possible that Manasseh's sacrifie of his sor 
2 Kings 21:6, 2 Chr. 33:6, was o mulk-sacrifice wh 
jons of grave danger,cf. Mesha of Moab, and the Punic custom of sacrficing children o Tanit and Baal Hammon in poltically troubled times. The Jerusalemites s have done the same in the f3phet in the valley of Hinnom, 2 Kings 23:10, Jer. 731 
32:34L, Eack. 16:20. If Manassch was threatened by the Assyrians, i is posibe that 

         
  

  

   

  

tical Conditions and   

        

    
    

the sacrfice of his son occurred in this connection. With A.T. Olmstead the mulk 
sacrifces should be viewed as having be ted to Yahweh, History of Asyria, 
Chicago 1923 (1960), p.379. So also 1. eliion gammaltestamentlic 
1, 20d ed., Sockholm 1953, p. 155, 

S The phrase Smom bovnK in v. 7 clearly indic 
statuc and not a slab, as W-F. Albright concluded with the help of 8:3,5. By rendering 

      
  

30, “niche” instead of seat, place, postament, he was able o0 place a slab into 3 
niche and thus view the phenomenon s Syro-Assyrian, Archaeology and the Religion 
of Israe, 20d cd., Baltimore 1946, pp. 165f. It should be noted that the tradition in 
2 Kings 21:7 has 770kn 590. Knowing that Asherah was an Istacite goddess (cf 
Ahlstiom, Aspects of Syncretism in Iaelite Religion, 1963, pp. SOIL.), the semel of 
2. 33:7, 15 may be 3 referencs to Asherah. However,this tem i 
whee for Asherah's dol. Here we shoukd add that in Dt 4:16 the wo 

   

    

  

  

d semel reers   

     a deity tatue, male or femal. It should also be noted that in the Phoenics 
of Cyprus semel never refers o a tatue of a goddess, . 2.5, Harrs, A Grammar o the 
Phoenicion Language (AOS 8), New Haven, Conn., 1936, p. 60, § 18:1. For sml as 

pe, KAL 26:1V: 148 

  

eferring o a god tatue, s also the Azitawadda text from Karat 
and 18¢ 

4 H.D. Preuss does not beleve that two deity categories are menti 
spottung fremaer Religionen im Alten Testament (BWANT 92), Stut 

bicher, pp. 31T, R. North, “Doss 
Path (O Testame 

  

    
$ See, for_instance, W. Rudolph, Chron 

Archacology Prove Chionicles Sources?,” A Light Unte 
    

 



e same time. Here one could ask 

  

carried outa cultic reorganization around ¢ 
whether a connection exists between strengthening the defense system and 
reforming or reorganizing tion. Before attempting an 

be noted that Asa (2 Chr. 14:3(F.), Hezekish, and Josiah 
cult and admini     

  

also seem to have undertaken a reorganization of the religious system in 
  nents or in connecti   

  

ion with building activities, defense impro 

  

with a change in foreign policy.® The solution to this question must i 
X idea of religion as a national, territorial 

  

somewhere within the compl 
phenomenon, for, as we have seen, politics and religion went hand in hand 

  

  Therefore, a change in cither for   
s in military and cultic personnel. When 2 Chr. 33:14ff 

  

consequent chan; 
mentions that Manasseh sent army commanders to the fortified cities of his 
Kingdom, it does not mean that they did not have any commanders there 
before. The fact is that the army command had to be changed! This text 

ity state, obviously recovered 
ekiah, lost;” teritory 

shows that Manasseh, who had inherit   
  some, if not all, of the territory that his father, He 

which Sennacherib had added to the Philistine holdings dividing it up be- 
Sillibel of Gaza, Padi of Ekron, and Mitinti of Ashdod.* With the 

  

  

twe   

Studies in Honor of JM. Myers), ed. by N.H. Bream, R, Heim, C.A. Moore, Philadel 
phia 1973, pp. 3831T, B. Oded, “Judah and the Exile,” in Iraclite and Juden Histor 

  

    
  

p. 455. R, Frankena sssumes that Manassh, together with twenty-one other vassl 
Kings, was present as Ashurbanipal's crown prince installaion on the 12th of Iyyar 
672 B.C. These twenty-two vassal Kings sre mentioned in the Amals of Esarhaddon 
(Nin. V:SS1F) as having deivered building materias to the Assyrian king. In this text 
Manssseh i called the Yar STV, "king of (th city of) Judah,” s Frankena, “Th 

al Treaties of Esarhaddon and the Dating of Deuteronomy,” Oudtestamentisch 
o 14]65, pp. 150F. This shows that at this time Judah wat still 3 ity state and 
therefore, Mas ould not have retricved the Judshite cities prior to that       

    

time. Because Manasseh’s son and successor bore the Egyptian name Amon, A.T 
Olmstead concluded that Manassch supported Psammeticus I's revolution against 
Assytia, History of Assyria, p. 380. Whatever sctually happened, the Assyrian king's 
act of grace in ltting Manaseh continue as King of Judah was turned by the biblcal 

(© an act of grace of Yahweh. History has here been translated into 

topos” of building sctivites and cut eorganization, see now P, Welten, 
4 Geschichsdarstellung in den Chronikbichern, 1973, pp. Sf.. and 

Annals mention 46 fortfied citis and seveal smalle settlemens, 

   
e Schriften 11, pp. 2420L., H.L. Ginsberg, “Judsh and the Transjordan 

734 t0 562 B.CE." Alexander Marx Jubilee Volume, New York 1950, 
o Lecuwen, “Sanchérib devant Jerusalem,” Oudtestamentische Studt    

For the text, ee D.D. Luckenbill, The Annal of Sennacherib (OIP D), 
Chicago 1924, pp. 321, lines 181F 

5 One of the Akkadian texts mentions besides these three cites alo Ashkalon 
(ARAB 11 $312, Luckenbill, op. ct, p. 70, lines 28-30), cf. H. Tadmor, “Philstia 
under Assyran Rule,” B4 29/66, p. 9 
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return of these territories, or a part of them, Philistine rule ended. Therefore, 
Manasseh’s administration had to 
these cities territorially and relig 
accomplished by send 

  

xtended in order to re-incorporate 
     jously into the kingdom of Judah. This was 

out Judahite commanders, troops, and civil ser 
ts. Only when the official religion of Judah was estab. 

  

vants, in 
  uding 

lished accordin    

  

to its mi¥par (rule, and norms) could Yahwe's rule b 
re<stablished. The sanctuaries, bamot, of these cities again became san 

jon.? Therefore, the 
of both the military and the culfic reorganization that Manass 

  

aries of the nation of Judah and its of 

  

cial 1      

  

indertook 
sined territory into his kingdom.'?      ate the r 

Nilitary defense meant, among other things, repairing existing struc     
  and building new fortifications and walls. For example, Manasseh built an 

outer wall for Jerusalem encircling the Ophel, “in the west to Gihon (which 
is) in the valley” and extending to the entra 

b, 2 Chr. 33:14. It no 
Ophel, but since it 
added prote 

  e of the Fish Gate in the 
only provided an extra def       nor se wall for the   

  

  xtended west of the original city, it gave 
on of the Western Hill. Although the 

time of king Hezekiah, 
most of the newcomers could not have moved into the city proper becaus: 

tion for the popula     
   city's population seems to have increased after th 

  

of lack of space. Thus, the Western Hill became  “suburb” providing 4 new 
    area of settlement. Archacological remains support such an hypothesis. For 

example, M. Broshi maintained that the city of Jerusalem “expanded t 
three 1o four times its former size” around 700 B.C."" He suggests that the 
increase was due to immigration from the kingdom of Isracl after its 
collapse and from former Judshite towns and districts which Sennacherib 
added to the teritory of Philistine ki 
may provide part of the answer to Jerusal 
tunately, the idea that people escaped from the 
is unsubstantiated. Moreover, it is doubtful tha 

     

   
  

  

   in 701 B.C." Broshis hypothesis 
1 B.C. Unfor. 

BC 

  

  
      

ptured c 

  

     

  

permitted any kind of exodus. These governments were now responsible to 
the Assyrians for the population put under their supervision. The fact that 

after 701 B.C. can p 
- of Judah in this period 

than Jerusalem and its closest surroundings. Those (from the country side 

  

eople settled outside the walls of Je 
       explained by recalling that the a s no lan 

  

   
9 This may be the realty behind the statement in 2 Chr. 33:17 asserting that the 

people nows worshipped only “Yahweh, their « 
Compare also the cult organization undertaken by Jeroboam 1 who had t 

  

organize a new kingdom, and, thu 
This may & 

The Expansion of Jerusslem in the Reign of Hezekiah and Manasseh,” 
3, pp. 21:26. For a discussion about Manasseh’s wll, see also J. Simons, “The Wall of 

Manssseh and the Mishnel” Oudtestamentische Studien /50, pp. 1791, Th.A 
Busink, Der 
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  who escaped the wa 
remaining subjects of the King of Judah. This m: 
the mishnel, “the second city,” that is mentioned in 2 Ki 
Zech. 1:10, 

It is possible that Manassel’s wall joined up with the one that his father, 
Hezekiah, had built outside, n3n, the old city wall, 2 Chr. 32:5. He; 
Kiah's wall may be the great wall (up to 7m wide) that was un on the 
Western Hill in the Jewish Quarter of the OId City of modern Jerusalem.1* 
It is conceivable that this wall encircled the above mentioned suburb, the 
mishneh.* Thus the Jerusalem of Hezekiah's time may have been a doub 
city (cf. the dual form *¥*rasalayim”). If Manasseh's wall was connected 
with this wall of Hezekiah it would have made the city one 

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 
identifc 

may have settled close to the city of Jerusalem, thus 
hen be the beginning of 

22:14andin 
    

  

  

  
  arthed   

      
  

   
  

    

  

ion made by F. Petrie.* If this is correct, Hesi (Eglon?) may have 

  

retrieved. The defense activitis of this king 
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 

been one of the cities Manasse 
    

In making Manasseh the scape goat for the disaster of the country, 1 
Chronicler appears as an exponent of the ancient Near Ea 
whereby a deity’s displeasure with his people forces him to destroy the 
nation. ” It must be aske 

      
  however, why the blame was placed on Manassch 

      
13 N. Avigad, “Excavations i the Jewish Quarter of the OWd City of Jerusalem 

1969/1970,” IEJ 20/70, pp. £, 1290, and 1EJ 22/72, pp. 1930 ~ The Fish Gate 
was located in the north. Therefore, Manasseh's wall seems o have streched from th 

  

west 1o Gihon in the Kedron valley encircling the Ophel. Unfortunately we do not 

  

know where in the west it sarted. Consequently, the connection with Hezekian's wall 
emains hypothetical 

4 This has been discussed in my review of K.M. Kenyon's book Digging up Je 
salem in the Journal of Near Eastern Studies 37178, pp. 6. In tis review | expressed 

  

  

he wall did not encircl a settlement 10 the south and that it was 
connected with the already existng wall of Jerusalem. This seems now to 
supported by A.D. Tushingham, “The Western Hil of Jerusalem) under the Monarchy 

DRV 95 39-55. For the “Broad Wall” of Nehemiah 3:8, sce R. Grafma 
emiah’s ‘Broad Wall'" IEJ 24/74, pp. SOF, G.W. Ahlstrom, Joeland the Temple Cult of Jerusatem, p. 115 

15 el el Hesy (Lachish), London 1891, pp. 32r, and plates I I, S also K.G. 
O'Connell, D.G. Rose, L.E. Toombs, “Tel e-Hesi,” /£ 27/77, p. 248, 

L. E. Selin, Geschichte des sraclirisch-fidischen Volkes 1, 1924, p. ne could ask whether the fortressof Arad and the surrounding arca had becn 

  

  

      
  

  

    
  

    1. Here 
tumed 

     
0 Mansssch or was it fist taken back by Josish? Did the the Philsines, or Manasseh, 

17 P, S.N. Kramer, “Lamentation over the Destruction of Sumer and Ur,” The 
Ancient Near East (Suppl. to ANET), ed. by J.B. Prtchard, Princeton 1969, pp. 175 
(611 ). Consult akso B. Albeektson, History and the Gods (Conicctanea Biblica, OT 
Seris 1), Lund 1967, pp. 2711 
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who, after all, “converted” to Yahweh, according to the Chronicler, 2 Chr 
3 Indeed, one may ask why the blame was not levelled against 
Jehoiakim or Zedekia 

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 ki 
the narrator's own theology. Accord; 
Hezekiah's reform was the ideal against which the religious customs of the 
pre-exilic era were to be evaluated. In Manasse’s eyes, however, t 
of Hezekiah had led the country to the brink of disaster. Therefore, Mana- 
s more than a return to the re- 
ligious situation that existed before Hezekiah's innovations. 2 Kings 21:3 

ay, thus, be the narrator’s personal view of Manasseh’s cultic restoration 
program.® If the above interpretation is correct, Manasseh cannot be called 

  

    

  

whose works harmonized well with 
to the standards of their time, 

  

  

  

policies 

  

    s cultic reform may have been nothi 

   
an “apostate”, as may scholars prefer to label him."” He was rather a tra- 
ditionalist in religious matters, and as such he came into conflict with those 

oups still advocatin 
of his “unorthodox’ 
         the religious ideas and the radical, utopian innovations 

father. Therefore, Manasseh had to neutralize those 
  clements;™ they may be seen as enemies of the state 

This examp shows how intimately interwoven 
religion and state were. The king, as head of state, was also the head of the 

roy* Fortess cities, fortresses, store cities 

    rom Manasseh's reig 

national religion as his god’s vi    

18 B, Oded assumes that Manassch “seems to have intended the creation of 3 
genuine syncretism of Yahwistic and pagan cults,” in Iaclie and Judean History 

  

p. 453. This is, howeer, more conjecture than history because it is unknown wh 
Manasieh had any such intentions. Oded buids slely upon the Chronicle's theologica 

n and his hatred for Manassch. What we know i that the narrator lked (o 
put his own Yahwisti idealsinto the time of Manasch and use them as 3 yardstick for 

s cvaluations of the king. Thus, he blames Manasseh for the old Judahite eligious 
phenomena he did not like. B. Peckham's suggestion that the “sanctuary” from ca. 700 

m (e Digging up Jerusalem, 

  

  

B.C. found i the excavations by K.M. Kenyon in Jeu 
p. 143) was  “Tepresentative of the Phoenician cults introduced by Manasseh” (“lscael 
and Phocnicia,” in Magnalia Dei p. 

  

  

s nothing more than a guess. We do not cve     Know whether this building was 3 a 
9 From 2 methodological viewpoint the term apostate should 

it i a subjctive evaluation, <f. Morton Smith, “The Veracity of Ezekicl, the Sins of 
Manssseh, and Jeremiah 44:18,” ZAW 87/75, p. 12. W.F. Stnespring’s negative verdict 
about Manaseh's relgious actions is nothing 

    

e used because 
  

te than an uncritcal acceptance of the 
Chronicler's cvaluation, “Temple, Jerusalem,” DB IV, p. $39. He is followed by 
mong others, P.D. Hanson, “Prolegomena o the Study of Jewish Apocalyptic,” in 
Magnalia Dei, p. 395. 

30 I Morton Smith,Palestinian Partes and Politics that Shaped the Old Testament, 
New York and London 1971, p. 40. 

21 Texts such as these about king Manasseh, as well s others which sharply crtcize 

    

  

the kings, 
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and royal sanctuaries were the visible arms of the central government n its 
administration of the d     erent ares   of the nation, all of which comprised 
he temitory of the nation’s god. 

monazchy. That would have been understood ss hostilty toward the state, and, a5 
  pably belong to a period when there was no 

King who could sentence the writers. Finaly, concerning the History of sracl 
nd Judah one could apply the following quote from E.H. Carr: “Ou     picture has been preslected and predetermined for s, not so much by accident as by people who wers 

acts, which supported that 
s History?, London 1961, p. 13   

 



   

  

       
    
   
     
          
        
   

      
    
    

      

      
   

  

    
    

    
     
   
   

APPENDIX 

It has been advocated on textual grounds, that sanctuaries called ban 
existed in many, if not most, of the Israclite an 
of these sanctuaries from the monarch 

    t 
Judahite cities. That so few 

i time have been uncovered during 
estine may be due to the fact that a tell i seldom com: 

          

  

excavations in P   

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-Duwei 
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 238, 
Indeed, a cult room may have existed inside the en   

  

e in the 
  

  

close connection with a city gate. In this conne 
gate of Israclite Dan s illust 
throne” or for an idol 

  ion the structu 

  

    d as a “base for a 
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. Th 
not necessary everywhere. Whether the: 

tive. It has been identif   

    thaps this place served 1 
  

s, separate sanctuary buildings were      
   rooms were put out of business 

with the reform of king Josiah is impossible to determine. Taking into con. 
sideration the fact that tithes had to be collected throughout the country 
one may conclude that these bench-rooms still u 

One more observation about the religious situation must be made. If one 
considers all the human and animal figurines that have been found in the 
soil 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 
10 1975) a total of 597 figurin 

  

    a purpose. 
   

   

horse and rider figurines, and 2 
159 (39-25-21), Bethel (Beitin) 28 (7-2-10), Dan accounts for only one 

igurine), Shechem 22 (4-1-3), Gibeon 64 (27-13-15), Hazor 
3 Jerusalem’s religious attachment to the symbols of horses, 

    
    

    

  

A. Biran, “Tel Dan," BA 37/74, pp. 45, 41. For a possible “cultinstalation” 
inside the gate of Area K (LB ID) at Hazor, ee Y. Yadin, Hazor, London 1972, p. 63, 

Because of the gods worshipped at the cult place insde the gate mentioned in 
2 Kings 23:8 it was destroyed by king Josiah. Thus, it must be considered  special 

3 See the statistis in T.A. Holland, “A Study of Plestnian Iron Age Baked Clay 
Figurines, with Special Reference to Jerusalem: Cave 1,” Levant 9/77, pp. 1211 Con.   

cerning the fgurines found in Jerusalem it should be noted that Cave 1 (on the eastern 

 



bulls and nude women s   s 10 be quite pronounced and must be con 
tment of the religions of Israel and Judah. The bul 

rines, for example, are much more common in Jerusalem than in any 
other pl 

sidered in any tre:       
    

  

Recalling the polemics against the bull worship of the kingdom 
of Isracl found in both historical and prophetical books, one can only con. 
clude that the picture drawn for us of the northern kingdom and its religion 
is not reliable. Furthermore, the so-called conservative Yahwism which is 
said to have predominated in Judah,* seems to have existed only in the 
biblical writers’ reconstruction 

  

he history. It would certainly be an over 
statement to maintain that all the figurines must be viewe 
igious phenomena that have no connection with the official religion of the 

nation.* We know 100 little about the actual rituals of any cult p 

  

  

  nclud. 
ing those of the Solomonic temple, and our knowledge of the belifs and 

customs of the common man is scant. Thus, com 

  

ligion and the national religion is almost impossibl 
  

    
      

    

    

slope) contained ca. 1300 objects o Iy 84 e animal or es. 
This fact can, of course, not be used to argue that the ares was 

figurines have been found in several other placesin Jeus: 
stance d that the J ually came d 

e could, of course,ssk what kind of conservatism is mear 
jon one shoukl relize that 2 lugs mumber of the inhabitans of 

nent employes. As such they were repre      
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